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ABSTRACT

Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture
David R Freke

Email is, in the early part of the 21st century,iategral part of organisational life.
Its centrality has resulted in it being more thanexe organisational process. Rather,
email represents a vehicle by which organisation#élire develops. Using concepts
of “email communities” and ‘“insider-outsider socidlabitus” statuses, this
phenomenon is explored through evocative ethnograptd is found to be both
benign and malign. Issues of alternative hierashbullying, inclusion and exclusion
emerge. These issues are characterised by a flackaneness of the effects of their
actions on the part of protagonists. Because tb&agonists’ actions are not usually
deliberate, those suffering the effects doubt thédity of their experiences and
feelings. From the organisational perspectivejciaff notions of organisational
culture and organisational values are compromisezlyen rendered irrelevant. This
in turn compromises the honesty and integrity gfaorsations in respect of the ways
in which they present themselves to their employaed the outside world.
Organisations, however, are largely unaware ofetheffects as the insider-outsider
social habitus concept does not engage with thectsimal culture-as-an-entity
understanding favoured by organisations. Remseéeamined within the compass
of organisational learning and knowledge manageraemtxplored, with a need for
remedies within both concepts being found to beessary, together with a need for
emotional intelligence.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Whilst much research has been done into organisdticulture and organisational
learning, little has been done on the specific mfl@mail within these areas. What
research has been done into email has largely beem a technical/IT oriented
(Ruggeri Stevens and McEIhill 2000: 279) or funebmanagement oriented
(Spence 2002: 49-50, Stokely 2007: 2) perspectiadight of this, the combining of
cultural and learning perspectives in the studgrganisational email appears to offer
the intellectual purpose of making new discoveresl developing new insights.
Located within the organisational culture and orgational learning academic
debates, the contribution of this research may lnansarised as examining the
conflict that exists between the culture concepts ooganisations and email
communities and identifying the effects that enfiadiitated culture can have, and by
intersecting with existing literature, developindedrning mechanisms within a
learning culture” involving emotional intelligenes a possible means of ameliorating

the discovered subversion of organisational culbyremail.

In order to study email within a cultural and leaghperspective, a problem had to be

formulated, a conceptual framework developed amdthodology determined.

The problem
For the purposes of this research, the problemnapmsulated in the following

research question.
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“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What
can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”

The conceptual framework

The conceptual framework is a picture of what isngoon in the area studied
(Maxwell 1996: 25 and 37). Within this picture tldeas of the area to be studied can
be systematically arranged (Weaver-Hart 1988: bil)tae goals of the research can
be linked to the problem to be investigated, theeaech design, the literature
reviewed and its relevance, the choice of methapoland the analysis of data
gathered (Smyth 2004: 168). Within the conceptw@ahework the common language
of the research can be gathered (Smyth 2004: 121-1¥he conceptual framework
may be expressed in matrix form (Smyth 2004: 169)1f as a diagram (Leshem
and Trafford 2007: 98). In this Chapter a diagrsnrdeveloped which spatially
illustrates the concepts which underpin the res$eanc relation to the research

problem.

Here is the diagram that represents the basic ptunaeframework.
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Organisational
culture
gmch:;f Tnsider- "How do email
culture e communities
concept soctal within
habits organisations
concept affect
organisational
Organisational culture?
rules
"What can
Organisational orgausations do,
learning through
orgamsational
/ i learning, to
Knowledge witrated understand and
Management Learning address the effects
concept concept of such email
conmnuuties ™"

The conceptual framework depicted above showswbentain themes of the research
— organisational culture and organisational leayniifhese themes correspond with

the two main themes of the research question expdasndeihe problemabove.

Within the “organisational culture” theme are twoergent concepts — the structural
culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001), from whiolwforganisational rules, and the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and

Alvesson and Skéldberg 2000: 5).
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Within the “organisational learning” theme are twamergent concepts — the
knowledge management concept (Davenport and Pra8a8) and the situated
learning concept (Lave and Wenger 1991). Whilekhewledge management and
situated learning concepts lie within a discretenth, they can be shown to be
conceptually linked to the structural culture (Hete 1997, 2001) and insider-
outsider social habitus (Elias 1987, Elias and €Swot1994 and Alvesson and

Skdéldberg 2000: 5) concepts respectively.

Meanings within the conceptual framework

For the purposes of the research question andebemrch generally, the term “email”
may be defined as “a computer-based message thdecalectronically manipulated,
stored, combined with other information and excle@hgvith other computers”
(Turban et al 1999 in Ruggeri Stevens and McEROIDO: 271). Excluded from this
definition are other electronic messaging systeath &s instant messaging because,
whilst technically similar, their more group-basgamics and synchronous mode of
operation suggest that their social dynamic witfedli This suggests a possibility for
further comparative research. “Email communities”the purposes of the research
question and this research means the groups oflgeafin organisations that,
through the medium of email, arise organically,tidet from those created by
organisations’ official structures and hierarchieSor the purposes of the research
guestion, the term “organisational culture” meadias, each organisation, a reified
concept of performance-linked mental software (kgafe 1997, 2001) — the
“structural culture” concept — and for each encainmunity, the organically arising
behaviours and values that determine acceptanam assider, or rejection as an

outsider as described by Elias — the “insider-olgtsisocial habitus” concept (Elias
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1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and B&igd?000: 5). Emergent from
the structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2@0& “organisational rules” — the
elements concerned with email that are solidifiesd explicit authorisations and

proscriptions by organisational procedure and natitegislation.

Organisational learning too is conceptualised 0 tways for the purposes of the
research question and this research generally.hitVithe organisation” it means
quantified and commodified learning such as thatdeed by Davenport and Prusak
(1998) — the “knowledge management” concept, artdieremail community it means
the legitimate peripheral participation describgdUave and Wenger (1991) — the

“situated learning” concept.

Other concepts arising in the course of the rebeare indexed in Appendix 1.

Methodology and context of the research

The context for this particular research could heaken many forms, including the
hard science of the technical apparatus of entealJiberal art of linguistics of those
who make use of the technical apparatus, and dwegyin between. However, the
context of this research has of practical neces®n limited to those areas that are
encompassed by the terms “sociology” or “socialesce”, even though the

participants’ concerns on occasion extended wagtiyn several directions.

The methodology for the research is evocative gaphy. This methodology is
discussed in detail in Chapter 4. Evocative ethmolgy is concerned with

participants’ experiences, reflections and emotion&s such, it is deep and
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gualitative, offering opportunities for originalignd the making of a contribution to
knowledge through examining participants’ thoughédlections and feelings rather
than simply recording their experiences. It isyaiily for these reasons that this
methodology was selected. Secondarily and ratloge mrosaically, in its seeking of
depth rather than breadth, evocative ethnograghgdily involves a small number of
participants. Given the temporal and spatial gangs of the doctoral thesis, this

methodology offers the best prospect for a meaningft manageable project.

Evocative ethnography also allows participantsnd their own way, to include that
which is important to them. The only delineatidrwdat is important and what is not
— beyond the researcher's unavoidable culturalerfilt- is the researcher’s
responsibility to maintain the focus of the resbaom the topic at hand. This
consideration appears as the “Researcher’s stamtjpoihe final development of the
conceptual framework in th@onclusionto this Chapter, and is explored in depth in
The researcher’s standpoint with regard to the a@sk below. With this in mind the
participants, working within the evocative ethnqir@ methodology, determined the

academic context of the research.

When addressing the first part of the research toguesthat concerning email and
organisational culture, the participants’ view asrdrchically located members of
organisations was interpreted structurally — inu@dvhierarchy and rules — hence the
interpretive background of the research here adiyatstructural culture concept of
Hofstede (1997, 2001). Their understanding ofrtBeperience as members of email
groups, however, fell into the insider-outsider igbtabitus concept (Elias 1987,

Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldl@g:5), so here the interpretive

-10 -
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concept of the research is that of Elias (Elias 8odtson 1994). Similarly, when
addressing the second part of the research queshiah concerning organisational
learning, participants’ understandings were alteigaformal and expansive, so the
interpretive background of the research in thispees alternates between the
knowledge management concept offered by DavenpuitRrusak (1998) and the

situated learning concept offered by Lave and We(ig91).

About the researcher

My name is David R Freke. | studied as an extestadlent at Leicester University
for an MA in Law and Employment Relations (1994-1p%nhilst working full-time
training Royal Saudi Air Force and Saudi ArabiarrliAeés personnel in aircraft
engineering in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. Since 2006@Je worked in legal services,
from 2003 to 2011 managing a team of legal prodieesafor Allen & Overy LLP in
the City of London, and lately as trainer of legatvices people for Allen & Overy in
London, Belfast and Chennai. Both my education @aréer experience inspired my
interest in organisational culture and organisatdearning, and both led ultimately

to the choice of subject matter for this research.

The researcher’s standpoint with regard to the resarch

As mentioned above, the methodology for this redeas evocative ethnography.
The researcher takes part as participant, as u#lyndoes the reader. This inclusivity
Is important for what Christians (1997: 16) refévsas validity in a social context.
Validity is also sought through the reflexivity participants (Ellis and Bochner 2003:
220; Hine 2000: 52) and the use of email as rekeaedium (Orgad 2005: 52-53),

however the researcher as author and guide ofefearch cannot expect validation

-11 -
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without setting out his own context, so that read®s participants may assess the
influence ofa priori assumptions — my researcher habitus (AlvessonSkttiberg
2000: 5) — and interpret accordingly. With thisrmnd | here set out how the
research came about, and my personal interest Raaders may also like to read the

section of Chapter 5 entitlédy storyin this regard.

Readers will not be surprised, in light of my catr@ccupation, to discover that |
have a keen and lively interest in the written wandl the way in which it is used in
both formal and informal contexts. | grew up i th970s, when the written word
was suffering at the hands of the ubiquitous tedeeh Informal letter-writing was
increasingly becoming a thing of the past; pickipgthe telephone was seen as being
preferable to putting pen to paper. Most formampmunication was conducted
through forms and the only real reason for writentgtter was to apply for a job, or
give notice of leaving one. People who workedfiices still wrote memoranda, but
this was largely reserved for notes covering hanolyc attached documents.

Memoranda would otherwise be used only to provideitien record in note form.

In the 1990s the mobile telephone came into comuosay which appeared at first to
further signal the demise of the written word. tBis time the telephone had long
developed its own formality; upon picking up theea®er to answer a call, people
would typically identify themselves then say “hélland the caller would then say
“hello” and identify themselves. Only once calderd called had established to whom
they were speaking and why would they adopt appatgptevels of informality. A

regular caller of mine in the early 1990s wouldwkuer, begin his call with the

-12 -
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words “Who speaks?” irrespective of whether | dkecéad identified myself or not.

| wondered what the social significance of thigpélonically heretical behaviour was.
The rise of the mobile phone, however, insteaduttiqg the last nail in the coffin of
the written word, included an add-on facility tlaitbwed subscribers to transmit short
written messages — text messages — which facditateesurgence of writing as a
means of informal communication. People loved tegssages. They could reply to
them when they wanted and keep them for furthesidenation. At the same time
people in their workplaces and at home were legrhimw to use the now ubiquitous
personal computer. Whether the computer was usegrbcessing data, designing,
controlling machinery or simply recording informati chances are it would be using
an operating system that enabled messages — enmlbe-sent and received. Email
had the advantage over the text message of beisigfree and not limited as to
length. Email further strengthened the resurgerofe the written word.
Communicating in writing, that which had appeared¢ old fashioned in the 1970s,
was, by the 1990s (among all but a shrinking mtgaf the population), the favoured

thing to do.

My interest in and curiosity about language ingpiree to examine the language
people used for text-messaging and email. Ematigodarly, because it began to
develop a set of rules much as did the telephorieei the 20th century. Attempts
were made to codify these rules but such codibcatffor example, Shea 1996)
offered a kind of etiquette but did not explore soeial consequences of the breaking
of etiquette (by accident or deliberately) or thengequences for organisational
culture of email becoming central to organisatiomaimmunications. By the

beginning of the 21st century | was noticing thevpoof email to reinforce official

-13-
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hierarchies within organisations: think, for exampbf the way in which senior
managers can communicate instantly and directly witery individual within an
organisation, rather than entrusting the propagatd information to successive
descending levels of managers, supervisors etaghrthe hierarchy. The problem of
“Chinese whispers” diluting and changing the messag it cascades through the
hierarchy has been solved. Email, however, bec@use available to all those
organisational members who need to communicate ladgu allows for the
possibility of official hierarchies being weakenadunofficial hierarchies developing.
This became very clear to me as | saw individuasg! emails (often prefixed
“confidential” or “private”) to advance their owmés. This could be a disgruntled
employee wishing to publicise a grievance; it maya person who thinks things
should be done differently and tries to imposerthgw through “helpful” advice or
“constructive” criticism of those who they perceit@e be offenders; or it may be a
group of employees innocently circulating jokexartoons. Each of these, it seemed
to me, offered the possibility for cultural effewithin the situations in which they

took place.

The effect of email on organisational culture iswiver, more than just academically
interesting. Organisations need to know aboubjitstence and its outcomes because,
as detailed in the Chapters that follow, this dffsacompasses important issues such
as discrimination and bullying for individuals wirthorganisations, and consequent
issues of corporate honesty and authenticity fgawisations in their professed values

and the image they present to their partners,tsliend customers.

-14 -
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My proposition is that email is central and ess#nt organisational culture. It forms
unofficial, fluid communities of the type falling ithin the insider-outsider social
habitus conceptualisation (Elias 1987, Elias andt®m 1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5), a type that bears no relatioand is invisible to those falling
within the official structural culture concept (Htéde 1997, 2001). Within the
insider-outsider social habitus conceptualisatiosiders wield power and outsiders
feel disempowered, bullied, cast adrift. Unlikéeat forms of organisational clique,
the email-facilitated insider-outsider phenomensnfluid, ever-changing and, to

outsiders, its extent and form are unclear and engsts.

Thus was the inspiration for this research. Duiisgaccomplishment many of the
people to whom I've spoken have understood exadtigt it is all about, and offered
their own anecdotes. HR people and managers withynown organisation have
expressed interest in learning more about somethaigmay be compromising stated
values. Because of this interest and understanidomy outside, | have never lost
faith in the relevance and potential contributidrih@ project, no matter how difficult

the road to its accomplishment may at times haea.be

This outside interest in the contribution of theojpct — the bringing to light of
conflicting conceptualisations of organisationdltute between organisations and the
email communities that operate within them, and nked to address the resultant
subversion through learning mechanisms within anleg culture and emotional
intelligence — is, | believe, highly relevant toganisations and their people. This
research has real-world applicability. Its intefleal purpose, the drawing together of

the organisational culture and organisational liegracademic debates in the study of

-15 -
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organisational email, offers new ways of concepsuad email in organisations and

hence making new discoveries and achieving newylitsi

Outline

The research begins by examining the literaturaratdhe research question. As the
research question falls into two parts, organisafioculture and organisational
learning, the literature is reviewed in this orae€Chapters 2 and 3 respectively. Each
of these Chapterdhtroduction shows a conceptual map that indicates the dimrectio
the Chapter takes. In th@onclusionto Chapter 3 appears a combined conceptual
map, illustrating the interpretive backgrounds désd briefly above and in more
detail in Chapters 2 and 3. The conceptual magisabpear throughout are relatable

to the conceptual framework developed in this Cérapt

Chapter 4 describes the methodology in detail,udholg the academic base and

ethical considerations of evocative ethnographylaowl it is used in this research.

Chapters 5 and 6 are concerned with the field vadrthe research and its analysis.
This process consisted of the participants writhgr “email autobiographies” which
are presented in Chapter 5, together with inieakarcher analysis. In t@®nclusion

to Chapter 5 the findings so far are summariset vaterence to the conceptual map
developed in Chapters 2 and 3, which itself is\aetifrom the conceptual framework
of this Chapter. From this analysis emerged its¢ found of “discussion points” —
the crystallisation of the concerns expressed éndimail autobiographies, and by a
similar process the second round of discussiontp@merged. These two rounds of

discussion points enabled the participants to cefigpon their own concerns and

-16 -
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express their views on the concerns of others,thedesearcher to reflect upon the
findings that emerged. These two rounds of disonspoints and accompanying
analysis appear in Chapter 6. In tBenclusionto Chapter 6 the findings so far are

summarised with further reference to the concephag.

Chapter 7 revisits the research question and sétshe findings in summary and
“unpacked” forms. The contributions to knowleddethe research and implications
for theory and practice arising from the findingse aexplored reflexively, and

opportunities for further research arising fronstresearch are set out.

Conclusion

This introduction has set out the need for thearmdse— examining the conflict that
exists between the organisational culture conceytsorganisations and email
communities and identifying the harm that emaillfeated organisational culture can
do — and how it is to be conducted through evoeagthnography. The researcher’s
standpoint has been explained so that readerseeaths background to this research,
resulting in the proposition made in this reseatiht email is central and essential to
organisational culture; it forms unofficial, flumbmmunities of the type falling within
the insider-outsider social habitus conceptuabsafiElias 1987, Elias and Scotson
1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5), a typé hlkears no relation to and is
invisible to those falling within the official stctural culture concept (Hofstede 1997,
2001); within the insider-outsider social habitusnceptualisation, insiders wield
power and outsiders feel disempowered, bulliedt edsift; unlike other forms of

organisational clique, the email-facilitated insideitsider phenomenon is fluid, ever-

-17 -
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changing and, to outsiders, its extent and fornmuadear and mysterious. From this

standpoint and proposition, readers can form th&ir views as to its influence.

The conceptual framework has been developed aru tvé added context of the

methodology of this research appears in its finehfbelow.

Researcher's

Orgarsational
culture

Structural e "How do email
culture outsider comumumities
concept social within
habitus organisations
concept affect
organisational
Organisational culture?"
riles

""What can

Evocative ethnography/
evocative autoethnography

Organisational organisations do,
learning through
organisational
/ N learning, to
Knowledge wituated understand and
Management Learning address the effects
concept concept of such email
commuuties?"

standpoint

-18 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

This conceptual framework guides the shape ofréssarch, and forms the basis for
the conceptual maps that guide the reader througHiterature review (Chapters 2

and 3) and the field work and analysis (Chapteas&6).

The primary meanings of the research: “email”, “dro@mmunities”, “organisational
culture” and its conceptual divisions “structuraincept and “insider-outsider” social
habitus concept, and “organisational learning” aitgl conceptual divisions
“knowledge management” concept and “situated |e@hiconcept, have been
introduced. These concepts and meanings, andsotimsing in the following

Chapters, are indexed in Appendix 1.

In any research project the place to start is whi existing literature — a process

begun here in the following Chapter 2.

-19 -
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CHAPTER 2
THE RESEARCH CONTEXT:

A LITERATURE REVIEW IN RESPECT OF ORGANISATIONAL CU LTURE
Introduction

Whilst in any ethnographic research it is the comeeof respondents that set the
direction the research will take, it does so agaanbackground of previous research
embodied in the literature of the topic. From thierature the research can take
affirmation or identify contrasts. Significantly is against the background of
previous research that original contributions can rbade and areas for further

research teased out.

This research sets out to examine “How do emailmanities within organisations
affect organisational culture? What can orgarosatido, through organisational

learning, to understand and address the effedsalf email communities?”

The research question set out above falls into gauts, the first of which concerns
organisational culture, the second of which congesrganisational learning. The
literature around the first part is examined irst@iihapter; the literature around the

second part is examined in Chapter 3.

The shape of this Chapter is dominated by two qaisceThe first, as will be shown,
is an organisational culture construct favouredrtanagement practitioners due to its
simplicity and utility. This is referred to as theructural culture” concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001) — conceptualised as a “culture contafcthe actors within it. The

defining feature of a culture construct — and atsdimitation — is its convenience
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rather than its ontological validity. The secoad,will also be shown, is an “insider-
outsider social habitus” concept (Elias 1987, Ehasl Scotson 1994 and Alvesson
and Skoldberg 2000: 5) more appropriate to reseanchanalysis. Why, however,
are two concepts required? The answer lies inctmglict between (a) the culture
constructs of the participants in this research #rel popularity of those culture
constructs in managerialist-defined workplacese-dtnuctural culture concept — and
(b) social scientists’ ways of understanding arteérpretation — the insider-outsider
social habitus concept — which guides the propmsiset out inThe researcher’s
standpoint with regard to the researam Chapter 1 and elsewhere throughout this
research. Each concept is considered in separetiorss within this Chapter, in each
case being introduced as a pure concept before lskmeloped in the contexts of

organisational email and the research question.

Emergent from the structural culture concept (Hafst 1997, 2001) are
“organisational rules” — the elements concernechvemail that are solidified as
explicit authorisations and proscriptions by orgational procedure and national
legislation.  Consideration of organisational rulésdlows logically from the

consideration of the structural culture conceghia Chapter.

Mapped conceptually, this Chapter appears as fsllow
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Introductior

The Structural Culture

Concept

¢ The development of
the structural culture
concept

¢ Culture as an
organisational concept

e Critics of the structural
culture concept

e Support for the
structural culture
concept

¢ The structural culture
concept with respect tg
email

The Insider-Outsider

Social Habitus Concept

¢ The shortcomings of
the structural culture
concept

«  An analytic, rather
than merely utilitarian,
alternative “social
habitus” concept of
“insiders” and
“outsiders”

e Support for the
insider-outsider social
habitus concept

¢« The insider-outsider
social habitus concept
with respect to email

Organisational Rules

Practical guides
Email activity
Considerations of
privacy

Conclusiot

The conceptual map above derives from the conceftamework developed in
Chapter 1. It is within the contexts of these is@st that relevant literature was
sought, using key-word search criteria as follows:

* Organisational rules— disclaimer; email/e-mail; emoticon; flame/flargin
forwardable; group; intranet; netiquette; orgams@brganization; privacy;
rules; spam

» The structural culture concept behaviour/behavior; joke; culture; email/e-
mail; group; hero; Hofstede; nation; network; origation/organization; rite;

ritual; value
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« The insider-outsider social habitus concepadvantage; behaviour/behavior;
blame; conformity; culture; disadvantage; Elias;itegtlitism; email
community/communities; exclusion; gossip; groughitwes; inclusion; insider;

newcomer; outsider; power; praise; status; stargiés

These key-word search criteria were used singly ianBoolean combinations in
electronic resources including ATHENS and thosevipled by the University of

Leicester library.

The stance taken in this research favours the ensidtsider social habitus concept
(Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and AlvessdnSkidldberg 2000: 5) because of
its philosophical sustainability in social sciemesearch and, being concerned with
community and communication, its applicability ke tsubject matter of this research.
These reasons are drawn out in the following sestiof this Chapter, and fully
summarised in th€onclusion It is necessary, however, to include the altitraa
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2008 wtuits importance to participants
in this research in informing their understandinfgooganisational culture. Both

concepts are, therefore, critical to the concedraahework of this research.

Here follows a critical review of the existing liggure that, within each of these
contexts, forms the background in respect of oggdiunal culture to the field work
and analysis that follows in Chapters 5 and 6. Vdlame of the existing literature is
such that exhaustive consideration here is impralcke. What follows considers that
which is most influential in the research area,gagled by the exigencies of this

research. Where the preferences of this author Imeapme manifest is not at the
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selection/omission stage, but in the critical rewiaspect — it is hoped that such
preferences are transparent and fully explainedcommon with other ethnographic

work, however, the research exigencies are sehafiély by the participants.

The structural culture concept

The development of the structural culture concept

Culture as a concept of the characteristics of ggoof people emerged from
anthropology (Friedman 1994: 67). Bocock (1992-234) traces the development
of the culture concept as a sequential series tifvations and developments:
agricultural cultivation; cultivation of the mindug, civilisation); social development;
and cultivation of practices which produce meaning.Bocock's (1992)
conceptualisation is linguistically elegant in thiatinks “cultivation” directly with
“culture” and “cultured” in the sense of social aratial hierarchy. The social
development stage occurred during the 18th and &&tiuries when such notions
were routinely accepted (Bocock 1992: 232). Timalficultivation, that concerned
with practices that produce meaning, sits more ootably in the early 21st century,

being concerned as it is with signs, symbols atefaots (Bocock 1992: 233).

In a parallel exposition Friedman (1994) traces rbgans of a comprehensive
literature review the development from its earliesginnings to the understanding of
the concept at the end of the 20th century. Thely eanthropological

conceptualisation consisted of merely the defirahgracteristics of people, however
a process of abstraction followed that facilitated separation of culture from its
demographic/racial base to become something sugseriay; reified — a code or script

(Boas 1927 in Friedman 1994: 67). Then emerged‘sbeial fact” of collective
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behaviour understandable without reference to iddad psychology (Durkheim

1982 in Friedman 1994: 67), and the construct ofuistics and arbitrary signs
(Saussure 1983 in Friedman 1994: 67). The late @tury saw the transition from
an understanding of culture as a symbolic and ¢wgni(i.e. an ideational and
semantic) construct (Kluckhohn 1951 and Kroeber Badsons 1958 in Friedman
1994: 68) to one of meaning, symbolism, and cognitategories — culture as “the
publicly accessible text of a people, a symboliegoamme inscribed in the time and
space of social life and [that people’s] true esstiiGeertz 1984 in Friedman 1994
68-69). Like that of Garfinkel (1967), Geertz’'s kohas been influential in the

development of ethnomethodology — this is furthgrlered in Chapter 4.

Friedman (1994) notes a trend towards reificatioth @ pattern whereby an emphasis
on here-and-now distinctiveness has been replagezhé of an emphasis on origin
and identity. This, he notes, reflects the 20timtwey dissolution of imperial
confidence and the emergence of fin-de-siecle ciigion and change; effectively the
culture concept changes according to its cultucadtext (Friedman 1994:. 71-72).
Friedman (1994) is rightly critical of this reifigan, citing conflict between an “old”
anthropology and a “new” sociology as being instatal. It is important to note,
however, that anthropology has made a robust defehis position (LeVine 1984).
Barth (1989 in Friedman 1994: 74) resolves thidicaion by identifying an
interpretive culture concept whereby meaning isbatted rather than present, and
differs depending upon the geographic and socialagon and context of the
individual who experiences the meaning. Importaritr this resolution, social
outcomes are combinations of individual intentiowl anteraction, and are therefore

never quite as intended (Barth 1989 in Friedmart1%9-76).
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Culture as an organisational concept

Such was culture as an anthropological/sociologicaicept by the end of the 20th
century. However culture is a many headed hydiia:garticular concept would not
be recognised by, say, an art historian, for whieenrtotion of culture as a measure of
cultivation (expressed as “high” or “low”) is mouseful (Friedman 1994: 67). On
the face of it, it seems reasonable to supposethigatanthropological/sociological
concept would be of primary use in the context imipin the research question — that
of organisational culture — however an alternagasts, the popularity of which
suggests that this may not be the case. Orgamsa#ind the responsible managers
within them are less concerned about epistemolbgy tutility, and sometimes a
novel approach sounds so right that it effectivelsets (for some) the organisational
culture concept’s starting-point. This is not thew that accords with the stance of
this research (sdatroductionabove), however, the influence of such seminakaor
cannot be denied, and they cannot be academidallydeif the concepts they raise
are reflected in the organisational culture comstrf responsible managers, and in
the conceptualisations of research participantsnwdmsidering the organisations in

which they work.

One such work that resets the mark in social seigamms (Triandis 1993: 133) is
Hofstede’s (2001)Culture’s Consequencgesvhich is frequently recommended for
study by managers. Significantly for this researclofstede’s conceptualisation
appears in the observations and reflections ofgyaants, and it is for this reason that
it receives detailed consideration here. Hofstéti®@97, 2001) developed his
structural culture concept based on a largely quaive study of staff at IBM plants

around the world. His proposition relies upon wundiial psychology, introducing
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concepts of “values”, “rituals”, “heroes” and “synib”, encompassed by “practices”

— see below.

Symbols

Heroes

Values .
Practice

“Symbols”, the most superficial and transient leirelthe diagram above, refers to
words, gestures etc that carry culture-specificmmgp “Heroes”, the second most
superficial level in the diagram above, refers¢ople, real or fictional, who represent
a particular culture. “Rituals”, the third mostpsuficial level in the diagram above,
refers to practices such as greetings and fornvgoofis. Rituals are not technically
necessary, and can include collective status-afignphenomena such as meetings.

These three superficial levels can be termed “me€t in that they are visible
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manifestations of culture within Hofstede’s (192D01) conceptualisation. At the
deepest level rests the invisible “values” corehisTincludes shared perceptions of
good and evil, normal and abnormal, logical andagaxical, and rational and
irrational. Values are acquired subconsciously @nan early age. As such they are
rarely consciously considered by their holders araltherefore difficult to identify
and change. One problem with identification conséhe disentangling of that which
is desirable and that which is desired. That wiscthesirable is a norm, whereas that
which is desired is a personal preference — thabless individuals to reconcile a
culture construct where fair distribution of weaishdesirable, yet remain personally

acquisitive (Hofstede 1997: 7-10).

Hofstede’'s (2001) seminal book is subtitliedomparing Values, Behaviors,
Institutions and Organizations Across Natiprend the relevance he accords to
nationality is pronounced. He compartmentalisadttical identity” along national
lines using a conceptualisation that he calls “disnens of culture”. These
dimensions include,nter alia, national identity; regional, ethnic, religious or
linguistic identity; gender identity; social clasdentity; and professional/work
identity.  These may well be conflictual, typicallpetween religious and

professional/work identities (Hofstede 1997: 10-11)

Within national identity lie dimensions of “natidneulture” (Hofstede 1997: 13).
These are, according to Hofstede (1997: 13-15tsole and statistically measurable
facets of nationalities, based on the notion thatis IBM study the only significant
differentiating factor between the IBM employeesswaeir national identity, and so

by studying these apparently otherwise largely Isinpeople, dimensions of national
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identity may be identified. These correspond gilpmvith those found by the earlier

anthropologists Inkeles and Levinson (1954: 17 afiskéde 2001: 13).

In Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) conceptualisation orgational or corporate culture (in
this research this culture construct being desdrésethe “structural culture” concept)
describes the mental software prevalent within wisgdions, typically referenced to
the organisation’s performance. It differs frontio@al (and other forms of) culture
construct in that membership is generally volunimgd may (and ultimately will) be
terminated. Therefore the dimensions used to des@nd measure Hofstede’'s
national culture are only partly useful in deseristructural culture (Hofstede 1997
18). What Hofstede (1997, 2001) has achieved hieosyever, is to provide
practitioners within organisations with a culturenstruct that involves “mental
software”, i.e. something susceptible to reprogramymfor which read training. It
also references this culture construct to perfogaan Whatever the ontological
shortcomings of this culture construct, practitisnéenereby have a means of
identifying and describing their problems, and adelowhereby solutions may be
delivered. In the context of the research questitofstede’s (1997, 2001) structural
culture concept must be considered due to its popyliwithin organisations and its
presence in the conceptualisations of the parttgom this research, if not in those of

its author.

Critics of the structural culture concept
Hofstede (1997, 2001) has been robustly criticieed abstract methodological
grounds and on bread-and-butter bases such asay® iw which popularity (and

hence by implication, academic acceptance) is getie Hofstede (1997, 2001)
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features prominently in this research due to thevgdence of his concept in the
understanding of participants, however, in therggts of providing the reader with a
rounded and complete picture of the structuraluceltconcept, a representative

sample of critical literature is presented in gestion.

Baskerville (2003: 2) criticises Hofstede (199702Don the basis of a faulty poor
theoretical base, equating *“culture” with “nationthe viability of quantifying
“cultural dimensions” and the effect of the intdrpa external status of the observer
of structural culture, although Hofstede (2001: I&imself addresses cultural
relativism — see below. Baskerville (2003: 3) asss the continuing popularity of
Hofstede (1997, 2001) by performing a citation d¢owhe found thatCulture’'s
Consequencetell into the category of a super classic, basedachieving a high
number of citations constantly over a long periddime. Analysis of the citation
count reveals that this work is most frequenthedaiin popular management texts

(Baskerville 2003: 2-6).

Additionally, studies which use nationality as aiable are concerned with how
social institutions vary in accordance with natioctzaracteristics, however Hofstede
(1997, 2001) uses nationality as a variable in toaltural area of

organisations/businesses (Baskerville 2003: 7).e Uibe of nationalities requires a
great deal of definition and description: withobemn there is no clarity regarding
what is meant, and the defence that nations arallysihe only variable does not

answer the criticism (Baskerville 2003: 6-8).
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Baskerville (2003) also criticises Hofstede’s (192001) methodology with regard to
what Hofstede (2001: 25), quoting Berry (1969) terime “Malinovskian Dilemma”

of research from within and without. Baskervill2003: 8-9) claims that other
researchers have adequately resolved this, whictstétte (1997, 2001) fails to
acknowledge and so contradicts a basic principle sofial science research
methodology. Additionally Baskerville (2003: 9-1@pmments that Hofstede’s
(1997, 2001) dimensions are closely relatable iterea used in other fields, typically
politics and economics, and as such are socio-@si@gnoather than anything that
could be described as “cultural”’. This linkageHuffstede’s (1997, 2001) dimensions
to socio-economic criteria supports the contentgpressed above that this culture
construct supports responsible managers’ impematimsech as performance and

measurability, rather than any that are conceptualherent.

McSweeney (2002: 91) presents an alternative aetiof Hofstede (1997, 2001) that
examines the theoretical aspects more fully. Hginseby reprising Hofstede’s
original paradigm of culture (Hofstede 1997: 11;1h)ding it to be “implicit” — that
which is unconscious and subjective; “mental prograng” as opposed to that which
is observable or recordable. Hofstede’s paradgyaso criticised on the grounds of
being deterministic, and claiming that “culturefides people as being identifiably
different from others on the basis of nationalicGweeney 2002: 92). Finally
McSweeney (2002: 92-93) offers this interpretatioin Hofstede’s (1997, 2001)
paradigm: it is “shared” — that is, it assumes camnfeatures applicable to all
individuals, or alternatively an average of heterogpus elements. In summary he
claims that Hofstede (1997, 2001) makes the follgwassumptions: individuals do

not all share “subcultures”, but all share a “nadiloculture”, and the inhabitants of a
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nation together comprise an average, an averag@hioh no single individual

conforms.

McSweeney also criticises Hofstede (1997, 2001)han use of questionnaires.
Although the sample size (117,000) appears lalge number is the aggregate of two
separate surveys, and in some countries the nuofbespondents was very small
(e.g. Pakistan — 107 in total) (McSweeney 2002998- McSweeney (2002: 111-
112) concludes that tharima facie sophistication of Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) work
and the convenience of its use of “nation” as aade have impressed some, but that
it is as superficially impressive and convenientsag/, using expensive and accurate
measuring instruments to measure people’s heads waitview to quantifying
intelligence. Managers and those who seek to ginele have been seduced by the
sophistication, convenience and quantifiabilityeofid by Hofstede’'s (1997, 2001)
work, and have been too uncritical in their accepgaof it (McSweeney 2002: 112-
113). In common with that of Baskerville (2003),c®Weeney’s (2002) analysis
supports the contention that Hofstede’s (1997, 28@dLctural culture concept works

only in the organisational practitioner context.

It should be mentioned that Hofstede replied rdigust both Baskerville (Hofstede

2003) and McSweeney (Hofstede 2002: 1355-1361).

It can be argued that Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) qomedisation, whilst being useful
for responsible managers who both define and irgerfne meaning of “culture”
within their organisations, and organisational ptaners who constitute the

participants in this research, does not accord wiahiological or social science
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concepts. In a study of Apple Computers (Garsté@4) that to some extent
replicated Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) work with IBMpr@janisational culture” was
found to be an altogether more dynamic phenomesigmjficantly dependent on
commercial relationships between parent and sudbsidi and employee engagement
with the employer. These findings call into quastthe extent to which Hofstede’s
(1997, 2001) findings may be replicated beyondrthesearch setting. Elias (2000:
547-8 note 24), writing before Hofstede but newvaldhs disputing what Hofstede was
later to find, questions how the geographical situs of the English and Japanese
can be so similar, yet as civilisations they aredsstinct. In this regard Elias
demonstrates the futility of isolating distinguisti factors from characteristic-
building history and experience (Elias 2000: 434&)ias is popular and useful in a
sociological setting as a builder of concept anddogical method (and as such has
been co-opted as a contributor to the conceptwahdwork and analysis of this
research) but, as he offers no utilitarian cultcoastruct or link between “culture”
and performance, does not compete with Hofstedeanagerialist settings. Hofstede
remains, therefore, despite the conceptual and adetbgical shortcomings of his
work, extraordinarily popular in management and ¢iRles and underpins in some
contexts the understanding of participants in tesearch. His influence therefore

cannot be elided.

Support for the structural culture concept

Just as Hofstede (1997, 2001) has his criticsethee others who have made use of
the structural culture concept to good effect. ti&d the reader may form a balanced
opinion with respect to this influential conceptxamples of such support are

presented in this section.
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Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) structural culture condeptmany ways harks back to the
easy reification of earlier anthropologists, althbuHofstede, possibly mindful of this,
explicitly warns against their characteristic cuddurelativism and ethnocentrism
(Hofstede 2001: 15 and 17-19). Reified and conedlytflawed or not, his influence,

particularly in vocational management studies, Hhasen enormous. The
comparatively detailed treatment accorded to hiskwiere, and the criticism of it,

reflects this and the influence that Hofstede’'s9{@,22001) structural culture concept

holds over the participants in this research.

Influential though he may be, Hofstede (1997, 2G81not the only author to have
captured the imaginations of a lucrative and powenfarket. Deal and Kennedy
(1982: 19) directly appeal to those responsible gohnieving success in business,
telling them that organisational culture can healjva their problems. Like Hofstede
(1997, 2001), inCorporate Cultures: the Rites and Rituals of Cogtder Life they
present a neatly packaged concept of organisaticuiaire, consisting of business
environment, values, heroes, rites and rituals, #edcultural network (Deal and
Kennedy 1982: 13-15). Although not as scholarlytheir approach as Hofstede
(1997, 2001), they present a similarly reified cgptcfrom which practical solutions
to everyday problems may be drawn and which carpdiskaged into employee
development courses and delivered to employees;ehigg popularity in business
circles. Unlike Hofstede (1997, 2001), they do rely on new research but draw
mainly upon illustrative vignettes to build theioncept. As a methodological
approach this has its flaws, but it is an ideal wayreach the target audience;
everyone who has worked in an organisation at amgllcan identify with the US

Navy's “Attaboy” plagues (Deal and Kennedy 1982:) 61 for which read
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achievement award, Employee of the Month and soRerhaps the best measure of
success of these motivational tomes is the attemtiey have attracted from satirists —
praise indeed, albeit backhanded. One such vixangle is the lampooning, as no
more than a “Buggins’ turn” polite fiction, of Engyee of the Month awards in
episode 96 the iconic US cartoon serid¢e Simpsons Here Homer Simpson (an
(anti)hero in Deal and Kennedy’'s conceptualisatisnjue to receive such award (a
rite/ritual), being the only employee to have soldeen overlooked. Realising it must
by default be his turn, on the day in question Homakes a special effort to smarten
himself up for what he believes must be his big, deny to be overlooked yet again —
in favour of an insentient but far more reliablel drard-working carbon rod. Whilst
populist authors like Deal and Kennedy (1982) Itk legitimation of peer review,
the attention they attract — as illustrated by éxample — demonstrates the ingraining
of their culture construct into the collective psgcof corporate life, the individual
psyches of those involved in corporate life anddoely Such interest is not new,
however: even before its neat packaging for a synagpa market by Deal and
Kennedy (1982) and others, the concept was webygted and gently ridiculed:
Homer Simpson is, after all, no more than a Chd?lester (Grossmith 1995) for our

time.

Deal and Kennedy's (1982) culture construct beasparison with Hofstede’s
(1997, 2001) in that it is reified, popular, andleetive of organisational culture as
conceived by individuals within organisations, abelcause of this is worthy of
mention here irrespective of any conceptual or ouhlogical flaws that each
possesses and, to a large extent, shares. Iaissaguch background concepts that

studies of organisational culture (including thisep are pitched. One such is the
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“academic tribe” culture construct identified bymls (2004: 5) in her study of

university teachers. This example illustratespgbeer of a popular if flawed concept;
James’s respondents were all academics — psychktdogiwho could reasonably be
expected to come to the organisational culture epnwith a degree of thought and
guestioning, and indeed she encourages them tmseler their identities for the

purpose of her study (James 2004: 7-8). The fo€ukis research is the participant
as individual, however the cultural frame, the camity of practice, organisational

culture as an entity, is evident in her respondatsstructed identities (James 2004
11-12). Sachs (2001: 158-159), in a study of ttudggsional identities of teachers in
Australia, found similar concepts of community eagtice. In Sachs’s (2001: 159-
160) study, however, the teachers’ organisationliiee construct was under tension
due to managerial change and the new imperatiasattompanied it. In Hofstede’s
(1997, 2001) terms this would be a conflict of indual and organisational values.
The experience of James (2004) and Sachs (200ppdaghe notion of widespread
acceptance of the structural culture concept anayggnisational practitioners, and

hence the need for it to be addressed in this relsea

The structural culture concept with respect to émai

Hofstede (1997, 2001) and Deal and Kennedy (19&2) osit the concept of
organisational culture as an entity — the struttcméiure concept. James (2004) and
Sachs (2001) illustrate the concept in operatidhis section presents literature that

brings the debate closer to the subject mattdrisfresearch.

Khoo and Senn (2004), in their study of email inemion, identified cultural

dissonance between the effects of sexualised ean@ing men and women. At a
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Canadian university they found marked differencegender reactions to email that
could be classified as likely to cause offence igokes, sexually oriented spam,
targeted harassment); broadly, that which womemddiextremely offensive”, men
found “somewhat enjoyable” (Khoo and Senn 2004:-21P). Within Hofstede’s
(1997, 2001) structural culture concept the “c@tuof the university overlies a
deeper, values-based personal culture construtt stiemns from the individual's
gender. That Khoo and Senn (2004) problematiseighinsurprising given the moral
imperatives of the world in which we live — for g@e living in Western society,
sexism is a big issue — however it would be unjastonclude that they are simply
stating the obvious in the context of a well-troddeath. Their work vividly
illustrates the way in which the usage of and lieastto email by individuals within
an organisation can highlight deep, values-basiéereinces that can potentially cause
division in that organisation’s culture construdth recognition of the power of such
deep-rooted differences in culture constructs, thegommend that organisations
impose guidance as to what is and is not accept&liieo and Senn 2004: 213) —
further addressed @rganisational ruleselow. This surely recognises the power of

personal values and the comparative weakness @atrilnetural culture concept.

Conversely however, Kibby (2005: 774), in her cdesation of email forwardables,
identifies seemingly positive effects of email farganisations in fostering
cohesiveness and community. Thomas and James :(Bf)9reach a similar
conclusion in relation to email groups delineatgdobofession — in this case, GPs —
even though they admit that membership represestaal proportion of the total,
and many of those that are members do not actpetycipate. Kibby (2005: 789) is

perhaps too sanguine in her favourable assessmhentwvardables as, for every group
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that coheres there must surely be those left orotitgde. The same can be said in
relation to Thomas and James’s (1999) GPs: if, wdmarsidered in the context of this
research, each group exactly overlies its relegegdnisation, department, function or
any other relevant grouping, then Kibby (2005) ahdmas and James (1999) will be
vindicated; if not, then there will be those letitoa possibility that Kibby (2005) and
Thomas and James (1999) have not considered anchvididamaging to their
positive assessments. This is further examinélthminsider—outsider social habitus
conceptbelow, however it is important to note that withims structural culture
concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001) the communities fdrareund email forwardables or
professional email groupings have the power tordaute to, detract from or indeed
sideline and progressively render irrelevant theuctural culture construct of “the

organisation”.

Skovholt and Svennevig (2006) identify communitylting characteristics in their
study of email copies. As noted @rganisational rulesbelow, there is no material
difference in social terms between email copies amhil forwardables, however
Skovholt and Svennevig (2006: 47) find that the iee@py, in addition to having a
community-building function, enables one individughe email author) to exert
control over others (the recipients) by requiringresponse that conforms to
behavioural norms. They also note that the enmgul/@cts in much the same way as
a conversation where the participants speak sahlegtmay be overheard (Skovholt
and Svennevig 2006: 47). Skovholt and Svennevi@606: 53-60) overall
conclusion, however, is that despite these poweasiderations, email acts as a
democratising medium that facilitates participatiometworks and alliances, whilst

contributing to their intrinsic character. Thissigpported by Peek et al (2007: 169),
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who found that email can, in the correct circumstsn foster participation in
individuals whose natural introversion may discgergarticipation in other group
forums. Clearly this is not problematic where nativeé and alliances overlie those of
“the organisation” in such a way as to correspoittl s perceived formal structure.
Weare et al (2007: 238-241) found that this wag@adthe case in their study of email
use in a network of local associations, where aghasss and an existing democratic
character were found to have been enhanced by gbeoliemail. The fact that
cohesion and democracy already existed is impoh@rg, as Cecez-Kecmanovic et al
(1999) found that email is not inherently demosiaty, but usage mirrors existing
management styles and can, as reported by RomrRlakih (1999), encourage the
perpetuation of petty tyranny. Weare et al's (200i@dings are echoed by Cater
(2003) in his study of charities’ use of email dhdse of Radcliffe (2007) in a study
whereby email was found to have value as a medhnough which cohesiveness
may be fostered among at-risk students. Probleiisavise, however, where the
networks and alliances that develop around emaingonications (including copies,
forwardables or groups) act against or sidelinegieed formal structures or interfere
with constructed hierarchies and relationships.is Thay be due to the infection of
inappropriate values and behaviours as discussegeabr much more simply as the
result of the purchase of incompatible off-the-slezhail products, or the lack of
managerial leadership due to email being viewedma$l' department responsibility
(Ruggeri Stevens and McEIhill 2000: 279). In commaith the potential for
inappropriate behaviour identified by Khoo and Sé2004), these phenomena can
exert negative pressures on a culture construittetgoint where structural culture as
conceptualised by Hofstede (1997, 2001) and imalgyeresponsible managers is no

longer applicable. Further problems arise frommoeiks and alliances; these must
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necessarily operate with some degree of exclusaiy, as mentioned previously,
those that are not “in” will be “out”. The effeaté this are considered in detail Time

insider—outsider social habitus concdgaiow.

Summary

So in terms of the research question, a concepbrgénisational culture as a
constructed, reified artefact — the structural unaéltconcept (Hofstede 1997, 2001) —
exists, and is popular due to its convenience dedeiase with which it may be
applied to the imperatives of management — mobtwaticustoms and practices,
training and positive attitudes. Its conceptualv are not problematic at this level.
It is this concept that organisations apply to thays in which email works.
However, as the literature shows, other, strongalyes-based forces are at work
which emerge from individuals; it is in this wayathindividuals’ email behaviour

makes its organisational impact.

When these influences are deemed by organisatiotegslators to be sufficiently
necessary or desirable, or the consequences oégdisling them would be
significantly detrimental to organisations or indiwals within them, they are actively

defined and formalised in the form of organisationées.

Organisational rules
Organisational rules flow conceptually from theustural culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001), as represented in the conceptual fvanke of Chapter 1 and the

conceptual map of thatroductionto this Chapter.
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The subject of organisational rules is arrangece herthree categories; practical
guides, email activity and considerations of privacExamples of the literature

surrounding each are presented in this section.

Practical guides

Email had not long been in common usage when poputhors, typically those

whose work encompasses the “how to”, “how not todl &how to avoid” genres,

turned their attention to the peculiar etiquetiat thuickly grew up around it. These
authors approached email from a technical rathan th social standpoint, typical
among them being Levene’s (1997) work for the papDummiesseries, a range of

technically oriented computer user guides for begjis.

Seminal among the works that went beyond the teahstandpoint is Shea’s (1996)
work. Aimed at a general readership, this workoggf as the title suggests, what the
author discerned to be the de rigeur and faux pasramunication by email. That it
was necessary to set out these things suggestshtdrat were problems with email
behaviour, and indeed Shea (1996: 32-33) sets thdaséor example email users are
apt to forget that behind the email sits a thinkargl feeling being, and should be
treated as such, with consideration and respeat. pblematic human behaviour is
nothing new, and sanguine and helpful people havaya taken not-a-little trouble to
correct and improve their fellow men and womenia€l2000: 72-109) illustrates
that table-manners (among other things concerniegasbehaviour) are not a thing
of evolution and accident, but human interventiow amprovement. Elias (2000)
shows that Shea (1996), although concerned withoeotighly modern medium, is

following in a very well-established tradition. d@anisations, however, quickly
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became sensitive to the possibilities of this nesditim not only to communicate but
to discriminate, offend and otherwise facilitateappropriate behaviour. By the
beginning of the 21st century any organisation thaed email for internal
communication and communication between it andufspliers and customers had its
own guidelines. Some of these are largely techn&@med at, among other things,
preventing networks crashing through overloading,eixample that of the Delaware
Technical and Community College (http://www.dtecues/rfc1855html). What
behavioural guidance there is here lies buried ha technically oriented user
instructions. Others, for example the University f o Bath
(http://www.bath.ac.uk/bucs/email/ emailbasic.shrfllow very much in the steps
of Shea (1996) by offering guidance on what doekwamat does not constitute good
manners in email usage. The advice given is basid consists mainly of
commonsense bullet-point items concerning emailurgiyc brevity, appropriate
addressing and guidance on polite behaviour commemarticularly use of capitals
and emoticons. The approach of Yale Universityasy much along the same lines
(http://www.library.yale.edu/training/netiquetteiscript.html/), addressing issues
that include security, effective style and sengitivto the feelings of recipients.
Significantly, these are situated at the hub ofé¢herganisations’ electronic media
systems, their “intranets”, and very few of thenpegr to make it into print, perhaps
indicating that they are intended as problem-sgiviesources rather than policy
documents. (“Intranet” is the generic term for thiernal internet systems built by IT
professionals and contributed to by HR and othgamisational functions. Intranets
typically contain information ranging from orgarisaal hierarchy trees to staff

restaurant menus.)
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Email activity

Whilst these practical guides are commonplace,sriitg internet use have been
considered from a more conceptual base. Unsunghsiperhaps, an early, important
example comes from the academic world and condbémsise of email in a higher
education institution (Spence 2002). The benefitemail communication are here
spelled out; uncontroversially these include themoeal of potentially prejudicial
elements in communication such as race, dialedt,age, and the empowering of the
socially reticent (Spence 2002:40-41). Even theasgntly impersonal nature of the
written word may in electronic form be leavenedthg use of emoticons, and of
course email need not supplant the use of facade-Eonversation or the telephone
call when a more sophisticated exchange of commatioit is called for (Spence
2002: 41). Interestingly, however, there is anéadevidence that the use of
emoticons themselves (rather than the emotionsthigatuthor intends to express)
generates its own range of responses amongst Wiosdave strong feelings about

them.

The study conducted by Spence (2002: 47) foundlb#t students and staff within
the higher education institution held positive veeabout email but were equivocal
regarding its use: some felt that it limited oppaity for personal contact rather than
supplemented it, whilst others felt that some forohsquite widespread use were
inappropriate for what is essentially an academm.t Such forms included the
forwarding of chain letters, posting advertisemeans telling risqué jokes (Spence
2002: 48). Where respondents were united was air toncern about angry and
immediate replies, or “flaming”; this often resultst only from the flamer’s response

arising as a result of an intemperate first impoggsbut on the carelessness of the
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person who inspired the flame in not ensuring thay could not be misunderstood or

misinterpreted (Spence 2002: 48-49).

Spence (2002: 49-50) concluded that technical nmmeasoeeded to be in place to
ensure that systems did not become overloaded ailsmere not copied to those
people to whom they would appear to be “spam”; susdso needed training in
managing their email accounts effectively; emaiksntselves should be kept simple

and sparse, with email users being offered temgpkate “house-style” guides.

Where Spence (2002: 50) had difficulty was in deteing the boundary between
acceptable and unacceptable private use, but dfigualance regarding keeping the
purely personal separate from the work-related, aoidallowing the two to mix.

Several years on, organisations (particularly theeese communications could be
assumed to carry particular commercial or legalmmegs, for example those coming
from banks and law firms) are finally catching am this and requiring personal
emails to be identified as such, with a signifiésr (example the word “private”

appearing in the subject field) to enable automatiklition of disclaimers that
dissociate the substance of the email from the misgdon whose IT system

processed it (Christacopoulos 1999).

Spence (2002: 51) does, however, note that a wideisideration of cultural
influences (both national and organisational) ahite is necessary to build upon the
findings of her research. Romm et al (1996: 44¢roduch consideration, noting the
importance of the organisation’s culture in deteting whether email will be used in

support of the organisation’s goals. Literatureie@ed elsewhere in this Chapter
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offers this wider consideration, as does this netean its consideration of
“organisational culture” and “organisational leaugii with respect to email

communities as stated in the research question.

Writing from a legal point of view, Stokely (2007) starkly spells out that
responsibility for appropriate use of informati@thnology not only rests with those
active participants but also with the passive fatdrs: “... employers are liable for
the unlawful behaviour of employees if that behaviawas found to be in connection
with the individual's employment”. These warninggme in the wake of a scandal
involving the dissemination by email of pornogratythe Australian Department of
Agriculture and Fisheries, and highlights the negatonsequences that can affect
not only the individuals concerned but also thenmpiyers when such occurrences
come to light, as can happen when, for examplegmployee complains about

harassment (Stokely 2007: 1).

Echoing Spence (2002), Stokely (2007:2) calls taffdraining, clear policies and
technical safeguards, but points out that any wefay in these can render the
employer liable for any shortcomings but must aisb infringe employees’ privacy
rights. Clearly for any training, policy and teatad solutions to be effective and
within the law, there must be constant and rigoroessew to ensure that such

measures keep up-to-date in what is a very fastimgarea (Stokely 2007: 3).

Spence (2002: 51) by her own admission did not aatety delineate the acceptable

and the unacceptable in the organisational emailadi®, and Stokely (2007), whilst

warning of reputational and legal consequences gingefrom it, did not address this

-45 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

guestion at all. Spence (2007: 51) suggests that 18 “reasonable” may depend on
cultural factors, however this is not helpful fdret organisation which, perhaps
operating across many geographical locations arntape employing people of many
cultures within cosmopolitan settings, has to mbiself and its employees against
the legal and emotional consequences of misdiaggasireasonableness, or failing

to act upon it when it occurs.

Khoo and Senn (2004: 205) point out that whereappropriate jokes or ribald
comments are generally passed around small groupfade away in a short time, an
email which some employees find offensive may bevénded on in cumulatively
larger steps to very large numbers of people ipatete locations. Email has own
“advantages, disadvantages, social dynamics, prabbnd opportunities” (Hiltz and
Turoff 1985 in Ruggeri Stevens and McElhill 200092, or, rather more concisely (if
cynically), provides “a new way of doing old thirig9yler 2002 in Khoo and Senn
2004: 204); however it operates far more quickly amer a far more wide-ranging
and more public forum than do other means of comeation. Having highlighted
the problem, Khoo and Senn (2004) examine the dmatian between what is
acceptable and what is not, taking sexual haradsasetheir bellwether. It is worth
noting here that in the context of organisationdés they recommend, in common
with Spence (2002) and Stokely (2007), that orgdias offer clear guidelines
regarding what is and what is not acceptable (Kdrasb Senn 2004: 213). Importantly
they add to their recommendations the useful standfthe “reasonable woman” as
conceptualised by Frazier et al (1995 in Khoo arehrS 2004: 213). The
“reasonableness” concept — an abstraction desgrithie supposed attitudes and

actions of an informed, observant, enlighteneda@mdctive onlooker — has been used
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as a descriptive device before (above, this Chaptérit did not feature explicitly in

the texts thus far reviewed, but its inclusion dyold and Senn (2004) is significant in
that it imports a feature beloved of lawyers (Lud®63: 97-106) into what, as
Stokely (2007: 2) illustrated, is an increasinglyidified organisational issue. This
research is concerned with organisational rathean fdicial remedies, however there
is comfort to be found in the existence of a cotgalplink between organisational
and judicial approaches, and its identification aythors whose standpoint is

sociological/organisational, should such link preodoe necessary.

Whilst the exact line of demarcation between theeptable and the unacceptable
may be difficult to determine (Spence 2007: 51)e thonceptualisation of

unacceptability in relation to sexual harassmeswdl jokes and ribald comments as
absolutes is not problematic. What are problematterms of unacceptability are the
emails that purport to be helpful, yet are not. e3éh frequently take the form of
electronic chain letters warning of, for examplewncomputer viruses and other
threats to systems, organisations and individualhiese are invariably styled as
helpful information with exhortations to pass théormation on to as many people as
possible (Kibby 2005: 775-779). These are not ss&a@ly damaging to organisations
in the way that the unequivocally unacceptable Eraescribed previously are, but
they are technically damaging due to the volumesratil traffic they generate,

which can have negative systemic and commerciaemurences for the organisations

concerned.

Kibby (2005: 787) notes that “cultural” and grougctiors are influential here, but

whilst she examines these facets in detaill she duas offer solutions for
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organisations, rather regarding these emails asteof life. It is easy to see why: the
disparate nature of these emails — “forwardablesidnd their equivocal facticity

renders them difficult to pin down in terms of angaational rules and attempting to
do so may result in organisations infringing emples/ privacy rights (Stokely 2007:

2).

This is not to say, however, that email forwardatdee wholly negative. There is a
closely related email form, the copy sent to irdexd (although not always involved)
third-party recipients, that is widely used. Skoktand Svennevig (2006: 44-45 and
61-62) found that there are many unequivocallytiegite organisational uses to
which these may be put, including the building libaces and both democratisation
and social control. It is significant to note ti&kovholt and Svennevig (2006) found
nothing problematic about email copies and theesfoffer no organisational

remedies. The contrast with Kibby's (2005) conidas with respect to the closely

related forwardable is marked, yet the outcombeassame.

Another closely related email form, the instigat@frdiscussions and resultant replies
around the members of informal email discussiougspwas considered by Thomas
and James (1999) in their study of one such exangplestituted by general
practitioners in the UK. Their findings concernitige benefits felt by members of
professional email groups with respect to theiregigmce of membership were wholly
positive and, significantly, none of their respomide all of whom were general
practitioners, identified organisational problemseeging from their use of this email
form — rather the opposite in fact: they identifisdveral tangible factors that

mitigated existing organisational shortcomings (filas and James 1999: 79-80) and
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none reported any hostility to this email discussggoup from their managers. In
short, there seems to have been no problem, tieretwas it was not of sufficient

significance for Thomas and James (1999) to proalese

So in the three common forms by which individuadsneunicate electronically with
many others, the forwardable, the copy and the ledistussion group, there is no
consensus as to their benefits or otherwise angéemmmendations for organisational
responses. Of course were it easy to separatebeheficial forms from the
detrimental it would be possible to recommend raesedbut this separation is
impossible due to the benefit/detriment balancéedifg according to the context of
the actors rather than the nature of the email fadokes, as problematised by Spence
(2002), were found to be beneficial by Thomas aaches (1999); Spence (2002)
reported on forwardables, Skovholt and Svennevi§®§2 on copies and Thomas and
James (1999) on email discussion groups, but tkare meaningful division between
these forms beyond the technical, i.e. which buttopushed. As a joke may be
forwarded or copied as easily around a discussionpgas around a project group or
a department in an organisation, these forms, théshnically different, are
essentially identical from the organisational rubesspective. That the literature on
email jokes reaches widely varying conclusionsaatheir organisational benefit or
detriment cannot be resolved by compartmentalisiregn on technical bases, and
explains why no organisational strategies are regended. This illustrates that the
issues around email jokes are not technical butisanore to do with the people than
the medium. In terms of the research questios,iths important implications in that
for the purposes of analysis (as opposed to thposes of organisational problem

identification and problem solving), the structucallture concept (Hofstede 1997,
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2001) is here shown to be insufficient. Additidpabverarching the debate remains
Stokely’s warning regarding employee privacy, amel legal consequences of failing

to take this into consideration.

Considerations of privacy

Expectations by individuals in organisations ofvpdy in their email use have been
problematised in considerations of law and in origgtional policy. Privacy has
become the most talked-about matter concerningethieal use of IT (Miller and
Weckert 2000). In Smyth v Pillsbury (1996) it wlasind that despite assurances of
confidentiality, the employer could not be heldhave invaded the privacy of the
individual when emails were subsequently interogptdHowever, employees take
little comfort from adverse court judgments, andamisations that, through their
formal processes, take full advantage of theirtagh terms of privacy are likely to
achieve no more than the alienation of valuablentedge workers (Friedman and
Reed 2007: 7-8). The building of a body of case-tnd the likelihood of both
individuals and their organisations misconstruingatyrivacy entails in email has led
governments to attempt clarification. The AustmalFederal Privacy Commissioner
(2000: 2), in terms of privacy, likens emails tsmards rather than sealed letters, and
encourages “responsible managers” — those peopterggresent “the organisation”
internally and externally — to ensure that orgaiosal members are aware of the
rights that “the organisation” — a construct thatnprises locations, official hierarchy,
assets and members depending upon context — esservtself. The Commissioner
advises responsible managers to set out clearly iwladlowed and what is forbidden,
and under which circumstances email privacy maleggimately set aside, and what

information about emails the organisational emgditam retains (Australian Federal
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Privacy Commissioner 2000: 3-5). In consideratmnthe ethics around email
privacy, Woodbury (1998) highlights the tensionwestn the individual’'s wish for
privacy and an organisational wish to control, mgti(in common with the
Commissioner) that “the organisation” (acting thgbuts responsible managers) has
rights as owner of the email system to specify whatermissible and what is not.
Elegantly, however, Woodbury (1998) advises thatitfes should not kill happiness

and creativity”.

Summary

In the terms of the research question this sec¢taendefined and problematised email
in the organisational context — in terms of theesulwithin which organisations
operate, imposed from outside by law and from mdig custom and practice and
expectations. From the literature reviewed in Hastion it seems that organisational
rules concerning the use of email are, in theirsagration of issues beyond the
purely technical, limited to (1) dealing with encaging adherence to forms of
etiquette, (2) obedience to technical rules, (3)spription of the unequivocally
unacceptable — that which would be inappropriate affensive, however
communicated, and (4) respecting privacy, inasnascprivacy is understood to be of
a particularly limited kind that may be violated loyganisations acting through
responsible managers in their role as providerserogil apparatus under certain
circumstances. Organisational rules are perhape matable for what they fail to
encompass — those forwardables, copies and discuggdup communications which
due to their wide conceptual overlap are only \@yigoroblematised and, for the
same reason, are difficult to define in such a Wet organisational rules can bite.

Most interestingly, rules imposed to protect orgahons’ reputations and their
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employees against offence or bullying are limited tbe law that protects those
employees’ privacy, but not to the degree that eyg#s may expect. Yet something
akin to “rules” does apply; it is not unreasonatdesuppose that, when composing
emails, whilst employees might not immediately ople@ relevant intranet page or
reach for their organisations’ rule books, theyl\apply their own finely nuanced

guidelines that are not at odds with what their leygrs and colleagues would expect
them do, even though articulating those expectatian so problematic. Such

guidelines go a long way to create the tenor ofotfganisational email environment —
that part of the wider, frequently reified but ceptually elusive phenomenon known

as organisational culture.

The structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2@Xamined so far is, however,
insufficient when the focus switches from organma to people, their values and
their behaviour. A deeper and more dynamic conggptequired, one that is

ontologically valid and not merely a convenienttarg construct. Such a concept is

offered below.

The insider-outsider social habitus concept

The shortcomings of the structural culture concept

The structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 20@dws a picture of organisational
culture as something having its own existence —esbimg reified. This perception
may be demonstrably conceptually erroneous, howdvisr the perception widely
held and indeed encouraged by organisations (Dehlkennedy 1982: 18). The
“organisation” itself is something as constructed aeified as the structural culture

concept. Responsible managers will set out theiegalthey desire for “the
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organisation” in order to paint a picture of hoveyhwish it to appear to employees,
customers and the outside world, typically represgipy (for small- and medium-
sized firms) the “communities” in which they operand (for larger firms) the media
(Deal and Kennedy 1982: 26-27). Conceptually coeted “organisations” will
then, through strategies devised by responsibleages that include carefully
designed training and development programmes, pttearensure that their espoused
values are reflected by their members (Deal anchEéy 1982: 29-30). They clearly
have a vested interest in adhering to their statddes — living up to their public
image — as the results of not doing so can be diagand expensive (Deal and

Kennedy 1982: 157-159).

Within the constructed organisation, however, axigroupings of individuals
(formally delineated departments, functions, aasxpertise) that may possess their
own cultural formations, and such formations may aaays fall in line with the
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 200Ihese cultural formations may be
conceptualised by their actors and observers astromts in the way in which the
structural culture concept is: an example is théttce” of the medical profession that
exists within the National Health Service; there &equent reports in the popular
press of doctors being at loggerheads with NHS geamant (Brindley 2007). That
NHS management has come, unfairly, to be charaettas men-in-suits whose main
interest is in financial management demonstratdailare to ensure that reflected
values accord with espoused ones (Currie 2008)uallyssuch discord is not so
clearly and publicly discernible; neither is it tléssenting “culture” that usually
claims moral superiority. Neither need the dissgntculture be conceptualised

structurally. A major feature of this research,bextied in the research question, is
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concerned with the examination of how “organisaioculture” may be undermined
by “communities” that are facilitated by email commnication. Having examined
culture as a construct ihhe structural culture conceptove, this section begins by
examining in detail how “email communities” are ceptualised, and how they are
characterised in terms of dynamic human interactiatiher than the constructed stasis

characteristic of the structural culture concept.

An analytic, rather than merely utilitarian, alteative “social habitus” concept of
“insiders” and “outsiders”

A good place to start in departing from the sedwetyi simple and convenient, but
ultimately ontologically flawed structural cultueoncept (Hofstede 1997, 2001) is
with the examination of community dynamics and todiral status. Seminal in this
regard is Elias and Scotson’s research in “Wind®anva”, a pseudonym used to

describe a suburb of Leicester (Elias and ScotS64)1

Whereas a concept of organisational culture as songe constructed and reified
rendered the use of the concept problematicalersthuctural (Hofstede 1997, 2001)
context, it acquires new problematisation in thedthn context. Elias’ intellectual
formation took place in the Germany of the 193Bsthis time, Germany had existed
as a nation for barely more than 50 years. Gerntead/ been forged out of a
collection of kingdoms and principalities from thep down by the Prussian
chancellor Bismarck’sealpolitik in the years leading to 1871, only to suffer defea

the Great War in 1918 and endure political upheagabnomic ruin and resultant
social dislocation in the succeeding years. Adaths historical background of

German statehood as something both contrived aeatémed (Elias 2000: 7), it is

-54 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

not surprising that Elias conceptualised the ststeothing more than an “attack and
defence unit” (Elias 2001: 18-21). For Elias, camga with Germany, England
between the wars was a nation at ease with itselfits self-identity: the English
identified themselves by theiivilisation— an outward-facing, confident and dynamic
means of self-expression — whereas Germans icahtifiemselves by thekultur —

an inward-facing, defensive means of self-iderdiiien (Elias 2001: 6-7). Whatever
disasters befall the German state, Gerrkattur, characterised by “intellectual,
artistic and religious facts” (Elias 2001: 6), wgb on. In contrast, the English,
confident in permanencd?ax Britannia and the universal nature of the English
language, had every confidence in theivilisation For Elias, kultur meant
something static; exclusive of dynamic elementhsag behaviour (Elias 2001: 6).
This static understanding okdltur” is therefore quite different from “culture” which
as seen iThe development of the structural culture conedquve, changes according

to its cultural context (Friedman 1994: 71-72).

It is therefore incorrect to apply the word “cultirin the Eliasian context to the
consideration of this research. “Civilisation” cesncloser in the Eliasian context,
encompassing as it does behaviour (Elias 2001e@)approbation, disapprobation of
others (Mennell 1992: 29) and clearly linking copically with gossip, praise and
blame. However, Eliasiazivilisationis too conceptually encompassing and, because
of the historically derived understanding, diffear&om the English understanding of
civilisation to be appropriate for use in this @s#. A more useful Eliasian concept
is that ofsocial habituswhich, for the purposes of this research, maydseibed as
the shared personal characteristics of social gréMennell 1992: 30). In a research

context, Alvesson and Skéldberg (2000: 5) desdnddatusas a pattern of actions of
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the researcher among the researched. Elias egplase personal characteristics of
social groups in action as “the established anathsiders” (Elias and Scotson 1994)
or “involvement and detachment” (Elias 1987). histresearch, contrasting themes
of being established and being outside, and invoérg and detachment emerge. In
wishing to maintain continuity of terminology, tleethemes have been consolidated
in this research in the themes “insiders” and “ol&s” — the “insider-outsider social

habitus concept” (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotsor41&® Alvesson and Skdldberg

2000: 5).

Elias’ (2001: 18) concept is one that bases itsetfaround a top-down reified view
of arbitrary groupings such as nation, but beginthea level of the individual. In an
evocative phrase used in the development of hiscemin Elias (2001: 18-21)
describes individuals as “posts from which thedié relationships are strung”, and
in doing so he locates the social group as beingetiting of which the individual is
part and upon which the individual depends. Evdmmwpeople pursue their own
individual economic ends, they do so within the stomints of society, whether such
constraints are occupational or arising from edonabr experience (Elias 2001: 12-
14). The central conceptual theme is a figuratutrere the individual is located as
“I” within an emotionally bonded “we” composed ofher people, in sharp contrast
with the reified separateness of the naive egaceview which places the “I” at the
centre of a number of levels of “they”, each ledefined by degree of remoteness
(Elias 1978: 134-138, 1987: xxii-xxiii). This figation is represented in the diagram

below (Elias 1978: 15).
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Symbol for a more
or less unstable
balance of power
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Open (unattached)
valencies

A figuration of interdependent individuals (‘family’, ‘state’, ‘group’, ‘society’, etc.)

This diagram bears comparison with its Hofstediaunterpart (see page 27).

Also significant is the dynamic nature of the cqrtcda continually flexing levels of

differentiation and integration, pushed and pubsdcircumstance (Elias 1978: 145-
152, 167-174). Differentiated people can becomsiders, integrated people can
become insiders, but this not a lazy dualism; ttiest of circumstance stretch, break
and squeeze emotional bonds, but each bond makewrit unique connection, for its

own unigque reason.

The original research in Winston Parva was conduatea local study into juvenile
delinquency by Scotson in the 1960s. Elias themreed Scotson’s study, providing
conceptualisation that enabled the original workégrojected into the study of, and

suggest ameliorations for, the problems of widerety (Elias and Scotson 1994: x).
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The established-outsider (in this research, insudesider) relations that formed the
consideration of Elias and Scotson’s (1994) Winstearva work are fluid,
multilayered and conceptually elusive. New outsdeontinually appear, and old
outsiders become insiders simultaneously at mavsidgmicro/macro) and in many
contexts (e.g. economic, social, political, natlipmegional). In Winston Parva there
was nho insider-outsider relationship until new geogrrived, tried to make contact
with the old and were rejected. Once establishesiders risked rejection by their
own group if they showed signs of deviance. Bygeiompliant, on the other hand,
insider members were subject to internal contrat @atisfied their self-image and
conscience. Group self-image (“we”) is as impdrtas individual self-image (“I").
Group self-image survives long after that self-imdgs ceased to be justifiable, and
former insider members of groups will perpetuatrtigroup norms long after it has
ceased to be appropriate or reasonable to do suleed, as the insiders feel
themselves to be under threat they tend to tighlenrestraints that distinguish
themselves from those whom they perceive to bedears In Winston Parva the old
insiders perceived themselves to be under attadkrms of their power resources,
group charisma and group norms. Their reactiontov&$ose ranks against outsiders,
an act which humiliated the outsiders — an effectiiguration in the eyes of the
outsiders themselves (Elias and Scotson 1994:ix1H87: xxii-xxiii). Elias and
Scotson’s (1994) Winston Parva offers a vivid pietaf insider-outsider community
formation, figuration and dynamics. As represewst of insiders and outsiders,
Winston Parva’s insiders characterised themselgesaaminority of the best”; the
outsiders they characterised as a “minority ofwloest” (Elias and Scotson 1994: 1-
6). These formations, figurations and dynamicsstiute a useful paradigm for the

focus of this research. The “communities” — therapping self-constructed “we”
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formations — of Winston Parva bear comparison wiithse of the emailers in the
workplace, and Elias and Scotson’s (1994) undedstgnof Winston Parva provides
an entry into understanding the “email communities”the overlapping, self-

constructed “we” formations facilitated by emaibfthe workplace.

Elias himself uses the term “community” with catefiefinition in order to avoid
separation of the concept from its essential “wature in the minds of his readers
(Elias and Scotson 1994: 146-147). In this resedihe terms “community” and
“email communities” are similarly carefully definex above, i.e. overlapping self-
constructed “we” formations and overlapping selfstoucted “we” formations

facilitated by email respectively.

Gossip performs an important function in the insidetsider characterisation
described above (Elias and Scotson 1994: 41-42hah an ideology of behaviour
developed which the insiders reinforced throughsgoabout themselves and about
the outsiders. Effectively, gossip among the iassdnvoluntarily reinforced positive
views of themselves and negative views of the datsi(Elias and Scotson 1994: 13-
21). Gossip is an important feature in the dynanot communities and is rightly
highlighted here by Elias and Scotson (1994: 89:10%s becomes evident in the
findings of this research. The relevance of gosspa feature of communities
sustained wholly by communication, such as thoaefttrm around email, is clear in

relation to the research question.

There is, however, a price to pay for insider aaind that status, whilst hard-won,

can be easily lost. Elias and Scotson (1994: 386Bof a lady who invited the bin-
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men in for a cup of tea, for which she suffered-lewel ostracisation and assignment
of a lower social rank by her neighbours. Not othbes one have to conform — one
has to be seen to conform (Elias and Scotson 18841). These organic, unofficial
and unintended “communities”, their crossings-oaed boundaries, layers upon
layers that constantly shift, compare readily wile email communities of this
research. Elias and Scotson’s (1994) projectiortht general paradigm — next
paragraph, where the importance of gossip is aggmhlighted — is telling in this

respect.

Power and status in Winston Parva emerged from stedigess and conformity.
Social position emergent from these factors carmeoeasily observed as a casual
outsider; such subtleties only emerge by attendinghe gossip of local people.
Phrases and words, e.g. “all right”, “okay”, “bettand “not quite nice” painted a
picture of gradation not fully conceptualised eusn those to whom they apply.
These subtle social configurations demonstrate irtif@ortance of superiority and

inferiority generally (Elias and Scotson 1994: 41).

Elias and Scotson (1994: 43-50) illustrate the oeinee and persistence of power and
status by examining the dynamics of families ay thlay out over the generations.
As the modern workplace generally does not expeeehis kind of continuity, email
communities would not configure by these meansis Worth mentioning here that
such familial continuity such as might have oncestex in workplaces has effectively
been proscribed by far-reaching anti-discriminatiegislation (Commission for
Racial Equality 1982). However the finding fromethxamination of these familial

and generational features in Winston Parva thatpiiiee paid by those “inside”
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people was conformity with and submission to negglthood norms (Elias and
Scotson 1994: 50) is highly relevant to the formatiof workplace email
communities. This is vividly illustrated by Eliaad Scotson’s (1994) description of

how the families and social groupings interactewvinston Parva.

Insider families existed substantially communallyd aself-sufficiently, and whilst
outsiders were not excluded from local associatioharches, etc, they did not enjoy
social cohesion with the insiders and so they reathon the fringes. Insider families
were not individually self-sufficient socially, buather formed the core of social life
and formed self-sufficient family clusters; sucltisbaffiliations helped to strengthen
inter-familial bonds (Elias and Scotson 1994: 43-58Iso, social networking could
enhance social status. Social life was dominayeiddiders and, whilst open to them,
outsiders (with a few exceptions) did not partitgoia organised social activity due to
the outsider-perceived domination of an insidequeti (Elias and Scotson 1994: 51-
70). Here Elias and Scotson (1994: 43-70) drawctune that is recognisable in any
workplace and certainly in the email communitieattfigure prominently in this
research and the research question: that of ouigeteeived cliques, and consequent
perceptions of inclusion (and exclusion) from th&mough conformity (and non-
conformity). This demonstrates that it is possibleelites to develop and establish in
the perception of outsiders, to apparently mongpokocial life and to exclude
outsiders: in Winston Parva these apparent arstoes were defined in the English
way where conformity is required for membership arah-conformity results in

exclusion (Elias and Scotson 1994: 65-69).
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The foregoing consideration illustrates how, byjerton of Elias and Scotson’s
(1994) general paradigm to the workplace situasiod the email communities within
it, the existence and dynamics of them may be @éxgdband problematised. Email
communities, however, do not simply arise. Thera i“motorisation process” by
which they run, and that motor is the transmis@ibmwords, sentences, stories. The
same can be said for conventional communities diad Bnd Scotson (1994) consider
this motorisation of their Winston Parva peoplethie context of gossip. Elias and
Scotson (1994: 89-105) found that insiders’ gossipracteristically, through what
was considered newsworthy, was self-promoting ispeet of themselves and
derogatory in respect of outsiders. Also, unlike outsiders, the insiders had highly
developed gossip channels, as evidenced in the thaty news about Scotson’s
original research got around: the researchers hulmkcame the subject of insider
gossip whereas among the outsiders they did natause there was no outsider
gossip (Elias and Scotson 1994: 90). Among thieléns, gossip was by nature either
“praise” or “blame”; both types reinforced solidgri{Elias and Scotson 1994: 89-
100). Gossip, however, is not an independent yenbitit something inextricably
woven into the community in which it operates, litgaing the characterisation and
operation of the community (Elias and Scotson 199€-101), hence its description
earlier in this paragraph as a motorisation prace&s a factor in social formation
Elias and Scotson (1994: 94-97) note in relatiogdssip that hierarchies develop due
to competition for the ears of listeners, with theghose gossip is the most orthodox
in nature yet extreme in substance (i.e. most ipghisf themselves and blaming of
outsiders) being the most competitive. “Competitivhowever, does not equal
successful: those people whose gossip was the emtrt&me were those who were

most hierarchically insecure, whilst the gossighaise whose positions were secure
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was generally characterised by proximity to the wmmly held view (Elias and

Scotson 1994: 94-95). In the workplace this carefpgated to the newcomer who
tries too hard; the newcomer could also be a nevwiiteor perhaps a newly promoted
manager who, in the context of this research, finidsself gaining entry to a new

email community and wishes to fit in, or establsmself as a central character.

Elias and Scotson (1994: 146) conclude by notirag this possible to separate the
problems of communities into economic, historicgolitical, religious and
administrative aspects. It is also possible towakhkt it is of those that are specific
aspects of a community; when communities interais,their different experiences of
these problems that distinguish them and cause tbdail into a status order (Elias
and Scotson 1994: 146-147). This is what occumalfinston Parva: it was easy for
the insiders to look for and find and, through thgossip, communicate, negative
aspects in relation to outsiders, and cohere inmanton fear of being infected with
their perceived lower standards (Elias and Sco1€994: 147-149). In communities,
insiderdom is a specific configuration where cobesistandards and privileges are
passed from generation to generation, excludingiderts. But ask insiders if they
welcome the presence of outsiders, and they wiwan “no”. Conversely, ask
outsiders whether they welcome their situationelation to the insiders, and they too
will answer “no”. Effectively they are placed insduation which neither insiders nor
outsiders can control. Insiders behave towardsiderts as their norms and traditions
dictate they should behave towards deviants irr th@nh community. This ensures
there can never be harmony between them. Theekimd of inevitability with
respect to insiders who, living in an “official” eonunity, are led by situations that

evolve and decisions that are taken in the deveboprof their own “unofficial”
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communities that makes more sense in the localegbrthan does the official one
(Elias and Scotson 1994: 146-156). This paratlesworkplace situation, where as
described in Chapters 5 and 6, alternative comnashihere facilitated by email,
develop to make sense of what are perceived bysatide local realities. And like
the people of Winston Parva, they develop withrtlosvn hierarchies, alignments,

antipathies and relative statuses.

In completion of the general paradigm, this pattefnsocial development is not
uncommon. In instances of social mobility, newcosrege often cast as outsiders. If
the newcomers have visible differences these issuestypically cast as racial
problems. If language is the distinguishing factbe issue is cast as one of ethnic
minorities. Social differences are cast as clsssds, etc. None of these were evident
in Winston Parva, but the situation there bore lainties with other instances (Elias

and Scotson 1994: 157-158).

Newcomers will always try to improve their situatjavhilst the established will seek
to preserve theirs. The established — long-standnsiders — are usually more
powerful and able to ostracise deviants withinrtloeyn community and stamp their
superiority on the newcomers’ self-image and theiew of themselves by
characterisation of themselves according to the oniin of the best, and
characterisation of the newcomers according to rifieority of the worst. In a
socially mobile world people are apt to imagine-pi@dustrial immobile communities
as being the ideal type. The Winston Parva examsipbsvs that there are drawbacks
in both social mobility and immobility. Investigamns such as that of Winston Parva

may lead to more realistic approaches in this msp€learly social mobility is a
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wider phenomenon than the currently accepted utatetmg of people moving from
one social class to another. Also prejudice isarisolated phenomenon, but one

ingrained in the community in which it resides é8liand Scotson 1994: 156-162).

Support for the insider-outsider social habitus cept

The work of Elias and Scotson (1994) has been glyarlied upon in developing the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: 5) for the purposesh research, however the
concept also receives support from other authoRepresentatives of these are

considered in this section.

Elias and Scotson’s (1994) general paradigm beamgparison with Azzam et al’s
(2007) study of the reactions of young adults ttsiolers. Here it was found that
individuals will perceive a greater threat when thal is an immigrant, rather than
coming from a native-born group (Azzam et al 2086%). Significantly this threat,
when measured, was found to be inversely propatiom the level of perceived
power felt by the individual, and so when insidetsaderdom is considered as a
matter of degree rather than an absolute, selfepard power is found to have a
moderating influence (Azzam et al 2007: 665-668his study was carried out in
2006-7 in California, and the subjects were USegd|students, but the findings bear
startling resemblance to those of Willis (1977) his study of West Midlands
teenagers. Here, the outsiders believe in thelitygbhonesty and desirability of
manual labour, yet experience the visibly accelegatiecline in the industries that
provide the opportunities they seek (Willis 197@-016). Their situation is

especially poignant: formerly insiders, they nondfthemselves to be outsiders in the
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community they inhabit, even though they are regmtive of the majority group
(Willis 1977: 14-22 and 166-169). The insiderspst whose attitudes and
expectations are more attuned to their post-indlignvironment, are viewed by the
outsiders as a threat, even though both groupsjrgetical, social and economic
origins and life-chances are more-or-less identiéllis 1977: 4-6). The findings, in
respect of the outsiders as people with low sealégeed power, correspond to those
of Azzam et al (2007) in that the people concempedeive themselves as outsiders,
yet carry strong antipathetic views with respectmmnigrants (Willis 1977: 47-49)
and to some extent with respect to women (Willig 23 3-47), who also represent a
threat in the coming post-industrial times for whiwomen, with their different

ambitions, appear to the outsiders to be muchrogtieed (Willis 1977: 147-152).

The insider-outsider social habitus concept witbpect to email

Drawing focus from the generally applicable to #pecific, revisiting the work of
Khoo and Senn (2004), Kibby (2005) and Skovholt &wknnevig (2006), each
examined inThe structural culture concepind Organisational rulesabove, shows
how the insider-outsider social habitus conceptaéE1987, Elias and Scotson 1994
and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5) explored albelates to email and the issues
surrounding it. The basic differences between arahwomen and their consequent
different reactions to unsolicited, frequently satyy hostile email creates an
insider/outsider divide along gender lines, withmem being cast as the outsiders
(Khoo and Senn 2004: 204-206). The community eatof email — the self-
appointment of insiders — appears in studies ofilegr@ups, characterised as
“fostering detachment” (Sipior and Ward 1999: 91Kibby 2005: 772) and the

maintenance of group identity (Kibby 2005: 774)y tBe selection of an addressee in
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the “to” field of an email, and secondary recipgemt the “cc” field, the sender is
assigning full insider and secondary insider ratesome, and by exclusion outsider
roles to others (Skovholt and Svennevig 2006: 4B)is echoes Clark’s (1992: 218 in
Skovholt and Svennevig 2006: 47) participation sale normal speech of speaker,
addressees and participants, which in turn beavsufable comparison with,
respectively, the insiders of Winston Parva witkithnternal elite and non-elite
subdivisions, and the wholly non-elite outsidersig®k and Scotson 1994: 35-41).
And so the circle of the paradigmatic and the fedusubject matter is joined; this
conceptual joining of the insider-outsider sociabitus paradigm (Elias 1987, Elias
and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoéldberg 200Gt the subject matter of this

research is revisited and features strongly in @&hrafb and 6.

As a postscript to this section it is worth mentngnthat, notwithstanding the volatile
motivations towards the formation and sustenana@dil groups identified by Khoo
and Senn (2004), Kibby (2005), Sipior and Ward @%nd Skovholt and Svennevig
(2006), evidence for factors that disadvantage legnaups compared to their face-to-
face counterparts is offered by Alpay (2005) in émjuiry into the effectiveness of
email groups in learning situations. Alpay (2085L0) discovered that the formation
of formal groups for the purpose of study requigesater central facilitation due to
the remoteness of members leading to the makingssfimptions among them, for
example individuals within a formal email group nragt feel motivated to contribute
if they feel that other group members are not pgllitheir weight. Also, group
activities, such as brainstorming, that rely focassful outcomes on spontaneity on
the part of the members, are less effective in &remail groups due to the greater

need for central facilitation and the inherent ptgisremoteness of members (Alpay
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2005: 11-12). These findings, dealing as they @b fermal, organised study groups,
raise the question of just how sustainable orgdigieaising email communities can
be (Alpay 2005: 13). This is explored in Chapterand 6. Alpay’s (2005: 10-11)
findings also raise the question of how useful ¢mas a means of study in a formal
setting. Chapter 3 examines this from an orgaoisak perspective, both in terms of
how responsible managers can use email in the adusarning, and also how they
need to inform their people about email usage énlitfht of the issues of insiderdom
and exclusion explored here. Importantly, as tesearch not only concerns email
but uses email in its execution, the implicatioas Alpay’s findings in this respect

are examined in Chapter 4.

Summary

In terms of the research question, where the stralctulture concept (Hofstede 1997,
2001) described iulture as an organisational concegbove provides a utilitarian
conception of culture, the insider-outsider sotiabitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias
and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000with its identification of
gossip as prime motivator, identifies the commueigment — set out in the research
question as “email communities” — and, importantgets out a means of
conceptualising and understanding them that isonbt applicable to the analysis of

this research, but is also philosophically sustama

Conclusion

Thelntroductionto this Chapter began by setting out the reseguelstion:
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“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What
can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”

This Chapter has sought to examine existing litgeataround the first part of the
research question — that concerned with “orgamsaticulture”. Beginning with the
general concept of “culture” to consideration ofganisational culture”, two distinct
threads have been drawn out, that of a reifiedctral culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001, Deal and Kennedy 1982), and that ofremhic, insider-outsider social
habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson H8#l Alvesson and Skoldberg

2000: 5).

Hofstede’'s (1997, 2001) structural culture conceépt from an organisational
management perspective, pragmatic. It is, howgrehlematic on philosophical and
methodological bases (Baskerville 2003, Garsten 4198icSweeney 2002,
Williamson 2002), and the way in which its uncrficacceptance can lead to the
sidelining of deep-seated cultural issues (Curfied}, yet it cannot be set aside due
to its influence generally and its influence inamhing the conceptualisation of
“organisational culture” for participants in thissearch. For this reason the structural
culture concept is included in this research asomatrast to the philosophically
superior insider-outsider social habitus concepagE1987, Elias and Scotson 1994
and Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: 5). Flowing fribms model in the context of
email is problematisation from the point of view mfies and legislation (Levene
1997, Shea 1996, Spence 2002, Christacopoulos 19fikely 2007), privacy

(Australian Federal Privacy Commissioner 2000, diman and Reed 2007, Miller
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and Weckert 2000, Woodbury 1998), and values artth\wheur (Khoo and Senn
2004, Kibby 2005, Alpay 2005). Conversely otherthaus’ research contexts

revealed no problems (Skovholt and Svennevig 2086mas and James 1999).

The insider-outsider social habitus concept (EL887, Elias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skéldberg 2000: 5), however, provalegorous and sustainable base
for academic research and hence forms the primamngept within the conceptual
framework developed in Chapter 1. Within this cgricemail is not so much bound
by constructed structural culture models or rulesemergent from individuals’
experience, values, self-identification and setigds — the facets that determine their

insider and outsider statuses in relation to it.

Here in this Chapter are presented two concepts,obrwhich, the insider-outsider
social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and %cot$994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5), draws its inspiration from dagéive observation, interpretation
and reflection; the other of which, the structucalture concept (Hofstede 1997,
2001) with its adjunct in the form of organisatibnales, is based on the outcomes of
a quantitative study conducted within a single nmd¢ional company. Given such
different origins, it is hardly surprising that th&o concepts do not at first sight
intersect or engage with each other. Yet both eptscco-exist within organisations
and society. Elias and Scotson’s (1994) Winstonvddad its static political
structure as well as its dynamic, gossip-drivenhpug pulling and ever-changing
social phenomena. Willis’ (1977) “lads” knew forirtdaerarchies of teachers and
parents as well as experiencing the subtle andl feffects of creeping social

displacement due to external pressures and fe@ns.the other hand, Hofstede’s
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(2001) IBM must have had its Eliasian phenomenan@sed must the organisations
considered by Deal and Kennedy (1982). Signifigarttowever, the structural

culture concept is blind to the activity of theider-outsider phenomena carrying on
in its midst, whilst the insider-outsider phenomesndeline the structural culture
concept to varying degrees of irrelevancy. Thrsutwus relationship — the only way
in which the two concepts interact — is revealethmm stories told by the participants

in this research.

Here concludes the literature review in respeargénisational culture. The research

guestion, however, consists of two parts. Theditee around the second part — that

concerned with organisational learning — formsdbesideration of Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3
THE RESEARCH CONTEXT:
A LITERATURE REVIEW IN RESPECT OF ORGANISATIONAL
LEARNING
Introduction
As explained at the beginning of Chapter 2, theaash question falls into two parts.

The research question is as follows.

“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What
can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”

Chapter 2 examined the existing literature arotned“organisational culture” part of

the research question, drawing out two conceptbe flrst, the structural culture

concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001), is a static, reifisnblel that suits the purposes of
organisational practitioners. It enables the sgttf rules, explains the application of
them and the application of relevant legislatiomhe second, the insider-outsider
social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and $cot$994 and Alvesson and

Skoldberg 2000: 5), is a dynamic concept suitablterésearch and analysis. It is
necessary to consider both of these as the ficsirds with the understanding of the
participants in this research in certain contekisin(g, as they are, organisational
practitioners of various kinds), whilst the secesidmportant as it also accords with
the conceptualisation of participants in certaimeotcontexts. In Chapter 2 it was also

explained that the insider-outsider social habaoiscept is necessary to this research
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in order to achieve academic rigour, conceptualditgl and analytical depth and

relevance in a social science context.

This Chapter examines the second part of the questihat concerned with

organisational learning. The Chapter begins bysicmning the literature around two
concepts that flow from the structural culture (stefle 1997, 2001) and insider-
outsider social habitus (Elias 1987, Elias and €woot1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5) concepts drawn out in Chapter Bhe first of these, the

knowledge management concept (Davenport and Prii88R), bears comparison
with the structural culture concept. The secohd, dituated learning concept (Lave
and Wenger 1991), bears comparison with the insgd&ider social habitus concept.
This is illustrated in the two vertical threadstbé conceptual framework developed
in Chapter 1. As with Chapter 2, each conceptxgosed before being applied to

email and the research question.

Mapped conceptually, this Chapter appears as fsllow
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Introductior

The Knowledge Management The Situated Learning Concept

Concept e The situated learning

¢ The knowledge concept and its parallels
management concept, and with the insider-outsider
its parallels with the social habitus concept
structural culture concept e Critical appraisal of the

e Applicability of the situated learning concept
knowledge management e The situated learning
concept concept further developed

¢ The knowledge e The situated learning
management concept with concept with respect to
respect to email email

Comparison and
contextualisation of
the knowledge
management and
situated learning
concepts

Conclusiol

This conceptual map derives from the conceptuatérsork of Chapter 1.

Literature considered in this Chapter was sougirigukey-word search criteria as
follows: commodification; community/communities opractice; core; email
community/communities; emotion; emotional intelhge; identity/identities;
individual knowledge; informal learning; knowledgmanagement; knowledge
market; learning; legitimate peripheral participati non-formal learning;

participation; peripheral/periphery; situated leagy tacit knowledge.
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These key-word search criteria were used singly ianBoolean combinations in
electronic resources including ATHENS and thosevigied by the University of

Leicester library.

Here follows a critical review of the existing liggure that forms the background in
respect of organisational learning to the resednel follows in Chapters 5 and 6.
The volume of the existing literature is such teahaustive consideration here is
impracticable. What follows considers that whishmost influential in the research
area, as guided by the exigencies of this resealtthere the preferences of this
author may become manifest is not at the selectmission stage, but in the critical
review aspect — it is hoped that such preferencag be transparent and fully
explained. In common with other ethnographic wohqwever, the research

exigencies are set ultimately by the participants.

It should be noted, however, that the standpoikértain this research favours the
situated learning concept (Lave and Wenger 199tyyirig as it does from the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: 5) of Chapter 2 ardisty that concept’s qualities in
respect of academic rigour, conceptual validity andlytical depth and relevance in a

social science context.

However, the knowledge management concept (Davergad Prusak 1998) is

included due to its role in forming the understagdof participants in this research.
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The knowledge management concept

The knowledge management concept, and its paraNéls the structural culture
concept

This section considers literature central to theovwedge management concept
(Davenport and Prusak 1998), and the literatureceored with its general

applicability and specific applicability to email.

Organisations like to weigh and measure as it gihesn criteria for determining
success and failure so, for the same reasons pdaheur Hofstede’s (1997, 2001)
structural culture concept, they are attracted¢orecept that permits the packaging of
learning into something that can be “delivered”. avBnport and Prusak (1998)
conceptualise an objectified knowledge, consistaiginformation that has been
compared, connected-up with other information asdu$sed. Within Davenport and
Prusak’s (1998: 1-6) conceptualisation, informatisnn turn made up of data (for
example, raw statistics) that have been processsdgorised and contextualised.
Further, they posit the idea of a knowledge mankéereby that which people know
is bought, sold, brokered, borrowed, lent and gi{l@avenport and Prusak 1998: 25-
51). That Davenport and Prusak are, respectivbly, Director of the Accenture
Institute for Strategic Change and the Executivee®or of the IBM Institute for
Knowledge Management is telling in their way of eel$ing the problem of learning
— it is organised around the needs of organisatjoss as is Hofstede’s (1997, 2001)

structural culture concept.

It is therefore not surprising that Davenport andsBk’s (1988) contribution is as

central to this knowledge management concept &istede’s (1997, 2001) to the
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structural culture concept. These contributions the literature around the
“organisational culture” and “organisational leagii parts of the research question
comprise the same vertical thread of the conceftaalework developed in Chapter

1.

Applicability of the knowledge management concept

Davenport and Prusak (1998: 162-178) are writingrianagers, and illustrate this by
lavish use of anecdotes from the likes of MonsaBR),, Coca-Cola and Chrysler; they
use terms such as “win rates” and “losses of kensgmmel” designed to be of
relevance to managers, and indeed in their cormriaghey take the trouble to address
managers directly with practical advice such antent the knowledge you manage
into cold, hard figures, cash the company has noadgaved...”. Similarly Serban
and Luan (2002: 5) state, in the abstract of thearview of knowledge management,
that the aim is to “... achieve efficiencies, ensaoepetitive advantage and spur
innovation.” Such reification of learning and knedge that knowledge management
represents can be easily challenged and criticlsaidfs value to managers searching
for strategies and solutions is difficult to denynd, as with the structural culture
concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001), it has relevancepésticipants in this research in

certain contexts.

The knowledge management concept with respectd em

Davenport and Prusak (1998: 45-46), however, haguentified and commodified
knowledge, warn against relying too heavily on thggd structures of information
technology in applying their knowledge-market pagyad on the ground that

knowledge is too fluid for such application. Thdmission of fluidity for knowledge
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represents a remarkable departure from their maimt f pinning knowledge down.
They suggest the setting up of knowledge “yellowgs on organisations’ intranet
sites (Davenport and Prusak 1998: 131-132) — sangethat occurs widely at the
beginning of the second decade of the 21st cenbutyywhich was more novel at the
time they were writing. Certainly with regard teetuse of email this approach — the
addressing of email’s problems through its owntedgic medium — would appear to
be logical, since one can reasonably assume that esers would have access to and
knowledge of their organisation’s intranet. Theg, dhowever, caution that the
technology must be used to its full advantage, ngotby reference to (and
contradiction of) McLuhan’s (1964: 61) assertioattfthe medium is the message”
that having the best and most up-to-date technolgthynot ensure the quality of the
information (Davenport and Prusak 1998: 4). Withanformation technology,
however, the theory of knowledge management woalkkhremained just that, and
would not have enjoyed its rapid take-up withinamgations (Serban and Luan 2002:

6-7).

The situated learning concept

The situated learning concept, and its parallelghwihe insider-outsider social

habitus concept

This section considers the literature central ®taated learning concept (Lave and
Wenger 1991) that links to the insider-outsideriaobabitus concept (Elias 1987,
Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldb@®d§:25) of Chapter 2, and in

doing so completes one vertical thread of the qotued framework of Chapter 1.

Here the literature central to the concept is jdify the literature that critically
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appraises the concept, shows it in action generafig with respect to emalil

specifically is presented.

The insider-outsider social habitus concept (EL887, Elias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: 5) is evident in Lanel Wenger's (1991: 34-37)
concept of a dynamic core and periphery in workplsituated learning, where those
whose personal viewpoints place them in periphgoaitions with respect to others,
working towards a core whose members may themsdbadsin some respects at
least, peripheral. As with the “insiders” and “siders” of the insider-outsider social
habitus concept, the “core” and “periphery” here ot static constructs, but a way of
understanding the transitions that people makehag kearn and develop in their
workplace roles. This notion of constant orgamsetl change and constant personal
reinterpretation accurately represents workplacesonstant flux and consequently
continually learning, as indeed many workplaces eappto their constituent
individuals to be (Deal and Kennedy 1982: 157-176he core-periphery concept is
not a new one, having been successfully utiliseecmnomic-oriented explanations of
employment in capitalist societies to identify ‘ishasrs” and “outsiders” (Davis 1994).
The application of this concept in the organisaldearning context appears to have
substantially pre-dated the economic applicatiorthie form of Vygotsky’'s (1978)
identification of learning as a fundamentally stigidocated activity, which he
termed “situated learning”. It is from this badeatt Lave and Wenger (1991)
developed their concept of occupational and wodelearning as a community of
practice (the insiders, or core) with a correspogdgroup engaged in legitimate
peripheral participation (the outsiders, or perighe The legitimate peripheral

participants are those who are at the learningestai their careers, for example
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junior doctors and industrial apprentices. Unlikias and Scotson’s (1994)
outsiders, these outsiders — so long as they adbdiee expectations and norms of
their craft — are accepted, hence the “legitim&bél. Within the notion of a “career
structure”, i.e. the expectations and milestones asg for legitimate peripheral

participants, the insider-outsider horizon is astebounded and their movement
between statuses is at least guided, unlike the pa€lias and Scotson’s (1994)
Winston Parva, where the situation was complex taedparticipants had only their
wits to guide them around such indefinable and oedrcriteria as “neighbourhood
norms” (Elias and Scotson 1994: 50). However, bgstdering the community of

practice and the legitimate peripheral participamtfie context of the insider-outsider
social habitus concept it is easy to distinguisdt thorkplace learning is not merely a
matter of doing the job and reading the booksiaviblves social interaction and the
developing of position and professional identitaye and Wenger 1991: 52-54). The
gaining of the respect that comes with position anofessional identity certainly

involves the development and demonstration of caemwy, but it also involves

interacting and sharing in communal memory (Lave fenger 1991: 109 and 121-

123) or, as Elias and Scotson (1994: 103-105) wputdt, gossiping.

Critical appraisal of the situated learning concept

Lave and Wenger's (1991) situated learning cont@gst been thoroughly tested by
case studies carried out by Fuller et al (2005)hm disparate arenas of the steel
industry and secondary schools, and by Fuller and/ikd (2003) in an associated

study of modern apprenticeships. “Modern appresh@s” are comparable to

traditional apprenticeships but with the additidrcentral government as stakeholder

(in terms of both specification and partial fundiramd regulator (Fuller and Unwin
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2003: 409). In the three industrial settings Fukg al (2005) found different
experiences which they categorised as expansive rastlictive. “Expansive”
describes that which creates fully rounded membérthe relevant community of
practice, possessing transferable skills and partgommunal memory (Fuller et al
2005: 56-58). “Restrictive” describes that whidtres trainees with narrow, task-
based knowledge that is in turn passed on to mor®i trainees; and that where
training is wholly informal and on-the-job, and wlenembership of the community
of practice is achieved wholly by moving into vac&s as they arise, whenever they
arise (Fuller et al 2005: 58-59 and Fuller and Un003: 419-423). In four school
settings, learning that was understood by particpavithin the situated learning
concept was consistently evident, although the engd for legitimate peripheral
participation was patchy, being more adaptable raaeg to new entrants’ skills and
experience; for example, a head of department whe parachuted in as a full
member of the history department’s community ofcpca found himself in the role
of learner due to being unfamiliar with local preses (Fuller et al 2005: 62).
Interestingly, the department where learning thais winderstood by participants
within the situated learning concept was most gfedormalised was the IT
department, where the members may have experiefaedt least to have been
influenced by) the formal structure of the traci industrial apprenticeship (Fuller

et al 2005: 59-63).

Fuller et al (2005: 65-67) conclude that, whilsveand Wenger’'s (1991) concept of
legitimate peripheral participation is generallyefus, it fails to address the case of
legitimate peripheral participants other than thad® are new, “clean slates”, and

underestimates learners’ influence in setting theot of legitimate peripheral
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participation, underestimates the importance ofmfdrlearning and underestimates
the influence of power relation factors. This vievechoed by Lawy (2000) in his
case study of a plumbing apprentice. Lawy (2000t)6found that, far from the
apprentice who was the subject of his case stumhglzeclean slate, he was in fact the
product of his environment and experience whicheneat a young age, was
influential — learning is not merely the absorptiohskill and information, but a
personal social evolution. Succinctly and elegaritearning is becoming” (Nixon et
al 1996 in Lawy 2000: 601), a finding borne outBillet and Somerville (2004) in
their study of workers’ identities. A mechanic milot become a mechanic by
learning to use tools in college — the mechanicobes a mechanic by working
alongside other mechanics, interacting with them lbecoming “accepted” through
the understanding of mechanics’ socialisation dreddonscious adoption of certain
behaviours that constitute the behavioural norms@cthanics (Billet and Somerville
2004: 315-317). The case studies of Fuller e2@D%), Fuller and Unwin (2003),
Lawy (2000) and Billet and Somerville (2004) arepported in the context of
individual versus organisational learning by Popaed Lipshitz, (2000: 192) who
identify inter alia the need for learning mechanisms within a learrenjure and
Hong (1999: 183-184) and Owenby (2002: 58-59), wdentify the need for
organisational structures that support learninge ihfluential traffic is not, however,
all in one direction: the cultures of occupatiofsoaevolve due to the contributions of

newcomers (Billet and Somerville 2004: 317-321).

The situated learning concept further developed

Eraut (2000: 116) considers this in some detaitingpout situated learning, or “non-

formal”’ learning, as a combination of tacit undansting, routinised actions and the
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application of tacit rules in relation to the doiafwork. Eraut (2000) draws on the
work of Dreyfus (1986) relating to skill acquisiiavhere, across five levels, level 1
represents the novice whose work is typified bicsadherence to rules, and level 5
represents the expert whose work is typified bwititn and vision, and analysis is
only necessary in novel situations. Eraut’'s (208@)cept of tacit understanding is
that which exists across all five of Dreyfus’ (19&kills levels and is based mainly
on experience. Routinised actions are developedariransition from level 1 to the

level of competence, level 3, its purpose beingrtable effective functioning in busy
situations — in other words being able to act aedde without having to think too

hard (Eraut 2006: 2). Lastly the application dfittaules, which enable apparently
automatic responses to situations (Eraut 2006ar2)jn fact not automatic at all, but
consist of the seeing of big-picture patterns aguamed by the application of

experience and understanding. These are not, leyweaniform responses due to
each individual bringing their own experience amdeer context to each situation

(Eraut 2000: 113).

The combination of tacit understanding, routinisedions and tacit rules — “tacit
knowledge” — including its biases, is largely gainthrough social intercourse,
personal theorisation and routinisation rendered tay repetition (Eraut 2000: 123
and 2006: 2). Eraut (2000: 123-125) argues tlwit kaowledge has a role to play in
its apparent opposite — explicit knowledge and iti@mhl decision-making. This

takes the form of interpreting individual cases iagfaa background of general
evidence. This is Eraut’s (2000: 125-126) recoatnin of these apparent opposites,
and extends to theory-based decision-making, walefays includes the influence of

previous experience. This can be encapsulatedeirerm “rapid intuitive decision-
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making by experts”. Eraut (2000: 126-127) make=sacl however, that in implicit
knowledge-based decision-making, reflective defiben is an important element. It
is partly explicit (i.e. a conscious action) andplitit (i.e. a reflexive action). The
balance of these processes is determined by the #nmilable for and the
“crowdedness” of, i.e. the amount of other stufingoon around, the action in

guestion (Eraut 2000: 121-130).

Eraut (2000: 130-133) then considers how “personal’a person’s individual
knowledge. He cites the example of workplace caltthat survives changes in
personnel, leading to the concept of situated kadgeé. The existence of situated
knowledge demonstrates that personal knowledge aicmntelements of social
knowledge (Eraut 2000: 130-133). This illustratdgat knowledge is to an
appreciable extent a shared dynamic process andtisas some constructions set it
out to be, an individually tradable commodity (8fd998: 5-6). “Knowledge gained
Is constructed in a social context whose influemrcevhat is learned, as well as how it
is learned, cannot be denied”; “knowledge” herartleencompasses both the explicit
and implicit, but knowledge is not only receivedt lmontributed, and individuals’
differing social and educational histories conttéouo the diversity of situated

knowledge (Eraut 2000: 130-132).

Eraut (2000: 134-135) concludes that by drawingtaait knowledge into becoming
explicit knowledge, the performance of individualed teams may be improved,
knowledge may be more effectively communicatedkdimay be made between

actions and outcomes, and decision-making modeyshmaleveloped.
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The situated learning concept with respect to email

The tacit knowledge concept as described aboveigesva direct link from the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skdéldberg 2000: 5) to the situatethieg concept (Lave and Wenger
1991), and provides an opportunity to connect withsubject matter of this research
inasmuch as it concerns the dealing-with of thébleros of organisational email use
explicated in the earlier sections of this Chaptéfhat Eraut (2000: 134-135) makes
clear in his conclusions is that it is not suffidi¢o develop a policy, propagate it and
apply it. Within the insider-outsider social haisitand situated learning concepts the
social acts of gossiping, of drawing the tacit itlte explicit, getting at the values of
the protagonists, is essential. That gossip igmficant feature of email use places
these concepts at the centre of the argument aangeremedies for the problems of
organisational email. The problems of email gossighin the context of
communities of practice are addressed by Schwa@99. 599) who, drawing on
general concerns regarding validity in communicatimted by Habermas (1981),
asserts that in organisations comprehensibilityuthir trustworthiness and
appropriateness are all put at risk through compaimn in email form. Bourhis et
al (2005) examined this in their case study of eéemail-facilitated communities of
practice. Whilst real- (as opposed to virtual-)rldocommunities of practice can
succeed through natural evolution (Wenger and Sn2a60 in Bourhis et al 2005:
23), success for email communities relies signifiseon motivational leadership
(Bourhis et al 2005: 33). In the terms used hetki® can be expressed as gossip
providing the medium which, as Elias and Scots®94) have shown, allows real-
world communities to evolve, whereas this is noowgh on its own for email

communities, which require leadership. This is@blin using email communities to
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resolve their own difficulties: as explained in @tex 2, unguided communities
develop their own characteristics which can include example, illegal behaviour
(Stokely 2007) and sexism (Khoo and Senn 2004 Xfiedlties which, together with
the rules-based remedies offered by these autbansbe addressed intra-community
by leadership (Bourhis et al 2005). This is nos&y, however, that leadership will
displace rules (Ruggeri Stevens and McEIhill 20R03). Leadership, of course,
imports consideration of personal characteristits the discussion: this is addressed
by Hughes (2001) who, drawing on the work of Goler(te099), conceptualises these
characteristics as emotional intelligence. Ematiantelligence comprises honesty,
openness, lack of fear, non-judgemental attitudelssalf awareness (Goleman 1999:
26-27; Hughes 2001: 16-19), and manifests itselfintelligent and individually
appropriate flexibility, negotiability and leniendg interaction, opposition and co-
operation (Hughes 2010: 44-45). Like situated riegy, these manifestations of
emotional intelligence can be traced to Elias’ eptaoalisation of individuals in
relation to others (Hughes 2010: 32) — see diaghafiguration of interdependent
individuals (family, state, group, society, etarjderAn analytic, rather than merely
utilitarian, alternative “social habitus” concept fo“insiders” and “outsiders” in
Chapter 2. Leaders, therefore, should be emotiohidrate practitioners guiding
individuals and organisations to fulfil their gogfSoleman 1999: 183-185; Hughes
2001: 26-29). Indeed, emotion is a function of povelations — a potent combination

that can act effectively for leaders (Vince 200323).

Comparison and contextualisation of the two organ@tional learning concepts

Clearly Davenport and Prusak’s (1998) concept af kaowledge may be managed

conflicts with the learning concept proposed byuE{2000 and 2006). In the context
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of this research it seems unlikely that Davenpad Rrusak’s (1998) guidance will
address the problems of, for example, email's noléhe creation of division along
gender lines, with women being cast as the outsigldnoo and Senn 2004: 204-206);
the fostering of detachment (Sipior and Ward 198Bin Kibby 2005: 772) and the
maintenance of group identity (Kibby 2005: 774),daemail’'s function, by its
“addressee” and “copy to” facilities in construgtirexclusion (Skovholt and
Svennevig 2006: 48) and participation (Clark 19228 in Skovholt and Svennevig
2006: 47) as described in Chapter 2. And herkagbint: the insider-outsider social
habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson H8#l Alvesson and Skoldberg
2000: 5)/situated learning concept (Lave and Werd®91) connection suggested
here addresses the problems of organisations atiaelto their people, and those
people’s problems with each other, all in the cehtd organisational email. The
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 200bWdedge management concept
(Davenport and Prusak 1998) connection also sugdidsire addresses the problems
of business management, albeit within the same leowaitext. Easterby-Smith
(1997: 1085-1086) notes this cross-disciplinary fasion and argues against its
resolution on the grounds of conflicting ontologibat whilst it would be easy to say
that these are different concerns, each with theim exigencies in the workplace and
their own approaches and philosophy in the acaderrtd, to do so is to ignore the
problems of people working in organisations who aubjected to organisational
remedies that constitute, as will be shown in Gérgpb and 6, a story of conflation of

approaches in their application to problems andititeng of remedies.

This section completes the exploration of the neteauestion by defining email

communities in an organisational learning conteXs with the consideration of
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culture in Chapter 2, two distinct concepts eme® of learning as something
commodified and tradeable, the other of learningsamething personal to the
individual. Links have been made between the ppstructural culture concept
(Hofstede 1997, 2001) and the knowledge managememtept (Davenport and
Prusak 1998) on one hand, and the insider-outsm®al habitus concept (Elias 1987,
Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoéldbéf:25) and the situated

learning concept (Lave and Wenger 1991) on therothe

Conclusion

ThelIntroductionto this Chapter began by setting out the reseaseltmpn:

“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What
can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”

This Chapter has sought to examine existing liteeatround the second part of the
research question — that concerned with organisatiearning. This was done within

contexts that flow from those set out in Chapter 2.

Emergent from the structural culture concept (Hafst1997, 2001) is the knowledge
management concept (Davenport and Prusak 1998 itisi counterpart of Chapter 2,
knowledge management provides a reified model thatiseful for practitioners
(Serban and Luan 2002) but misses the points coimgeindividuals. Emergent from
the insider-outsider social habitus concept (ELié87, Elias and Scotson 1994 and

Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: 5) is the situatethleg concept (Lave and Wenger
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1991). This situated learning concept (Vygotsky8 9. ave and Wenger 1991, Eraut
2000, 2006) addresses the concerns of individuals l&e its counterpart of Chapter
2, provides an academically robust and sociololyicgituated concept upon which
this research may be founded. The standpoint takehis research favours the
situated learning concept, flowing as it does fribr@ insider-outsider social habitus
concept of Chapter 2 and sharing that concept'ditipgain respect of academic
rigour, conceptual validity and analytical depthdamlevance in a social science

context.

However, the knowledge management concept (DaveapdrPrusak 1998) has been

included due to its role in forming the understagdof participants in this research.

In the context of the research question — that @micg organisational email — it has
been shown that within the structural culture (Hede 1997, 2001)/knowledge
management (Davenport and Prusak 1998) verticehthof the conceptual frame
developed in Chapter 1, learning will be pre-predamquantified and delivered in

response to and aimed at preventing the transgressrules concerning email usage.
Within the insider-outsider social habitus (Elia®@81, Elias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: 5)/situated learnlrayé and Wenger 1991) vertical
thread of the conceptual framework developed inp@al, learning will be organic

and characterised not so much by stated valuesnasgent from sensibilities and
individual histories and, being so individual, istter made to address individual
concerns (Khoo and Senn 2004, Sipior and Ward 1B8$hy 2005, Skovholt and

Svennevig 2006, Clark 1992, Bourhis et al 2005, §¢erand Snyder 2000). The
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logical pinnacle of this concept is emotional ihggnce (Goleman 1999, Hughes

2001, Vince 2001).

By way of conclusion to the literature review Ghapter 2 and this Chapter 3, the
concepts for the research that follows may be mapgefollows. This representation
combines, in simplified form, the conceptual mapeven at the beginning of these

Chapters.

Introductior

The structural The insider-outsider
culture concept social habitus concept

Rules

Conclusiot

Introductior

[\

The knowledge The situated learning
management concept concept

\_/

Comparison and
contextualisatio

Conclusiol

The conceptual maps of Chapters 2 and 3 and tbeibination represented above
bear comparison with the conceptual frameworklierresearch developed in Chapter

1.
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Having by means of the preceding literature revieetsthe context within which the
research is to be accomplished, it is necessary toowonsider ways and means.
Whilst the two competing vertical threads of the@eptual framework of Chapter 1
are relevant in respect of data gathering and aisalthey must not be ontologically
conflated (Easterby-Smith 1997). Consideratiorthelse ways and means, and how

they develop within this philosophical stricturelléws in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This research sets out to examine “How do emailmanities within organisations
affect organisational culture? What can orgarosatido, through organisational

learning, to understand and address the effedsaf email communities?”

The research question concerns organisational reudnd organisational learning.
The background to these was set out in the litezateviews ofChapters 2 and 3. In
these Chapters two themes emerged. The firsstthetural culture (Hofstede 1997,
2001)/knowledge management (Davenport and Prus&8)l1€oncept, focuses on
matters of importance to organisations and thak, wil some contexts, inform the
conceptualisation of participants in this researcfhe second, the insider-outsider
social habitus (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson EfilAlvesson and Skoéldberg 2000:
5)/situated learning concept (Lave and Wenger 199vides a basis for analysis
and understanding and also features in participaateeptualisation. These themes,
emergent from consideration of the existing literaf form a conceptual framework
within which this research is to be conducted. sTéonceptual framework is fully

explained in Chapter 1.

The literature of the subject matter is, howevet, the only consideration in relation
to this research. The method used to conduct ésearch has its own body of
literature, which is considered in this ChapteheTethod chosen is that of evocative

ethnography and evocative autoethnography, easiich is explained below.
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The methodological standpoint of this researchplsosophically, firmly located
within evocative ethnography and evocative autceghephy, as will be fully

explained in this Chapter.

The literature of the various forms of ethnograpimg autoethnography is the first
consideration of this Chapter, followed by therhtere concerning the particular
concerns of evocative ethnography and its validitgd authenticity when conducted
online. Like any methodology, evocative ethnogsaphd evocative autoethnography
have their own ethical concerns in addition to ¢éhagplicable to social research

generally, the literature of which is then consader

Against this methodology literature background #mel ethical considerations stands
the research design. Here the general in reléti@vocative ethnography, evocative
autoethnography and ethical considerations becdheespecific in relation to this

research. There then follows description of thecexion of the research design,

leading into the presentation of initial data atisdainalysis in Chapter 5.

Ethnography in its various forms

Ethnography originated in 19th and early 20th cgntnthropology. In its early
form, inspired by an interest in the outside wdHdt emerged from commercial and
imperial adventures, ethnography involved Europessearchers travelling to far
away places to study people who lived simpler, purees. By this means
anthropologists sought to understand humanitysimatv form, without the overlying
complexities arising from extensive interactionvizn peoples and technology that

muddied understanding of social relations in tleein countries. By visiting and
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immersing themselves within cultures different fraimeir own, anthropologists
sought, as ethnographers do today, to achieve staaeling of their subjects through
participation in their lives. Hammersley and Agam (1995: 1 in Hine 2000: 41)
describe the work of the ethnographer as “partioiga.. in people’s daily lives for
an extended period of time, watching what happkstening to what is said, asking
questions”. The aim is to achieve understandinigerathan simply gathering data.
Ryle (1984 in Geertz 1993: 6-8), elegantly expldims difference by consideration of
the act of winking. At its simplest, a wink may thescribed as the closing of an eye
and, were someone who had only superficially olskrwinking to be asked to
describe a wink, “the closing of an eye” is prolyathle answer they would give. By
participating in winking and experiencing being Wed at by other people, however,
the participant soon learns that winking mayriier alia conspiratorial, flirtatious, an
involuntary facial tic, or may even be a lampoonofgconspiratoriality, implying a
conspiracy where there is none. Such participasdhe role of the ethnographer: to
go beyond the asking of questions and the recordinthings that are done, to
understand why people do the things they do inrctimext in which those things are

done, and to reveal the meanings therein.

Early anthropology and ethnography were realisebathat is, they assumed that the
cultures and situations being studied possesséitegandependent of the researcher
(Potter 2000: 245). Whilst some ethnography remarealist, postmodern
understanding challenges the realist anchors thlt social science to its realist
bedrock and highlights the limitations of realishcepts concerning the cultures and
situations of research subjects. Researchers l@dooneasingly sensitive to the

effect that their own cultural backgrounds aadpriori assumptions or habitus
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(Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: 5) might have orr inéerpretation of the cultures of
their research subjects, and on the ways in wheelders of their work may in turn
bring their own contexts to bear upon their owreiptetations. Returning to the
analogy of the previous paragraph, this is theohetinking subjected to successive
interpretation by the ethnographer and his reaaefsvinks upon winks upon winks”,
with the purity of the ethnography being succedgigduted by increasing time and

degrees of separation (Geertz 1993: 7-10).

From this challenge to the priori assumptions of researchers and their readers it is
but a short step to challenging the effect thataeshers have on their research
subjects. By immersing themselves in unfamilidtwres, anthropologists sought to
live the lives of their subjects. What they sawwbver, was the culture of their
subjects influenced by their habitus (Alvesson 8kdldberg 2000: 5) within it. As a
result of ethnographers’ understanding of thisuefice, postmodern ethnography has
consciously moved from being the realist-based ystofl independently existing
things with strong positivist underpinnings — effeely social science with the
emphasis on “science” — to an interpretivist pheaoom subject to influence and
dilution from both within and without. The logicatep forward has been for
postmodern ethnographers to allow research subjgctsheir lives in the same way
that they enter the lives of their subjects. Sciigjdecome participants; researchers
too, become patrticipants. It is not going toottasay that participants on both sides
of the increasingly indistinct subject-researcherdg have become co-researchers in
what Lave and Wenger (1991) conceptualise as a rfaamity of practice” in the

research project.
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Dunning and Hughes (forthcoming: 262-263) recoww lin a study concerninghe
Adjustment of Young Workers to Work Situations/Adhalt RolesElias encouraged a
research practice that encouraged depth, and ienmat and reflexivity on the part
of researchers (Goodwin and O’Connor 2006). Ehasivs on methodology were,
like so many of his guiding concepts, based arquodess and development; indeed
he found the notion of a research method determimexh in advance of beginning
research — a “methodology” — unhelpful, preferriogallow a kind of method-as-
process to develop as guided by the discoveriéiseofesearch (Dunning and Hughes
(forthcoming: 265-266). Even with this conceptd#ficulty arising when setting out
a methodology for this research, it seems logiadl eonsistent to draw on the work
of Elias as primary contributor to the conceptuahfework of Chapter 1 in order to
conduct this research. The insider-outsider sde#ditus conceptualisation (Elias
1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and B&@d2000: 5) arrived at in
Chapter 2 offers a means by which the social effettorganisational email may be
analysed. Similarly, the situated learning conagptygotsky (1978) and Lave and
Wenger (1991), associated with the insider-outsseial habitus conceptualisation
in the conceptual framework of Chapter 1, offermm@ans by which participants’
suggested remedies may be analysed. As Elias alidconfine his work to a
predetermined method, it is difficult to label hmethodologically, however his work
in Winston Parva (Elias and Scotson 1994), the wasdund which the conceptual
framework of this research is built, bears the abi@ristics of an ethnography, and its
analysis can be considered to be ethnographich g in mind it seems sensible to
make use of the terms “ethnography” and its dexeatautoethnography” to carry

forward the consideration of the methodology fas tlesearch.
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There are other, practical reasons for making @iskei® methodology. Willis’ (1977)
study of teenage boys at a Midlands school, arasElind Scotson’s (1994) study of
the Leicestershire community of Winston Parva avputar not only because they
provide fascinating entries into the lives of papants in a way that quantitative
studies cannot, but because of their readabiljillis’ (1977) data reads almost like
a play or a film-script, with the analysis corrdllmto a section entirely separate from
the main text in order not to interrupt the flow thie story. Elias and Scotson’s
(1994) work similarly has a flow characteristicatbrytelling, with analysis occurring
at the end of each chapter. Each work can betceadlepth suited to the needs of the
reader, whether the reader is the casual obserfveomal life or the academic
researcher. In practical terms, ethnography antbetinography represent a
methodology likely to yield original findings in area not usually subjected to this
treatment. Despite these powerful advantages, \enwvethnography at the beginning
of the 21st century is considered by a signifidaady of ethnographers and critics of

ethnography alike to be a discipline in crisis @2000: 42).

What the critics and ethnographers cannot agrea igpthe nature of the crisis they
identify. Denzin (2002: 482-483) explicates thisisras being three-legged, each leg
being representation, legitimation and praxis. sTlapproach is essentially
postmodernist and interpretivist, representing thest extreme divergence from
realist approaches. There can be no representhi@dns not rendered equivocal by
the influence of the ethnographer’s values andrteeo Praxis, flowing as it does
from theory, is similarly equivocated, with legi@ton ceasing to be a matter for the
ethnographer at the moment ethnography enters tiicpdomain: no loss of

legitimacy would entail the reader being theordiiycand ethically identical to the
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ethnographer. From this one can project parti¢istatus not only onto the “research
subjects” of the previous paragraph, but onto thical reader as well. Flaherty
(2002: 481) questions how a relativist ethnograpay replace a realist one, in the
absence of realist definition, judgement and hamarof researcher, participant and
student. However, far from being potentially fatakethnography as a social science,
the interpretivist approach empowers participant®searchers, “research subjects”
and critical readers — through their participatit;m engage in meaningful and
influential dialogue. ‘Truth’ now “is understood authenticity in a social context”
(Christians 1997: 16), with the social context lgethat of the ethnographer, the
“research subject” and the reader, and a widembkoontext inclusive of all of them.
Ethnography in its social context, deeply reflexivmampowering its researchers,

participants and readers, is in this research t@ri@eocative ethnography”.

Autoethnography in its various forms

The role of the ethnographer as co-participant lifams the ethnographer’s
contribution to research data in their own projeetsa broad approach termed
autoethnography. This may at first sight confime @f the criticisms of ethnography
— that of the researcherss priori personality and culture setting the context of the
research project — but has been claimed by autogthphy’s proponents as being
effective resolution, through deep reflexivity, tvo facets of the crisis of
representation described above (Ellis and Bochr@®32 200). Rather than
attempting to expunge these elements — represamtatid legitimation — of the crisis
of representation from the research process, thjgoach embraces them and
validates them through in-depth analysis. It wiadesl above that there can be no

representation that is not rendered equivocal byitfluence of the ethnographer’s
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values and theories. This is correct inasmuchrgq@ésentation” is a methodological
entity, however it is not consistent with the phophy of this research to reify
concepts in this way. Viewed consistently as pseceepresentation starts outaas
priori researcher-created rough stuff or habitus (Alvesziod Skoéldberg 2000: 5)
which, as the research progresses, is fine-tunedreflgxivity on the part of
researcher, participants and ultimately reader. w#is also stated above that
legitimation ceases to be a matter for the ethnggraat the moment ethnography
enters the public domain, with no loss of legitimaentailing the reader being
theoretically and ethically identical to the ethreggher. From this it appears that
legitimacy (as methodological entity) appears assiten between researcher,
participants and reader, however legitimation-as@ss enables reflexivity to build
legitimacy into the research as it develops. Irefprto resolve the crisis of
representation in respect of representation andrtexgy, the researcher reflects upon
these and sets out those reflections as the résdakelops. These reflections are
made known to the participants, who can then consty offer their own reflections,
or subconsciously adjust their behaviour in respédhe research. The researcher
makes explicit these participant reflections andaveur adjustments, thereby
permitting further reflection, with researcher gratticipants spiralling ever inwards
towards perfect representation and legitimatiortiresn There is an old conundrum
that posits “When a tree falls in a lonely forestd no animal is near by to hear it,
does it make a sound?” (Mann and Twiss 1910: 28b}the same way can be asked,
“Does representation and legitimation in researekerany difference, if there is no-
one there to reflect upon it?” Clearly the ansteethis is “no”; representation and
legitimation require the final reflection of readewho can each apply their own fine-

tuning to that reflexively contributed by reseanchaed participants, thereby achieving
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their own conclusions in these respects. Likenihise made by the tree that depends
on the presence of the ears of the listener, soeseptation and legitimation in
research rely on the reflection of the readerthla research and in parallel with the
consideration of the previous section, autoethrgyan its social context, deeply
reflexive, empowering its researchers, participaarid readers, is in this research
termed “evocative autoethnography”, a term coingdEllis and Bochner (2003).
Ellis and Bochner (2003) present a powerful exangrd exposition of evocative
autoethnography by writing their own autoethnogsapbncerning Ellis’ experience
of introducing the methodology appropriate to thislosophical approach to a PhD
student seeking a methodology appropriate to tladitgtive study of breast cancer.
The student, herself a sufferer from breast cansemcouraged to examine her own
experience reflexively and to seek input from otbefferers through the writing of
what Van Maanen (1988) refers to as “confessioabdst. The narrative of the
student’s evocative autoethnography and her agedcieeflexivity is embedded
within Ellis’ own evocative autoethnography anderivity concerning the guidance
she gives to the student. Ellis and Bochner (2008ke a compelling case for an

approach for which they are clearly strong advacate

The critique of evocative autoethnography comes baim within the genre and
from a comparatively traditional base. Within thagter viewpoint Atkinson (1997)
argues that [evocative] autoethnography, due tocitsative aspect and lack of
traditional objectivity, does not meet the critefiar inclusion in that range of
philosophies and methodologies that are encompasgexbcial science. With his
emphasis on the “science”, Atkinson (1997) alsauesghat the telling of one’s story

reifies one’s life experience: by use of the smakd mirrors that characterise one’s
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perception and interpretation the autoethnograpgheates existence for a life as a
research artefact. In the case of Ellis’ studkrst tlaim may be justified; her cancer
was such an important facet of her life that it wé8cult for her not to structure her
(post-diagnosis) life around it. It is difficulb tsee, however, how a life can be
constructed around something as tangential tabfesay, organisational email. If the
mere setting-down on paper of one’s experiencen@@@ed that of others) constitutes
reification, then the same criticism can be lexkle all social science philosophies
and methodologies. Ellis and Bochner’s (2003: 228ponse to Atkinson’s (1997)
criticism is that it is only by this creative presethat deep truth such as that
accessible through evocative autoethnography maguealed. This point highlights
the importance of personal reflexivity in evocatagtoethnography — by having the
autoethnographer’s reflexivity laid bare beforentheeaders can form views, discuss
amongst themselves and draw their own conclusiofrs.a similar way to that
explained undeEthnography in its various formasbove, by this process the reader
joins the researcher and the researched as caiparti. Atkinson’s (1997) critique
betrays a deeper conceptual divergence, howe\an, dhe that merely concerns the
“science” of social science. What is at issue herghe very nature of truth.
Evocative autoethnography it appears must be pakmoin tooth and claw, with
truth residing in narrative and discourse: indéguith” progresses via words being
uttered or written just as a chess game progrégsegeans of movement of its pieces
(Lyotard 1984: 9-11, Wittgenstein 1953: 23), sonmgghthat realist social scientists
have difficulty accepting. As a way of conquerthgs conceptual obstacle this author
suggests that the answer may lie in reflexivitiyprbponents and critics alike were to

argue reflexively, the argument would be deepememiavolved and more inclusive.
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This would involve the realists entering the podiermists’ conceptual tent, but the

outcomes could be fruitful and meaningful.

Another criticism, however, emerges from within aathnography; one that upsets
the neat postmodern-realist duality set out abovanderson (2006) offers what
Lofland (1995) terms “analytic’ autoethnography aontrast to the evocative
autoethnography offered by Ellis and Bochner (200®)derson (2006: 378) presents
his option not as being in competition with, buhex representing a sub-genre within
the evocative mainstream. Anderson’s (2006: 38%-3fhalytic autoethnography
allows a realist perspective that traces its osdim realist anthropology and, being
realist, demands non-absorption by the researchitieiresearch project. This stands
in stark contrast to the total absorption demanaedllis and Bochner (2003: 213-
214). By this device of retrenchment in realistification, Anderson (2006: 386-
388) seeks to resolve the crisis of representatiescribed above and, for those
ethnographers whose standpoint is realist, thiscdas legitimate. Ellis and Bochner
(2003: 229-231) also seek resolution of the cridiswever coming from a
postmodern standpoint they offer not retrenchmentldeap forward out of the crisis
through new qualities in findings achieved throutje evocation of emotion in
research. This accords with the development oftiemal intelligence (Goleman
1999; Hughes 2001) from the insider-outsider sole&ditus (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000:t&gfsd learning (Lave and
Wenger 1991) conceptual vertical thread noted iapBdr 3. It is difficult to see how
the analytic variant can sit comfortably as a sabrg within evocative
autoethnography: the analytic variant's approacth&ocrisis of representation faces

in the opposite direction to that of evocative atibtmography’s mainstream and, by
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connecting with realist approaches and to somenesteking validation therefrom, it
invalidates itself in the eyes of those who seestpodern resolution for what is an
essentially postmodern problem. In the contexthef crisis of representation, of
course, realist is exactly what analytic autoetimaply is, if one takes on trust the
postmodern, reflexive turn paradigm that embodiescative autoethnography
(Atkinson et al 1999: 461-463; Denzin 2002: 482349Whilst Ellis and Bochner
(2003) and Denzin and Lincoln (1994), as evocatuéoethnography’s significant
protagonists, are influential in the propagationtlus paradigm, it is by no means
unquestioningly accepted. Atkinson (1997) for eglntautions that not all 20th and
21st century ethnography is postmodern, any mare #fi 19th century anthropology
was positivist. Field research past and presees dmt always accord with what
contemporary sociological and anthropological tleerthink and write (Atkinson et
al 1999). Others, however, see in analytic autaeghaphy a pragmatism and a focus
on theory that offers the autoethnographic expertnan accommodation within
social science (Snow, Morrill and Anderson 20032-183). There is a very real risk
that evocative autoethnography may come to be asemomething other than social
science altogether, although being overly concemi¢iul the “science” aspect can be
detrimental. Elias (1978: 41-47) explicitly waragainst use of the scientific method
in the science of sociology on the grounds thaeolable facts are not the same as
human knowledge and should not be analysed in déneesway. It is, however,
unlikely that the social science community will eegree to resolution of the crisis in
representation in any terms other than its own, éwawr cogently such other terms
may be expressed. This is not to say, howevet tligareflexive argument solution
proposed above would not be fruitful, rather thaisiunlikely ever to happen. It

seems that discussion of the crisis of represemtanill go on, with arguments
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ranging from its nature (Flaherty et al 2002) ®affects (Atkinson et al 1999), but
what is certain is that in its own postmodern critevocative autoethnography will,
in this author’s view, seek and achieve legitimatidts potential contribution to in-

depth understanding and the consequences for tetogenent of theory are too great

for it to be set aside.

The philosophical standpoint taken in this reseasctmerefore firmly situated in the
evocative ethnography/ autoethnography methodabgipproach. The purpose of
the research is to make an original contributisomething that this approach offers.
This approach also offers real participation onghg of researcher, participants and
readers. As an approach it offers the potenti@réate something that is accessible
and readable by people on a number of levels. Plowerful methodological
approach also intersects with the standpoint takéine literature review of Chapter 2
— the insider-outsider social habitus concept €187, Elias and Scotson 1994 and

Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: 5).

New horizons, old problems: validity and authentidly in virtual ethnography

This section introduces two terms that are imparntarthe method and interpretation

of research, authenticity and validity. The degoéauthenticity in research can be
defined as the extent to which the raw materiatthefresearch actually are what they
purport to be (Bryman 2004: 197). The degree titlitg in research can be defined

as being dependent on the integrity of conclusietise extent to which that that has
been discovered reflects the concept to which lieisig applied (Bryman 2004: 541,

545). The use of email as a means of conductisgareh raises its own questions as
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far as authenticity and validity are concernedséhquestions are considered in this

section.

From around the middle of the 20th century techgists and science-fiction writers
alike saw the possibilities for networks around therld that allowed computers
(often connected to items of dangerous and poweréalponry) to communicate with
each other. Few could have imagined that the nm&tafocomputers that developed in
the 1990s would one day become the artefact ohtdoyy, community and culture
that is today known as the internet. What couldagaly not have been imagined is
the internet’s multi-facetedness — the way in whicts different things to different
people. Chambers’ Dictionary (2003: 773) definteas “an international computer
network of digital information linked by telecommaation systems and using a
common address procedure”, which hardly does ttgeisthis nuts, bolts, wires and
electrons definition would be recognised by a ppagner working in a server-centre,
but this programmer would readily admit that thengnases to which the internet is
put endow it with a multitude of definitions as et as its uses. For the purposes of
anthropology, ethnography and autoethnography pears to offer whole new
cultures or communities ripe for study, and the mseaf access to it, information
technology, appears to offer a means by which i tma studied. The postmodern
ethnographer “logs on” and types the URL of the sgweup/chatroom under
consideration in much the same way as Mead (1948¢lted to Samoa in order to
study her community under consideration. That ®@&moans were able to
misrepresent themselves to Mead (1943 in Freem86)19 highly relevant to this
comparison, as the internet offers much in the waly opportunity for

misrepresentation, the playing out of fantasies amein the adoption of multiple
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identities with respect to other members of the momity and ethnographers alike.
Truly if postmodernism requires an arena for thestaction of relative realities and
comparative truths, it has found it in the interratatroom; such is the tacit
acceptance of the use of imagination in the bugdihthe online persona that in most
online communities it is unproblematic (Hine 20083-50), only becoming
problematic when the online life can no longer épasated from the offline. Strange
as it may seem, through the triumph of postmodermser realism in the virtual
world (Flaherty 2002: 479-482) this drastic lowerirof the bar in terms of
authenticity in online identity may offer resoluti@f the crisis of representation that
is (in the eyes of their critics) ethnography’s amdoethnography’s Achilles’ heel.
This is not to say, however, that fictitious idéie8 are unproblematic for
ethnographers: triangulations of ethnographies it outcomes of face-to-face
meetings have been conducted in order to achieVWdityaand to demonstrate
authenticity (Mason 2008: 39). This assumes omgopelity for one physical entity,
which is fine until consideration is given to theaultiple, complex and contextual
personalities that inhabit each body (Hine 2000. 48uch assumptions repeat the
mistakes of the 19th century anthropologists angvat the site of their study with a
structure of assumptions ready-built around then acontexts and cultures. This
pitfall can be overcome by reflexivity, setting theundaries for conclusions that may
be drawn from ethnography by examining the equittona with respect to
authenticity and validity present in the methodgidgine 2000: 52). It may well be
that, in the uses to which Hine (2000) examinedrternet being put with respect to
ethnography, namely study of communities composkgewmple interested in a
particular topic, ethnography would have to be tiedito that topic and not extended

to a wider general newsgroup or chatroom communityis possible for a single
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person to belong to two chatrooms (and exhibitrelytidifferent behaviours in each)
without pulling the wool over the eyes of that jgers interactors in each, just as it is
possible for a single person offline to belonglie Roman Catholic church and the
RSPCA, adopting a different persona according tdexd. One would not, however,
try to construct a Roman Catholic/RSPCA community fthe purposes of
ethnography or any other kind of study. In a reldy new medium such as the
internet it is important to carefully delineate tbemmunities therein and not to
assume that mere access to the internet constitm@sbership of a single
community. Whilst in the 1980s membership of a patar network equalled an
interest in and knowledge of computers (and theeefoembership of a computer-
network community), at the beginning of the 21sitaey internet access is for most
people (with the exception of a minority of techogy} enthusiasts) merely a tool used
to work in pursuit of something else such as comuoaimg, studying, working,
recording or calculating. The internet as a meaneonducting ethnography is no
more problematic than were the ship that carriedd/{d943) to Samoa or the pencils
and paper she used to record her findings: as allthesearch, validity and the
demonstration of authenticity ultimately residewtite researcher. The way in which
this can be explicated in research is by the meétise researcher keeping a research
diary that records the thoughts and reflectionstha& researcher as the research
progresses. A research diary was kept throughatésearch, and referred to during

the analysis and writing-up stages.

In the context of this research, however, whersthligect of the ethnographic research

iIs email and it is conducted via the medium of émamail is the setting for

ethnography just as Winston Parva was the setbngefias and Scotson’s (1994)
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ethnography and Yucatan was the setting for thatst learning of Jordan’s (1989 in
Lave and Wenger 1991: 67-69) midwives. Hine (2080p:allows that internet

ethnography need not require physical travel, esrtternet itself is the place which is
visited, albeit one in a virtual rather than a pbgksspace. Authenticity is achieved
by the confluence in email of subject matter, mediand methodology; the

ethnographer is immersed in the medium — the scoiatext — of the research, and
the subject matter as well as the methodology bemgil allows the ethnographer to
observe behaviours within the subject matter at dhme time as hearing what

participants have to say about it (Orgad 2005: 3R-5

In the context of this research, validity may bee#fded through the methodology by
reflexivity in relation to evocative autoethnogrgphnd by involvement in relation to
the evocative ethnography of participants, the Ivemment of participants with others’
ethnographies and the seeking of and reactingrtaipant feedback. This is built in
to the research design, considered in detail beldle involvement of participants in
the revealing of deep personal truth (Ellis and @ 2003: 220) that authentic
research must necessarily entail, however, involeesotional danger for the
researcher and participants alike. Whilst autled@gtiand validity are important,

ethical conduct must overarch them both.

Ethical considerations

All research conducted under the umbrella of ardaeeac institution must comply

with the ethical guidelines of that institution, daethics must be maintained and
reflected upon throughout both personally on the p& the researcher, and in

conjunction with academic supervisors. More gdhgrthe guidance offered by the
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British Psychological Society (2007) and the Sodasearch Association (2002)

should be followed.

The British Psychological Society gives specificdgunce in relation to research
conducted by email that highlights potential profdesurrounding privacy online and
the related issues of informed consent and undetistg the nature of task (British
Psychological Society 2007: 4-5). Researchersvaamed about the dangers of
inadvertent “spamming” through overenthusiastiacu#gment of participants (British
Psychological Society 2007: 7). In this researcrtippants were recruited through
alternative means. Understanding the nature ofasle can be achieved by use of an
initial questionnaire or information sheet; in thigsearch, these are combined.
Feedback and a summary of findings are also higtdd) as important rights for
participants in email-based research; here corgrtéhroughout the research and a
summary of research findings is suggested. Inrdgsarch both receiving and giving
feedback and a summary is methodologically as aglethically necessary; this is

explained in detail unddtesearch designelow.

The Social Research Association (2002) offers mprescriptive and general
guidance that can be summarised as maintainingegsmnal integrity (Social
Research Association 2002: 4, 6), being aware ef risearcher’'s duty of care
towards participants with respect to their welldggiprivacy, dignity and awareness
of the purpose of the research and the uses tchwhwill be put, and acting within
the law (Social Research Association 2002: 13-2Recounting all of the Social

Research Association’s guidance would be inappatgrhere, although all that is
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relevant to this research was considered when dpwvel the Research design

described below.

Due to emotional and personal involvement beingiiaht in evocative ethnographic
and evocative autoethnographic research, it isngas¢hat the relationship between
researcher and researched is as equal as possili¢hat all parties feel safe within
it. Although this appears here as an ethical cm@mation, it in fact runs through the
research philosophy: the insider-outsider socibitha concept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2000: f6jns the process by which
findings will be analysed, and the concept appéigeally to power relations issues
between researcher and participants. This is apmrelationship in that the
researcher is, in evocative autoethnographic reBeaaslso a participant. The
researcher shares ethnography with participantsjrathis respect their relationships
in the research process are reversed. Applyinginsieer-outsider social habitus
concept to her own autoethnography, Humphrey (2@Q715) describes in research
diary form how she “activated the hyphen” amongst Imultiple personas of
academic, trade unionist, trade union self-actingatgroup activist, lesbian and
feminist. For Humphrey (2007: 13) the hyphen imsfder-outsider” became a
dynamic methodological artefact, and, realisingrii@cational contradictions in this
artefact, she extended her analysis to “becomieghifphen” (Humphrey 2007: 19-
20). The reflexivity required for successful acgishment of becoming the hyphen
Is substantial and necessarily involves making elh@siinerable. In terms of power
relations within an ethical context, however, iaipowerful means of redressing the
balance between researcher and participants, ifti@ddo setting an example to

participants in terms of what is required of them.this research, reflexivity through
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the research diary placed reflections in their @drchronological place, and detailed
their development and resolution. The researcty diso details the development of
the insider-outsider social habitus concept, asditgins within and tensions with
Elias’ established-outsider concept (Elias and $1p0t1994), in the same way that
Humphrey (2007) developed and became her hyphehe résearch diary also
detailed other conceptual developments, for examntple “email community”
concept’'s growth out of the original “virtual commnities” described later in this
Chapter — a development that led to the rephrasirthe research question. A late
but important development was the characterisatioh ethnography and
autoethnography into various forms, including tveaative forms so important to
this research. Importantly, the research diarpnid®d and contextualised the times
when things went less well than they should hawel #he effects of these on the
research and relationships between researcher atidipants; see, for example, the
record of the wrong attachment being sent outhia participant groupn Chapter 5.
These records of personal interactions betweerargser and participants, together
with reflections and located within their tempoaald developmental contexts, ensure

that ethical standards can be set and examinedeagxhmined throughout.

Researchers, however, should not assume thatcthreteptualisation of the emergent
researcher-participant relationship accords withdbnceptualisations of participants.
Some participants may be naturally reticent anchewvighin a relationship of trust
may be less forthcoming than others. In this resg®wever, Peek et al (2007: 169)
observe that the medium of email may be empowemtthough May (2002: 20)
found that recipients of email can consider it éodmything from “absolutely sterile”

to “more thoughtful and eloquent” than normal casetion. The conclusion to be
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drawn from these from an ethical and methodologwealvpoint is that thoughtful
interpretation must be assumed. The context mestléar (on- or off-the-record),
precisely worded, verifiably accurate and suppoltgdbackground research as to the
expectations and character of the recipient (Ma@22@®1). The credibility of
research will depend upon this (James and Busl@g)2More generally, researchers
should ensure that their participants are awardghef uses to which their email
communication will be put, and to whom the conterit be shown (May 2002: 46,
49-50). It is also important to carefully considehat will be deleted; no email
should ever be deleted or ignored without justifama — to do so would be akin to
turning one’s back on someone in the middle of mvecsation (May 2002: 56). To
accurately assess the levels of success for thpgs&research questionnaire was

offered (see Appendix 6).

As with all research of this type, participants @widdbe promised anonymity, and this
should be actively monitored throughout. It is maifficient simply to keep

participants’ names secret. Respondents’ privacltheir ownership rights over the
data they provide must be respected (May 2002: 59all dealings with participants
and in the analysis of their data, researchersldhemain mindful of the treatment of
values, ideas and practices encompassed by segedsentation theory (Howarth
2002). Just as the researcher should not assuie afnoutlook in respect of

reticence among participants and the effect ofdhmail medium upon this, so the
researcher should not assume unity of outlook herotespects (for example, in
respect of attitude to jokes, sexism or racismnraid among a disparate group of
participants (Howarth 2002: 26-29). Just becauseam ethnographic project

participants may, as the research goes on, actjurecharacteristics of a group,
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“groupiness” in respect of anything other than irrement in the research should not
be assumed; to do otherwise would be to take fantgd participants’ values and

experiences. So, researchers who naturally cantheenselves to be insiders with

respect to their own research should also considersearcher-as-outsider persona
(Howarth 2002: 22). In this respect, researchbalsl also be aware of changes to
their insider-outsider social habitus status: sympy being there, Elias and Scotson
became part of the society of Winston Parva dutivar research there (Elias and

Scotson 1994: 90). Therefore, these considerataresimportant not only for

participants’ welfare, but also for the validity thie research.

Participants should, at the earliest stage, beesigqd not to quote directly from
emails they have received or sent for reasonsingléd data protection. Even if the
participant is happy for quotations to be used, ismare by nature exchanged
between at least two people and the consent gfaafies would need to be obtained
(Ess 2002: 6-7), which in most cases will be impcable. Given that any email that
contained a relevant quote is likely to be, formagée, discriminatory, offensive or
mischievous, even if consent could be sought ipeesof quoting, it is unlikely to be
forthcoming. It is at least partly for these raasadhat the evocative ethnographic/
autoethnographic methodology has been chosenasdnticipants can consider the
effects of email on them rather than consider thaiks themselves. This seems to be

the only entry point to the subject if the subjedb be researched in depth.

Research design

Whilst email can in no way be considered to be want to face-to-face

conversation (May 2002: 55), there are methodo&gidvantages in its exclusive use
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in this research project. Email is the subjecthis research. As the participants are
self-selected, one can safely assume familiarity wmail, which would not be the
case were, for example, a virtual forum of the tobam” variety to be set up. Also
by using the object of research as the medium gtrowhich the research is
conducted, the ways in which participants use eoaail like Ryle’s (1984) winks, be

used to provide depth and context to the data gaue

The research project began with the assembly gbakficipants. This is probably
close to the maximum number feasible for reseatet ts constrained by the
requirements of the doctoral thesis. Ellis andiBae (2003: 238) recommend five or

SiX.

In order that the data that participants provideusth be as free as possible from
distortions arising from researcher habitus (Aleessand Skdldberg 2000: 5),
respondents were sought through a medium withirchiiine researcher holds no
hierarchical position — indeed no position at ather than that of basic membership
of the associated organisation. This medium isMiemsa magazine, the journal of
Mensa. Mensa is (among other things) an organisatiith a high proportion of

interested and intelligent people, of diverse msgimany of whom are helpful to

other members and readily respond to calls for betpis kind.

At first sight Mensa may have the appearance ofaaed sample, although it is
difficult to discern any intersection between thetgmtial bias inherent in a sample
chosen by individuals’ ability to pass a test — #mglr inclination to attempt it — and

the research question requirement that participaomtsmunicate by email with others
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in the course of their work. There are advantagessing Mensa as a basis for a
sample. It is convenient and accessible, andylikelachieve a good response rate;
secondly (as mentioned above) as this researcl@s ho office within Mensa (other
than basic membership) there will be maopriori power relationship issues to
consider, although of course relationships woulkkett® as the research goes on, and
these may be unpredictable, but this would be wdmsgever the sample base. Indeed
this should be the case where ethnography is dapepy: as mentioned earlier, this
was Elias and Scotson’s experience of working witkir participants (Elias and
Scotson 1994: 90). In short, the source for padms could have been any broad-
based group of people within which volunteer pg#ots who meet the research
requirements may be found. For different reseascties would have been any group
of people with which they have contact. There wlobbve been no particular
disadvantage in using such a group of people,gador this researcher there is no
particular disadvantage in using Mensa comparel anty other group of people. For
this researcher, however, there is particular adggnin choosing Mensa as a source
for participants, for the reasons given above.c&s be seen throughout this research,

the people who volunteered proved to be lively iaerested participants.

Whilst Mensa proved to be a convenient medium fathering participants, it also
attracted a participant group whom as individuatésendispersed among a wide range
of organisations and sectors. There is perha@sged here in that people from very
different sectors may not engage or may do so i@tk of understanding or even
hostility. A caricature of such lack of understemgd could be between a person
working in a results-driven commercial sector saslsales, and a person working in a

sector where a vocation of service is expectedh siscsocial care. Within such a
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caricature, assumptions concerning personal agstuhd priorities could exacerbate
hostility, as indeed could structural tensions ently dominating the mass media,
such as contrasts between private and public seetoement age and pension
provision. On the other hand, such diversity amel tesultant bringing together of
types of people who would not normally engage wdlch other could be effective in
introducing new considerations, and thereby inspieeper reflection among

participants, with consequent benefits for origilyadnd contribution to knowledge.

Initial contact with Mensa was made by means of@ail letter to Mensa’'s Research
Officer (reproduced in Appendix 2), specifying theture of the research and the kind
of help sought. For Mensa’s comfort concerningplagment and to provide detailed
information about the research, a copy of the rebeproposal with information of

particular relevance to Mensa highlighted was a#tdcto the letter (reproduced in
Appendix 3). The only qualifying criteria for peipants were the use of email in the
workplace (in order to keep within the researchstjoa context of organisational

email), and the language of the workplace beinglising On the advice of Mensa’s

Research Officer an article was then written anlssquently published in Mensa
Magazine, inviting prospective participants to makatact by email (reproduced in

Appendix 4).

The 11 participants did not all make contact atdtme time. Within two months of
the Mensa Magazine article appearing, five peoplkdesponded with expressions of
interest. The remainder made contact over thevatlg three months. All those who
made contact were invited to take part, so no 8eleon the part of the researcher

was necessary. In order to anonymise the 11 paatits, they were assigned names
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taken from the most popular English and Welsh baysl girls’ names of 2008 (Top
100 Baby Names 2008). Readers of this researchldshberefore not assume
anything about respondents beyond their gendethisymeans of anonymisation no
conclusions about other factors (for example atieie origin or social class) can be
inferred by me as author or drawn by readers. Sofoemation about these factors
may, of course, emerge in the data that the ppatnts provide, but it is important that
it should only emerge if it is relevant to themralation to their experiences with
organisational email. It could be that by not segknformation about participants’
age, ethnic origin and social class, useful infadromathat could help to explain
important contributions emergent from issues arotives$e characteristics would be
missed, and although participants could mentiorn saformation if they consider it
to be relevant, it could be that they might notogrdse or be willing to publicly
acknowledge relevancy when it arises. On the dthed, a researcher’s assignation
of relevancy to such information could compromike validity of the research by
introducing the researcher’s attributed meanings Tvould be further compounded
were readers, in their role of readers-as-partictgato unquestioningly accept the
researcher’s attributed meaning or introduce tbein. These are knotty problems
which are worthy of and indeed have formed the extlpf methodological research;
for example, see discussion of meaning being atei rather than present (Barth
1989 in Friedman 1994: 74) in Chapter 2. In otdepreserve validity it is necessary
to reflect upon these problems and to keep themmind, however exploring them

further falls outside the compass of this researscket out in the research question.
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The 11 participants with their anonymised names #mel business of their
organisations (from their pre-research questioesaiare given below, in order of

participation.

Name Organisation’s Business
Jack Research/education
Oliver Medical consultancy
Thomas Food industry
Grace Civil Service
Harry Not disclosed
Alfie Facilities management
Olivia Information technology
Ruby Research/education
Sophie Translation
Emily Finance
Lily Education

Each participant was asked, upon joining the retgan complete a pre-research
guestionnaire, reproduced here as Appendix 5. fimpose of the pre-research
guestionnaire is not so much to elicit informatias to inform participants of the
process and allow them the opportunity to ask amstions they may have about it
and what is expected of them. In this way, theyearcouraged to feel knowledgeable
and comfortable, and to consider themselves to ibsiders” with regard to the

project.
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The next stage was to respond to questions emerfyjomg the pre-research

questionnaire and to invite each participant taevineir own email autobiography —
their personal evocative autoethnography — aboeit thersonal experiences with
email, how it affects and forms their relationshipgth colleagues, managers,
subordinates and external business contacts. figpgoidance on completing this

was kept to a minimum — the depth of response aahle in ethnographic research
lies partly in allowing participants to guide thepess (Ellis and Bochner 2003: 238-
239), raising issues that are important to therherathan being asked to comment
upon issues that are important to the researchieere is a risk here that participants
may raise issues that fall outside the compaskeofdsearch, however this is all part
of the process. In such circumstances it is upeéaesearcher to reflexively consider
whether the initial parameters of the research riedoe adjusted, or whether such

data can be legitimately excluded.

The extent to which the research was guided bypér&cipants is illustrated by the
difference between the research proposal of AppeBdand the way in which the
research actually developed. The research propoated such concepts as
“outsider email”, whereas the participants drewctear distinction between email as
being “insider” or “outsider” — rather the “insideand “outsider” epithets arose in
respect of them as individuals with email being ehethe medium by which insider
or outsider status was mediated. The researchopabm@lso offered a concept of
virtual community — an idea that proved to be uphgldue to participants’ differing
conceptualisations of virtuality. In respect ofamisational learning, this for the
participants was less a matter of organisationgibtives (although these do have a

part to play) than a matter of the nature of indlials themselves being manifested in
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their communications generally, organic processelseamotional intelligence. So the
research question itself changed to reflect thesecppant-led changes. For example,

as a result of this the original research question:

* “To what extent do virtual communities, as defir®doutsider email, affect
organisational culture? What can organisations tdmugh organisational
learning initiatives, to promote the positive effeand ameliorate the negative
effects of such virtual communities?”

became

e “How do email communities within organisations affeorganisational

culture? What can organisations do, through osgdional learning, to

understand and address the effects of such enmaihcmities?”

It was not only the research question that chandedhe initial research design and
in the pre-research questionnaire the possibiitiace-to-face contact as an element
in the research was raised. Responses showedhtkatvould be difficult simply
because of the geographical dispersion and ocau@htimobility of participants.
Reflection recorded in my research diary in thelyeatages suggested that this
practical difficulty could result in less depthtime research findings, however in the
light of findings with respect to face-to-face aetkphone interaction which suggest
that the nature of relationships can change throtlginging the medium through
which they are conducted (see Chapt&igtussion points 1 — participants’ reflection
and analysigpoint 1 andDiscussion points 2 — participants’ reflection aadalysis
points 1la and 1b), it appears that contact thramhil only was the right course to

take for methodological as well as practical reasoThe research diary records
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reflection on the effects of maintaining autheryien this respect (seldew horizons,
old problems: validity and authenticity in virtuathnographyabove). There was,
however, no difficulty among the participants inderstanding the topic, or indeed,

with various degrees of encouragement, making ttweitributions.

These developments are nothing unusual in evocatikkeography — indeed they
show that in terms of being participant-led, thegasss is working properly (Ellis and

Bochner 2002: 213-214).

During this process |, as researcher and 12th ggaatit, was writing my own
experiences of email in the workplace. | was alsting my research diary, detailing
my own thoughts and reflections on the researchga® “By exploring a particular

life, I hope to understand a way of life” (Reed-Rhay 1997).

Of the 11 participants, Oliver, Grace, Harry, Alf@livia, Sophie, Emily and Lily

asked for further guidance on writing their emaitabiographies. By way of an
example they were sent my email autobiography, lwhicthat time was very much a
work-in-progress. This led to what was descrilvethy research diary as a “worrying
raggedness” in the research process which, orctigite led to a different treatment
for these participants’ contributions (see Chapemntroductior). Later (at the

writing-up stage) this “worrying raggedness” wasa#ed in my research diary as

“organicality characteristic of ethnographic reséar

Having received participants’ email autobiographieach one, together with my

email autobiography, was analysed to derive asefiéiscussion points. These were
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circulated around the participants as a form ofétiactive conversation” (Ellis and
Bochner 2003: 238) so that they had the opportutotyadd to what they had
previously written, and to comment upon the isstieg were important to other
participants. Although the pre-research questimanamentioned the possibility of
face-to-face interviewing, it became clear thatsthwas not only going to be
methodologically equivocal due to the combinatioh different media for the

gathering of data described above, but also imjgatde due to the diverse locations
of participants (Emily, for example, although wargifor a British bank, spends most

of her time in Geneva).

There then followed a second round of discussiomtpogiving participants the
opportunity to comment further upon new issues gemrfrom the first round and

upon new issues arising from the email autobiogespbf later-joining participants.

In order to maintain balance between the parti¢ggdacontribution and mine as
researcher, throughout the interactive conversatbrthe discussion points my
contribution retreated progressively from activatabutor to reflexive administrator
of the participants’ contributions. This seemedprapriate, given that the
participants, once set in motion, needed no moae tdministrative facilitation to
keep the process going, and always bearing in ithegassive but real effect of my
cultural filter at the analysis stages. As mergmbnn The insider-outsider social
habitus concept with respect to emil Chapter 2, Alpay (2005: 8-12) found that
administrative facilitation is important to maimamomentum. This was the case in
this research, although no participants exhibitee tdemotivation arising due to

remoteness from their peers noted by Alpay (20080)3
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The participants were then invited to take partwo stages of final validation, the
first of which provided them with the opportunity teview the written-up research
and make their own comments (Kopinak 1999: 180-18t)l the second of which
invited them to complete a post-research questiomnan which they had the
opportunity to comment and reflect on the reseanth their experience of it. The
post-research questionnaire is reproduced herepasmilix 6, and the outcomes of

this final stage of validation can be found in Apgix 10.

As mentioned above, not all participants were iagdl at the beginning of the
research process. Also, not all participated iaerg\stage. At whatever stage they
joined, they were invited to complete the pre-redeauestionnaire and write their
email autobiographies. The patterns of particguatvith respect to each participant

are mapped below.
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Name Participation
1 2 3 4 5 6
Jack [ o o o )
Oliver [ o o )
Thomas ° [ ° o ° o
Grace ) ) o ) )
Harry °® ° ° °
Alfie ° o o o
Olivia ° [ ° °
Ruby ° o ° o ° o
Sophie ° o ° o ° o
Emily ° ° o o °
Lily ® ) o )
Key:
1 = Pre-research questionnaire
2 = Email autobiography
3 = Discussion points 1
4 = Discussion points 2
5 = Review
6 = Post-research questionnaire

Participation levels varied throughout from a maxmof eleven at stages 1, 2 and 3
in the table above to a minimum of four at stagelGe participation level of five for
stage 4 was disappointing. It is observable thase¢ who did not participate in stage
4 had not been very reflective participants in stagwith the exception of Emily who
had taken time out of her work to have a baby fggeendix 10Introduction. The
only participant for whom there is no discernibig@lanation for non-participation at

stage 4 is Lily. Thomas, Ruby and Sophie’s paétion at every stage is
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unsurprising, given their clear interest in theesesh and the deep reflection evident
in their contributions. Participation levels thghwout the data gathering stages (1 to
5), however, do not fall below Ellis’s recommendathimum of five for emotive
ethnographic research (Ellis and Bochner 2003: .238hat only four participants
contributed to stage 6 is disappointing, howevas fprobably not safe to attempt to
draw conclusions from this. The thoughtful andergfre contributions of those that
did participate in stage 6, and the way in whicls tborrected and nuanced the

research, lends authenticity to the way it wadllynaresented.

Conclusion
This Chapter has demonstrated that methodologly itae a body of literature around

it that is at least as important to research astérature around the subject matter.

The literature of ethnographic methodology tracé® tdevelopment out of
anthropology of a realist ethnography and a posemgdevocative ethnography
within which the ethnographer becomes part of ttoeig being researched and hence
becomes part of the research itself (Geertz 1988eP2000). This is unavoidable
(Elias and Scotson 1994: 90) but it does not ik the research, as long as the
researcher reflexively determines the effect of riagearcher's presence within the

group — “authenticity in a social context” (Chrasts 1997:16).

It is but a short step from ethnographic reflexivio autoethnography - the
participation of the researcher as participanheresearch project. Autoethnography
as a social science methodology is criticised enbidsis of creativity and subjectivity

placing it outside the compass of social sciend&ifson 1997), although Ellis and
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Bochner (2003: 220) reply that what they term etigeaautoethnography can reach
truths inaccessible by other means, and it is tiinaleep reflexivity that subjectivity
can be overcome; in other words, by analysing apth@ing subjectivity in research,
readers can consider the research findings in ootipn with reflexive analysis and
make up their own minds about the findings of theearch. This is a powerful
argument as it involves researched, researcherreaders as participants in the
research or, in Elias’ terms, insiders (Elias amdt§on 1994). Anderson (2006)
offers a retrenchment in realism through the iniddn of a new, comparatively
detached analytic autoethnography. The reply i® ¢omes again from Ellis and
Bochner (2003: 229-231) by the introduction of ewmmt— or, rather, emotional
intelligence (Goleman 1999, Hughes 2001) — intoaht®ethnographic process. This
“evocative” form (Ellis and Bochner 2003, Denzindanincoln 1994) represents the

most reflexive incarnation of autoethnography.

Because of its potential for revealing new trutiighe experience of using email in
organisations, and the possibility of deriving inmagive and original organisational

learning solutions to the problems that emergecatine ethnography and evocative
autoethnography have been chosen as the methoe®ltgiaddress the research

guestion:

“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What

can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”
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In this process the participants — the “subjectE’ethnography — are their own
evocative autoethnographers. Similarly the researas-autoethnographer becomes,
through reflexivity revealed in the process of fggrating in an interactive
conversation, a subject of evocative ethnograpesearch for the participants (Ellis

and Bochner 2003).

The subject matter of this research is email, ahesmedium by which it is to be
accomplished. This device of keeping the subjét¢he research and the means by
which it is accomplished within the compass of dnmaay be methodologically
compact and elegant in that the ethnographer i®migtimmersed in the medium of
the research, but can also observe behavioursnwilie subject matter at the same
time as hearing what participants have to say albgutwhich has positive
consequences for authenticity (Orgad 2005: 52-5®)wever, the conduct of research
in the virtual world raises its own problems wigtgard to authenticity. On the face
of it, one major drawback of ethnography in theuat world is the possibility of
misrepresentation — that of participants being sbimg other than that which they
“really” are. This “really”, however, is a realisbnstruct; in the postmodern context
it is unproblematic — and indeed can be revealintp -consider participants as
complex entities with authentic multiple personéné 2000:49). In conducting
research within a postmodern context it is necgswarthe researcher to ensure that
the personas exhibited by participants are thdseaet to the research, rather than to

eliminate any that may be invalidated by meansmieadetermined notion of reality.

It is for the reasons given above that evocativen@jraphy and evocative

autoethnography are the loci for the methodologtahdpoint of this research.

-127 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

Validity is woven into the research design, throulgk recording of reflection and
process in a research diary, reflexivity throughthét research and in its writing-up,

and continuous discussion with and final reviewphyticipants.

Research must above all be ethical. This resemratesigned to ensure that all
participants can as far as possible assume instders within it from the beginning,
although the possibilities of this not being thesecaare considered and resolved
through the researcher’s involvement as particifidnmphrey 2007). It is necessary
too to ensure that participants are fully awarghefuse to which their data will be put
(May 2002, James and Busher 2006), and that tloeairibution will not be ignored
(May 2002). In pursuit of these aims, a pre-redeguestionnaire (see Appendix 5)
was provided which not only solicited informatiororh participants, but informed
participants as to what is expected from them dlmavad them to raise issues and

encourage knowledgability about and insider staiitis respect to the project.

A post-research questionnaire (see Appendix 6) wade available to participants,
giving them the opportunity to comment upon thegperience of and feelings about
being involved in this research. This added valataand determined the extent to

which the research has been conducted ethicakkyAppendix 10).

The practical aspects of the research design haem hlescribed, including the
selection of participants, their anonymisation #mel process by which the research
was undertaken. So at this point there is effettian empty shell consisting of the
pre-research questionnaire, the email autobiogeasplof the participants and

researcher, their two rounds of discussion poititsjr review of the written-up
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research and their post-research questionnairbs. following Chapters 5 and 6 add

substance to this empty shell, revealing findings providing analysis.
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CHAPTER 5

PARTICIPANTS’ STORIES AND INITIAL ANALYSIS
Introduction
This Chapter presents the data provided by theatticgants in the group formed by
the process described in Chapter 4, and that ofLl#tle member of the group, the
author of this research. The format closely mgrtrat of Willis’ (1977) work in
Hammertown and to some extent that of Elias ands8ooin Winston Parva (Elias
and Scotson 1994). In these works, analysis isepted separately from descriptive
and dialogic ethnography. This format was chosecabse it allows participants’
contributions to appear unencumbered by the relsegscanalysis. Therefore, any
reflection and analysis appearing within a nareatis that of the participant who
provided it. Reflection and analysis against taekiground of the literature reviews
of Chapter 2 and 3, and with respect to the rekequestion and the proposition of
this research restated in this ChapteRaflection and analysis: part 1 — culture
appears in the analysis that follows the evocaiv®ethnographies or “stories”. It is
important that this separation is maintained sd thlaen participants review this
Chapter as the final stage of their input, each W& able to find their own
contribution and assess representation of it. Alsis means of presentation renders
the stories readable and engaging, which was vesgiply what Willis (1977) and

Elias and Scotson (1994) had in mind when decibmg to present their works.

Three participants (Ruby, Jack and Thomas) havé thmail autobiographies
presented complete as “stories” in discrete sestaithin this Chapter. These stories
are their own work; the only prompting receivedakivance being that detailed in

Appendix 4 and Appendix 5. Ellis and Bochner (20@38-239) allow for the
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possibility of rewriting and paraphrasing whilstai@ing authenticity, but beyond
occasional redacting to preserve anonymity ancctineecting of unintentional typos
and conforming styfe this has not been necessary. Those participdmise email
autobiographies were written having first been eg with an example for guidance
(Oliver, Grace, Harry, Alfie, Olivia, Sophie, Emilgnd Lily) have their stories
interwoven into the analysis as acting in suppdértdessenting from or contrasting
with, the discretely presented stories. This es¢hse where the point being made is
very much in the nature of a response. This isab®&e these latter stories bear to
varying degrees the character of a response textimple they were given, and so the
two kinds of research data are kept separate sdhthaeader may be able to separate
that material which is wholly authentic from thabege authenticity carries the mark
of influence arising from the research processsdme cases these points have been
carried over into the further analysis of Chapter & summary, those that can be
demonstrated to be stand-alone works of their astbtand alone here, whilst those
that cannot are used as interwoven commentariappar in Chapter 6. In order to
address the consequences for validity arising frleisiapproach, the draft version of

this research was presented to all participantghisir comment.

Here follows a description of the way in which th2 individuals who took part in
this research developed into the participant grouphere follows four email
autobiographiesHxperiences of email: participants’ storjesinitial analysis based

on these email autobiographies and the initial dataided by the other eight

! Where mis-spellings or colloquial words have bietuded for effect, these have been left as-is.
Where text is quoted, any researcher’s explanaddytions are placed in square brackets. Where
errors are genuinely unintentional, e.g. “eductifor“education”, they have been corrected.
Conforming for style includes correcting distragtiout irrelevant inconsistencies, e.g. “e-mail” to
“email”, to correspond with the style of this resgg and adjusting font, spacing etc to meet
presentational requirements.

-131 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

participants is provided in respect of cultulReflection and analysis: part 1 —
culture) and organisational learningRé¢flection and analysis: part 2 — remedies and
organisational learniny reflecting the problems raised in the reseansbstjon and
referring to primary literature sources of Chapt2rand 3. Finally for this Chapter,
the findings are summarised with respect to theawh question “How do email
communities within organisations affect organisatio culture?  What can
organisations do, through organisational learnitag,understand and address the
effects of such email communities?”, and the lienederived conceptual map of the

Conclusionto Chapter 3.

The participant group
The participants were at the outset not known whezther. Initial contacts were

friendly but formal. Some typical examples ardadi®ows.

» “Hi, I read the snippet it the March Mensa magaaheut email. | work for a
major UK food manufacturer, and although businessildv be impossible
without it, | find that dealing with email is a heidpurden. 1 will be happy to
take part in your research. If you think | canphgbllease reply to [email
address]. Regards, Thomas”

» “Hi David — I'd be happy to participate in your efinstudy. Regards, Olivia”

e “Hi David — | saw the thing in the Mensa mag abypotir research. | may be
able to provide some useful info. Let me know wy@i need. Kind regards,

Oliver”
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As the interactive conversation progressed formalas progressively set aside. Itis
important for this kind of research that particifsafeel safe and confident in the
research environment in order that depth may béeaeti to a level beyond that

achievable by, say, completion of formal questiorasa(Ellis and Bochner 2003:

207-208). Insight into the depth achieved app&arthe honesty apparent in the
stories and responses detailed below and in Chéptand also in the conversation
that took place in the preambles and sign-offs thatounded the stories and
subsequent conversations. Wry humour and selfedefion such as that apparent in

the examples below, are significant indicatorsedlthy trust-based relationships.

o “...if you need more, or if I've totally missed tipéot...” (Alfie)

* “l have been snowed under with work, and most oisitdown to emalil
handling! Best of luck...” (Oliver)

e “...sorry — | know it was something about sexisnemails!!” (Grace)

‘| didn’'t get the job with [name of employer] — theemployed a PhD
(E17K!)” (Ruby)

e “David — unless you are a dragonfly in your sparest..” (Jack)

At one point in the research process | (the rebeaycemailed an incomplete

attachment to Thomas. On realising this mistake,following exchange took place

(ordered as per numbers).

1. Researcher | am sorry — | provided the wrong attachmentwity email of

16th July. Please use this one instead...
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2. Thomas Another rule should be “Always check that yowdattached what

you intend to send”. But we’ve all done it wrongmy times ;-)

3. Researcher Indeed it should, Thomas! | stand chastened beter

informed...

Do these examples of growing familiarity signifyetdevelopment of trust between
participants? Thomas himself describes such osiships as being akin to those
between pen-friends or for the email age, “key[dp&iends”. The lack of physical
proximity does not invalidate ethnography condudbgdemail (Hine 2000: 45-46)
and, whilst meeting as key-friends rather than majly proximate friends may result
in the missing of nuances, inflections and non-akrues (Hine 2000: 65), the
relationships that have developed here are proguisintheir displayed trust and
candidness with regard to the achievement of desmhtful and reflexive research
(James and Busher 2006: 403). In the consideratiormeans by which the
participant group was assembled, the dangers amefitseof having a disparate group
were explored (selResearch desigim Chapter 5). The examples given above suggest
that the outcome of having a disparate group has pesitive, in that the bringing
together of types of people who would not normaltgage with each other has been
effective in introducing new considerations, andréy inspiring deeper reflection
among participants, with consequent benefits fagimality and contribution to

knowledge.

Experiences of email: participants’ stories

The stories presented below are done so in thepi@son, as they were presented.

Therefore the “I” and “my” etc refer to the pergetiing the story.

- 134 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

Ruby’s story
| first used email at work in the early '90s, dwithe privatisation of British
Rail. It was the perfect antidote to that new mimanon, the Open Plan Office,
although the novelty soon wore off as responsegiwere so poor. By the time
you had messaged the colleague sitting opposi&rdar the sandwich filling
you were hoping they might be kind enough to pipkfrom the shop for you,

lunch break was over.

Come the late '90s, my summers were quiet, doingiadtration for a small

private research institute. | whiled away manyaénty lunchtime in an empty
office, enjoying a steamy e-affair with my distdotver until the Systems
Manager tipped me the wink (in the stairwell ong)daat my e-conversations
were not as private as | perhaps thought they wéréthen dawned on me that
such organisations, by necessity, must carefullyitoo and analyse incoming

data traffic.

Email came into its own when | worked in FurtheuEation. For 30 hours per
week | helped run an online learning centre. | paig of a team that developed
e-learning systems, monitored student progresscandse take-up via email.
For me the best bit email-wise, however, was theh@0rs per week spent
teaching basic IT to refugees and asylum-seekecswdte studying English as
a Second Language. My policy was to bore studstiffsfor the first month

with the necessary assessments, introductionsjnchag log-ins and similar

administration and then, once the start-of-termlegel networks had been

proven to be robust, launch email upon the class.
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These lessons were even better than the “first ‘shesson, where students
from hot climes run to stand outside in awe atwhée wet stuff descending so

prettily from the sky.

Motivation soared sufficiently to see the most ¢edi syllabus through to at
least half term. Sad and lonely faces would lightt the first hotmail message.
Students who had not talked to many people singie #nrival in England were

soon hammering away messages to each other; meoticens and text-speak
were useful. Technical aptitude soared as studentshad initially seemed to
lack interest or ability clamoured to email photwws far-flung family and

perform tasks way beyond the ken of this teachg gave up keeping up with
email bells and whistles around the time mailinggtones as attachments

arrived on the scene.

Finally, working nights in a silent, open-plan o#figave insights into email use.
Under such conditions, email patterning could beseoled by the rattle and
report of keyboards. One could spot the crescenaoclique — easily identified
as hot-deskers rarely move far — in full swing. clsswells were frequently
punctuated by sounds such as staccato snortsrifysigne surmises, receipt of
a humorous item. Or tuts and muttered expletitebaa news. Percussion
thundered furiously during times of scandal. lisviiateresting to observe who
seemed to be talking to whom, and when, if not &ladwat. Occasionally a lone
voluntary would fire off, perhaps a fifth remindér the direction of the

supervisor (or conductor?) to order more officepdigs... has the email society
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changed us very much, or is the office still jundtems? Are we still Tarzans

and Janes, | ask myself.

Jack’s story
Email is a vital part of communication within myaatemic department, as well
as being my preferred method of correspondence katih individuals and
groups. Since many of us spend much of our tiee ttb our computers, it is a
fast and efficient way to exchange informatiorsuppose my use of email could
be classified hierarchically into three categoaesording to the level at which

information is shared: departmental, group andviddil.

Bulletins from the department are frequently ciatetl concerning seminars,
jobs and health and safety. | pay relativelyditttention to many of these as
they are largely irrelevant to me. Occasionallpgle will hijack the larger

email lists with inappropriate (personal or irredat) comments, but this is
swiftly chastised... One exception is an ancientfggsor who occasionally
composes short poems about his particular gripégse appear to be circulated

on far-reaching lists without any retaliation fréhe administrators.

| also receive information that is more specifiane, as a result of being part of
the various groups (research or social) within tepartment. These are
frequently of interest to me, either because tinairsar/talk is on a topic close to
my area of expertise of because there are aftek-aonks being arranged. |

also make use of such lists myself, as | co-ordirahumber of departmental
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discussion groups. However, it is difficult tol tebw many people actually read

the emails that | send around.

When information is important (e.g. late notice afchange of venue for a
meeting), | prefer to go office-to-office to makers that the information gets

across.

Clearly personal email correspondence is the nabstant and it also makes up
more than half of the 5-20 emails that | receiveheday. | correspond most
with my research supervisors, despite them eacinfpaffices less than 200
yards from my desk. | frequently send computerudoents (MS Office files)
for them to read. Other correspondents are calédbrs at a nearby university
with whom | am currently writing a grant proposalhere are three academics

with whom | am working, although most of the enzaihtact is with only one.

Less frequent (though regular) contact is also tamiad with other

collaborators at other organisations. @ Some of e€hasdividuals have

collaborated with me in the past and so | am updatiem on projects. Others
have similar interests and, as such, we excharigamation about topics related
to those interests. Finally, some personal entailse from occasional or one-
off inquiries either from people who have read dhoy research or responses
to my enquiries about the research of other peolp$eippose you could say that

| email most those people who are geographicatigedt to me.
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The email that | send tends to be largely perscalghough, as | mentioned
above, | also run a few discussion groups whicluiregextensive lists (20-40
emails per list). These groups largely overlapmambership. | am often
hesitant about sending emails to groups of peopledase | bother them
unnecessarily. However, the wonder of email i$ tha 90% that is irrelevant
can be very (too?) easily ignored. In an atteropévoid ignoring important
email, | tend to make extensive use of “flags” tghlight email that requires

action.

| know a few of the older academics in my departnage unreliable at email,
treating it the same as they would “snail mail'eytplan to respond within 7-10
days. On the other hand, the younger staff (myiseluded) tend to have a
turn-around time of a few minutes on occasion. fmmer group frustrates me

as | see it as inefficient.

Thomas’ story
| started using email at work maybe 20 years agmiinot be sure) where the
company had an IBM system called PROFS. This narteominals which
connected to the site mainframe, and offered gseeeens and only text. This

was initially before the days of Windows as fail aan tell.

It was excellent for communicating for someone waonot type and did not
have a secretary keeping a record of messagethose days people were not
fanatical about copying in everyone (including Gl his dog). It also had the

useful feature that you could recall a note if @dhnot been opened by the
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recipient. | remember once accidentally sendingote to the whole of our
company instead of just to the local site. | thautpat | could redeem myself
by recalling it. Unfortunately on top of the thansls of emails already sent, |
burdened the system with an equal number of reguestecall it, and a third
level of confirmations coming back to me. Aftefeav seconds my terminal
froze, and shortly after that the phone rang — mesghat annoyed helpdesk
operator told me what a silly boy | had been. Falf an hour [name of firm]

was without email while they sorted it out.

As an aside, | refer to the helpdesk as the nothrmatpdesk, in homage to
those little chocolate bars that are called “FureSbut are really not-much-fun
size — what is the fun in a chocolate bar that KEmalVhat is the help of a

department who... ?

We eventually progressed to Lotus Notes, whichnsature and versatile office
system. As well as the email facility it manageansn of our systems in the
form of databases. It does its job very well, bafortunately many (if not
most) users are simply given it on a PC, and difter minutes’ familiarisation
are left to get on with it. Us old timers expladire address books and address

groups, phone book, calendar, tasks, room bookbighk,de blah.

There is absolutely no training on etiquette. €fme it is common to get

emails with no subject line, or a meaningless orideeting”. People will

“reply to all” including the CCs who really have materest as to whether a
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particular task has been completed, or whetherrdomican attend a meeting —

just tell the chairman for Christ’'s sake!

| am seriously considering a rule to bounce empbjext lines.

Another aside. 1 volunteered a few years ago ke fgart in a trial of the
national identity database — at that time | wafauour. A few days later | got
an email from a stranger, with no subject line.isThas before the deluge of
spam, but | cautiously viewed it using the prosrgpane in Outlook Express,
and to my utter amazement it was from [name of @gp a contractor to the
Identity Project. | was horrified that an interoatl company, in a critical
public project, was training its staff so badly.ditl not take part, and events
over the last couple of years show that my initraist of the scheme was

misplaced.

We have several systems running in Lotus Notesterfacing through it, which
sends out automated emails when actions have takiea or deadlines will be
missed. These are useful reminders, and often &dénk to the area of interest.
However systems designers are not always the ksghdf folk, and it is
common to receive a group of notes from “IS” witgemeric subject. Therefore
each note has to be opened to prioritise themlaknd to open them and edit

the subject line for future reference.

Ideally | will keep my inbox empty apart from itemaghich | am deliberately

holding, but | frequently go through periods (aste moment) where | have
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dozens of notes — unread/read but unactioned/nedchetioned but | forgot to

dispose of them. | counted this afternoon 88 uhreksplayed in red) and a
similar number read (displayed in black). Thiweésy unsettling, as some have
been sitting for a couple of weeks and it is e@syntss a vital message. My
boss helpfully said | should print them all off l§aithen delete or file them and
prioritise them on paper but, being in a technigakttion, many lead to specific

tasks or contain data, and cannot merely be reddliaposed of. This is a great

source of stress.

Many mails have attachments — pdf files of packagnworks for example.
These | detach and save elsewhere as we get ndggadarge mail file, but

they don’t notice the same files separately orsthger.

One of the pleasures of email on a personal levigs immediacy. | can write to
a friend and have a reply in minutes; we can exgbghotos and snippets so
much more easily than by post, and of course ffegharge. It can be a bit
disruptive having an email conversation with songgobut better than 20
minutes on the phone. | have a couple of quitsecworkmates at other sites
whom | have never met and probably never will. hBps they are key-friends

rather than pen-friends.

| never forward chain letters (and not doing thas hever brought me bad luck).
But | am more than happy to pass on a good jokey,sinternet link etc to a
considered number of recipients (if for no othersan than never sending these

things out would mean no-one would send any to me).
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Some users seem happy to have a pop-up and a bwiagnounce each
incoming message, but | think this is much bettened off — each interruption
loses you a few seconds of concentration evenufjyst close the pop-up, and
in a technical task it can take a minute or tweittk up the threads even if the

mail isn’t opened.

| think this will do for now — feedback would be@pciated.

As Thomas requested feedback | replied with theviolg.

“This is just the thing, Thomas. There are somy ugeresting things here. Funny,

I've always thought that “fun size” isn’t as mualnfas normal size, but then | have

always been suspicious of anything that needs nowamce it is “fun” — but that is by

the by.

“Keep it coming as you wish — either in additionastalments or amended versions

of this. It's your thoughts that encompass youpeglence and opinions that are

important — whatever they are.”

Thomas then added the following.

After three days’ holiday | have received 122 emalil

My normal strategy is to keep the inbox as emptpa@ssible — perhaps a dozen

opened emails that | have to act on in the nextdays (almost a to-do list), and
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everything else actioned or filed or deleted asafapossible. Having six pages
of inbox is therefore very daunting. Quite a Idtemail needs action or a
response within a couple of days, and within myhtécal role this frequently
involves providing correct data, or approving sfpieations or artworks. All
this requires care and concentration, which igaiff. With this many notes it
is difficult to prioritise, and my boss is currgntboking for a source of £12,000

due to a misunderstanding.

The first task is to weed out the obviously unreegiistuff: headings that tell me
it is a routine round robin or project that doessohcern me (which | delete), a
thread of replies (for which | delete all but tlagelst), jokes or gossip (which |
would normally happily read, but have to forgo Imistsituation) etc. This got
rid of 23 notes. There were probably more thatevgent straight to trash by my

“rules”.

My next strategy is to pick half a dozen notes thatow | can action quickly —

therefore at the end of the day | will have congiledit least a few tasks. After

that | look for critical tasks...

It will probably take me two or three weeks befbranm keeping pace with the

influx.

Sadly I live in an environment of chronic underStef (or “lack of resource” to

use the marketing bollocks), so | rarely get to ptate a complex task without
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interruptions. | have long since turned off anytifi@ations about incoming

emails, but of course | will get phone calls aban&nswered mails.

Then later still, Thomas added the following.

It is now a week since | returned to work, andill sBave 100 unread emails,

though probably only half of these are from thgioial 122.

I've not bothered to plan a day for about 15 yedmscause whatever the
consultants say in their time management coursesydevel | have no time to
manage — it all belongs to someone else. If samgthreaks, or some material
is faulty, | just have to drop everything and dance told an HR manager how
| prioritise my tasks — the things that will get niee biggest bollockings get
done first, then the little jobs that | know | chnish. Five jobs completed in
ten minutes gives me more satisfaction than oneubfopished task. Childish,

isn't it?

My story
| began using email at work in 2000. The legalofieading department that |
joined that year (the one I'm still in) uses emad the primary means of
communication. Most of the documents | receive gavofreading arrive as
email attachments, with the emails to which theg attached containing a
greeting, some instructions as to what the send@tsvme to do and how they
would like the work returned. The work | returndieents is also returned as an

attachment. Most departmental information is astributed via email; this is
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necessary as my night shift doesn’t often see igjigeh-level managers face-to-
face. | am now line manager for a group of 12 lipgaofreaders. Even among
the 13 of us | use email a lot as there is no @y the week when everyone is
present as the night people work a four-day slyi$tesn, providing coverage
over a seven-day week. The recent introductioBlatkBerries has reinforced

the primacy of email over the telephone.

| try to write my own emails as if they were norntetters, whether they be to
the department as a whole, a client or an individushin the department.

Emails to the department will typically be prefixéidear All”, and emails to

clients will be prefixed “Dear [first name of pergt At the end | will close

with “Best wishes, David” or “Kind regards, David'Generally speaking | try
not to use abbreviations as | imagine that my neadd! think that abbreviated
text indicates that | can’'t be bothered, or havénie, to give due time to that
person’s question, concern, work or whatever. veha feeling that | may come
across as rather formal and old-fashioned, but Icamscious that, given the
circumstances of our work, most of my colleagued elents know me to a

significant degree through this medium.

Generally speaking, my experience of email has hmesitive. | have not
experienced any of the common and widely reportedr® such as being the
recipient of a message about me that was inadibrtnt to me, neither have |
sent one to an unintended recipient, although lextnemely careful in this
respect. Quite often, however, | have been inptleeess of writing an email

when someone comes into my office to talk to mel, laam conscious of them
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perhaps trying to read the message over my shouldsually | can maximise
another window to obscure what | am doing withdwe visitor seeing much
(although they may see enough be aware of who Wammg to). In such

situations | do feel a little uneasy about delibsga and obviously hiding
something from another person. Similarly, whernsitvsomeone else’s office
and | am the prying visitor, | find it very diffitunot to look at that person’s

screen and, similarly to me, they will perform #@me concealment ritual.

In the whole of my working experience of email hBaonly been flamed once.
(“Flaming” is the act of writing an inappropriatedngry or insulting email; the
anger usually being denoted by the use of CAPITAEATLERS.) On this
occasion a client was very unhappy about the laelisaty of her work and took
out her anger on me by email, copying her messagthdé whole of my
department. This generated comment but all thenvemh directed to me was
sympathetic. Many commentators imagined that | faasnore upset by this
incident than | was, expressing sentiments such lagpe this won’t cause you
to lose confidence” or “I hope this won't upset yiou too long”. Actually at
the time | was a little surprised at the lack affpssionalism of the author of the
message (particularly in the way that she copied the whole department) but
not very upset; if anything it provoked an exagtgtly “adult” response to the
“child” persona she exhibited. | have wonderedcsinvhether the lady in
guestion ever felt as sheepish as | would have tiereoles reversed; I've also
wondered what | would have done in her positidd.like to think | would have
apologised a little later, perhaps with a bit oplaxation, but would | have

copied my apology/explanation to the people to wHahcopied the original
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flame? No, | don’t think so. In any event, | reeel neither apology nor
explanation. This incident has coloured my vievth&f person concerned; there
are some clients — most clients — for whom | willlput all the stops, even to
the extent of taking big jobs home at the weekéridis the only way they will
get done, but this lady is now off my most-favoupsason list, although | do
the run-of-the-mill work that she sends in the narmvay without any
discrimination or alteration in approach, thorougés etc. | had a rather
mischievous thought when some time later she gatrieda— | wondered
whether getting satisfactory conjugalities wouldken&er loosen up a bit. The
office environment in which | work (rather PC, e¢ayj sharing, inclusive of
everyone and everything etc etc — hmm...) would nany way permit me to

repeat such an un-PC thought.

Although | expect others see my emails as beingfagtlioned and perhaps
representative of someone of my age (49), theytd@y so. There’s not much
point looking for honesty in today’s workplace, tigh. Nobody dares. In some
ways this is a good thing — everyone’s entitledhtdd an opinion, but that
doesn’t give them an automatic right to inflictah other people — but the

downside is that no-one really knows what'’s in ofpeople’s minds.

In the emails | receive | expect the same levelaoisideration and obvious time
taken as | try to put into the ones | write. Omadikthat | don't like are the ones
that are sent to me as part of an email group dnidnwnean nothing to me. For
example, “XXX’s leaving party is at YYY on Tuesdaybe there”. | don't

know XXX and | don’'t know the sender of the messagaially XXX's PA),
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and do either of them really want me to turn up padake of their free drinks
and nibbles? Worse among this type are those pegpeith exclamation
marks, such as “XXX is leaving!!l...”. As if it'such a big deal; until this
moment I've never heard of XXX, and have managetep#y all right so far.
The subtext being that everybody knows XXX, andnby knowing him | am
somehow made to feel like an outsider. These an@ar irritation and, if | can
recognise them from the subject line, | delete themead. These are annoying
but not influential. Similar are those which bedii there”. Am | being
paranoid, or is the sender assuming a superiotipo$o the recipients? | think
so, particularly if the recipient is me individuallwhy not use my name?) or a
distinguishable group (why not use the group namé&R) there” as a salutation
in email comes in the category of (in normal spgétkay, you fellow” or (on
the telephone) “Who speaks?”. It's got that easfgrmal superiority such as
used by bright young Marketing types. They seerheetting out their own
conceptualisations of hierarchy, and respondinthém (a response is always

required) implies acceptance.

Other minor irritations include using no salutatid®avid” instead of “Dear
David” or “Hello David”. Is something meant by shiack of politeness?
Similar annoyance comes from “KRs” at the end &cplof “kind regards”, the
implication being that the writer is a very busygmn, much too busy to bother
typing out the whole words to someone like mes iltteresting how these little

things can carry implications of hierarchy andusat
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| sometimes sign my emails with a single initial wonder if my recipients

draw the same conclusions? | must ask.

More amusing than annoying is use of right-on jargdhe buzz of the moment
is “going forward”; many’s the time I've sat in aeeting (usually one with a
strong HR presence) and counted the occurrencéBiofphrase. For me it
signifies that the speaker is a dynamic, driveeagdperson, and anyone who
disagrees with what they are saying is stuck in plast, obsessed with
trivialities. Its use in email is currently verygvalent: to me it says that this
person thinks that anything that has gone befonevs irrelevant because of the
brilliance of their important new idea. One of colleagues (I'll call him ZZZ)
was engaged in a long email correspondence abeuttms and conditions of
his employment, following a change of working houfBhe HR component of
this message was peppered with incidences of “gmirgard”; ZZZ forwarded
these emails to me for information and commentmalde my comment and
concluded with “ZZZ, I'm glad to see we are goigward”. | don’'t think my

irony was lost on him.

As in normal speech, however, the emails that aseerpersonally disturbing
are those that are addressed personally to me awe &pparent subtexts.
“Thanks for that” — does this imply thanks for stgtthe obvious, or for
providing something that isn’t required or hasndeh asked for? | asked a
colleague about this and | was told very unequillpcthat | was being

paranoid.
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One email that gave me a red-mist moment — a tepln enquiry I'd put to a
person for whom | am line manager — commenced Wigah, well”. My initial
enquiry concerned a piece of work that | wasn’'teswas finished or not. |
wrote a reply that began “Don’t ‘Yeah, well’ me the’, but fortunately |
thought better of it and deleted it unsent. Tlspoase | sent was one of slightly
stiff formality, but one that ignored the obviousrdspect. The sarcasm of this
“Yeah, well” commencement leapt out of the screeas utterly inappropriate,
but had | sent my original response it would haserbme who would have been
hauled over the coals. Propriety and professismals so much more important
when the email goes from manager to managed tham wine direction is
reversed. This occurrence happened only once, Ssomeeago. | was, in fact, in
error in making the enquiry that prompted this cese as the answer | sought
was available had | taken the trouble to look forThis response has, however,
coloured my perception of this person ever aferthe extent that all emails |
send to him now are checked and double-checkeddouracy and possession
of all facts in order not to provide an opportunity a repeat performance.
Other colleagues who would have replied somethieg ‘Il finished this work
yesterday and | think 1 filed it — could you havelamk please?” get my
sometimes-unnecessary queries same as usual. uglthbese enquiries may
sometimes be unnecessary, they enable me to regoérees quickly and give
others the opportunity to give me often-useful @xmformation when they

reply. Unnecessary doesn’t have to mean unreakonab

The facet of email I've left until last in this aliography is perhaps the most

serious. Certainly for me it is, and it was thanking that emerged from this
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and its possible implications that inspired medaduct this research. As | said
before, | am manager of a team of 12 proofreadéswork during the night. |
came into the job two years ago, when the previdesartmental manager
became ill and would not be returning for a longd;j if ever. Shortly after
taking over | started receiving emails from a mendjfestaff with “[Private]” in
the subject line; the text of these emails usuaibpncerned perceived
misdemeanours of the author’'s colleagues and wiettuthor wanted me to
think were transgressions of “rules”. A typicalaexple would concern a
colleague eating a sandwich at their desk; theoawtiould report the perceived
transgression and then conclude with “Has the ecbhbnged?” Often | was not
aware of such rules and, even when | was, wouldhage described them as
such. We have customs and practices that are caiyragreed and adhered to,
but to call them “rules” is too strong and misipi@ts the collegiate nature of
our department. | responded to a few of thesewa# uneasy from the start
about a colleague being so willing to pass onetiftle about colleagues.
When it became clear that the author of these srtfalught that | should report
back to her on actions taken as a result of hesrnmdétion | made it clear
(verbally in private, not by email) that | would daothing of the sort;
disciplinary matters should always be private. dhb&come of this was that the
“[Private]” emails dried up to a trickle and | cedsreplying to them, although |
did read them when they arrived and acted upon tliken it was appropriate to
do so. This took an altogether more serious tuherwa new arrival to our
department told me privately that this same colleagvas sending her
“[Private]” emails which criticised and correctedrhwork. This colleague felt

that she was being bullied but equally felt thattlas emails were headed
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“[Private]” she was breaking a confidence by rejpgrithem. | immediately
rethought my attitude to the emails I'd received aame to the conclusion that
they could indeed be classified as bullying on twaoints: (1) with respect to
me, in trying to secure the enforcement of nonterisrules, and (2) with
respect to the people who were being reportecheWkimmediately that | had to
take action on this, and did so. This incidentvéweer, illustrated to me how
inappropriate behaviour can be hidden in the medwfmthe email, and

unofficial and invisible hierarchies can develop.

My view is that email is undoubtedly a good thibgt it has yet to develop its

own safeguards and the means of monitoring and@ngpthem.

Supplementary note:
An odd event occurred shortly after writing the adaemail autobiography,
which highlights what happens when email accessavailable. | attempted to
log on to my email account in the office, only tad that it froze almost
immediately upon opening. | called the helpdesity ¢o be told that there was
a problem and it was subject to a [buzzword — ftiggg but didn’t understand at
the time]. Now, there were only two other peopsites me in the office, yet |
felt totally disconnected. In the end | walked ioaad asked them if there was
anything | needed to know, and of course they tolel but the feeling of
disconnection from what is the main means of digsatimg information was
most strange. It wasn’'t the emails directly adskeelsto me that | minded not
seeing, it was the ones on which | would have begped that | missed.

Interesting point here: being copied on emails,clwhmostly means being part
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of an email group, gives a sense of belonging ihabt immediately tangible,

but which when withdrawn even for a short time Esawne feeling cast adrift.

Reflection and analysis: part 1 — culture

The first part of the research question sets odletermine the extent to which email
communities within organisations affect organisagioculture. This section begins to
answer the question using the stories above andnthal offerings of the other
participants, against the background of the liteettonsidered in Chapter 2 and the

proposition made in this research.

The proposition made in this research is that enwicentral and essential to
organisational culture. It forms unofficial, fluidommunities of the type falling

within the insider-outsider social habitus concepsation (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: gpeathat bears no relation to
and is invisible to those falling within the offatistructural culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001). Within the insider-outsider sociabihas conceptualisation, insiders
wield power and outsiders feel disempowered, kdilleast adrift. Unlike other forms

of organisational clique, the email-facilitated ides-outsider phenomenon is fluid,

ever-changing and, to outsiders, its extent anah fare unclear and mysterious.

Thomas’ email autobiography describes a busy pefsorwhom email can be

something of an annoyance. He reports not havatigeloed to plan a day for about
15 years, continual interruptions and a two- teé¢hweek backlog of emails to sort
out after having taken a few days off. This bdws question, why not disengage?

Thomas can’'t wholly disengage as it is by emailt ths designs and data are
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delivered to him, but this doesn’t explain his conéd engagement in something that
in many ways he finds disruptive and controllinfhomas is in many ways hostile to
those people who are the facilitators of email e- ‘thot-much-helpdesk”. Thomas’

view here bears comparison with that of Ruby, wreystems manager told her that
her email conversations were not as private agtshgght, or that of Grace, whose
employer routinely monitored email traffic and, wheubversive content was found,
warned employees that “such issues should be tagenith line managers and not
through the email network”. The communities formeihin the insider-outsider

social habitus conceptualisation (Elias 1987, Eédad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson
and Skdldberg 2000: 5) may not always be invisfabden the structural standpoint,

although there is nothing here to suggest thatainy more than the employer finding
that “something is going on”. There is still somistance between awareness of
something going on and being aware of the existeh@community. Suspicion of

email facilitators and management’s covert monii@rof it is a concern represented
in the literature (Miller and Weckert 2000, Friedmand Reed 2007: 7-8, Stokely
2003:3, Woodbury 1998), although respondents appedre remarkably relaxed

about privacy issues, conceiving email as analogoymstcards in the conventional
mail situation rather than sealed letters (AustralFederal Privacy Commissioner

2002: 2).

None of the participants expressed a desire tongage from email altogether.
Further, none even wished to treat it as a necgssédr— something bolted on to the
real work of the day. For all participants emailbioth essential and central to their
working lives: “I correspond most with my reseastkpervisors, despite them each

having offices less than 200 yards from my deskitky; and “l use email at work
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exclusively to any other form of communication #hedays, particularly with the
BlackBerry innovation where email is constantlylwyiou whether in the office or on
site or mobile” (Alfie). This centrality emerges the literature as a combination of
“advantages, disadvantages, social dynamics, prabbnd opportunities” (Hiltz and
Turoff 1985 in Ruggeri Stevens and McElhill 200@27 The way in which email is,
per the proposition of this research, both cerdral essential to their organisational
lives is supported inMy story “The recent introduction of BlackBerries has

reinforced the primacy of email over the telephone”

There is nothing here, however, to credit emaihmghing other than a valuable and
useful business tool, such as the telephone opdiséit note are. What is it that
makes email different from these, and what is dttkignifies it as of cultural

significance?

The engagement (or unwillingness to disengage)reqpeed by Thomas, Ruby and
Grace featured in Garsten’s (1994) work at Appleeng employee engagement was

found to be a feature of a dynamic concept of celtu

The literature review of Chapter 2 offered two idist concepts. The first, the
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 200lalCend Kennedy 1982: 18) is
represented as being of use to organisations esngists of something static and
guantifiable, and so organisations can easily nreamud value their culture and use it
as a means of presenting the organisation to wplpeand the outside world. The
structural culture concept is evident in the s®rd the participants, for example

Grace’s employer believed that issues should besaddd through official channels —
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clearly an invisible (and uncontrollable) altermativas not acceptable to it. Similarly
in My story | note a “rather P[olitically] C[orrect], caringsharing, inclusive of
everyone” environment. Strikingly, however, bollede examples are written from
an outsider, almost subversive, point of view; hese cases Grace and | are both

outsiders, and our comments are directed at aciaffi contrived artefact.

The other concept considered in the literatureengvof Chapter 2 is the insider-
outsider social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Hiad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skdéldberg 2000: 5). The inside-outsider socialitabgbconcept is one that emerges
strongly in the respondents’ stories. Jack meastidine importance of group
membership and how group memberships overlap Isélr@ceive information... as a
result of being part of the various groups (redeancsocial) within the department”
and “These groups largely overlap in membershiffiese groups are formal, such as
those delineated by receiving email directed t@diqular address, but even so Jack
is keen not to risk his insider status by breakimg rules of etiquette — “I am often
hesitant about sending emails to groups of peoplecase | bother them
unnecessarily”. Shea (1996: 32-33) sets out tleel b@ remember that behind email
lies human beings worthy of consideration and retspéearly Jack (who may or may
not be familiar with Shea, but is very likely farail with the principles of emotional

intelligence (Goleman 1999, Hughes 2001, Vince 20Kdeps this in mind.

Ruby’s focus lies with informal groups. In her agglan office she observes the
“rattle and report” of keyboards which, in her déliful alliterative style, she calls
“the crescendo of a clique”. For Ruby, viewpomteverything. She observes (from

an outsider perspective) the firing off of what sheposes could be a reminder
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directed at her supervisor. In her view, her suger and the author of the reminder
are insiders. Would her supervisor, however, fiel an insider in relation to the
author of the reminder? Only the supervisor cautdwer that and any assumed
status in relation to this may be influenced bywuweding of the reminder — if indeed
that is what it is. For example, “Can | confidalyi remind you...” may well leave
the supervisor feeling like an insider, whereas “\& think you should be
reminded...” may well leave the supervisor feelingyv@uch on the outside (and, for
that matter, imagining that Ruby is on the insidé&s proposed in this research, the
extent and form of the email-facilitated insidettsader phenomenon are indeed fluid,
unclear and mysterious. Equivocal and viewpoitdtesl status arises My story |
note being offered a glimpse into others’ commaesitby being invited to free drinks
and nibbles with people | don't know. | can’'t hdgeling that the door is being
opened to me, but were | to go through | would beesemoniously ushered out
again! In conventional conversational terms tlgjaagtes to being the bystander who
hears that which is intended to be overheard, $uot invited to participate (Clark
1992: 218 in Skovholt and Svennevig 2006: 47). eLWillis’ (1977) “lads” and
“ear’'oles”, Azzam et al's (2007) college studefdispmas and James’ (1999) GPs and
Elias and Scotson’s (1994) Winston Parva commuyitiRRuby’'s office and mine
consist of groups where insiders are insiders amdiaders are outsiders in their
relations with others, their perceptions of themsgland the degrees of acceptance
and exclusion they experience and, importantly, abeeptance and exclusion they
observe between others. Cohesiveness fosterechdiger status may be more
equivocal than Kibby (2005) and Thomas and Jam@89)lsuggest. Indeed, the
equivocation suggested by Spence (2002: 48), wtanesion is accompanied by a

natural corollary of exclusion, may present a nawreurate illustration in this respect.
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Jack’s formal email groups and Ruby’s rattling ebg offer respective parallels with
Hofstede’s (1997, 2001) structural and the insmlgsider social habitus (Elias 1987,
Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldb@d@:%5) concepts. How valid
are these parallels, however? Formal email greupslike communities, delineated
by addresses; an email address such as “Markedictg’in the same way as a postal
address such as “High Street”. Addresses are ocmmnvedescriptors of communities
defined by proximity (being proximate in terms ah€tion in the case of Marketing,
and in location in the case of High Street), budradses do not exclusively describe
something as organic, evolutionary and fluid asdbemunities formed within the
insider-outsider social habitus conceptualisati@tructural culture concepts such as
those of Hofstede (1997, 2001) are unlikely to helpaddressing the research
guestion, because the focus of the question lieguastions of personal status with
regard to perceptions of self and others, not watpect to official hierarchies. That
the hierarchies exist and are reflected in offigisdanctioned email groups is
undeniable but, as the subversion practised bysléakcient professor” shows, the
hierarchical email structure merely provides a @kehithrough which insider and
outsider statuses are formed, disintegrated, adthckiefended, assimilated and

isolated as individuals communicate, form allianaed work out their differences.

The validity of the insider-outsider social habitosncept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 8) wspect to the research
guestion is supported in the way that insider amdsider statuses feature in
participants’ stories. The importance of insidéatiss and the lengths to which
insiders will go in order to enhance and presetvésia preoccupation of all

participants. Even Jack, whose view has been stiows relatively hierarchical and
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Hofstedian, expresses concerns about maintainiagnsider position through not
breaking the rules of etiquette (in this case Ipyyiag promptly) with respect to older
academics — outsiders — who treat email “the santbey would ‘snail mail™. Jack’s
concerns mirror those expressedMry story “I am conscious that... most of my

colleagues and clients know me to a significantreeghrough this medium”.

So, whilst the structural culture concept (Hofsté887, 2001) may, as the literature
review of Chapter 2 suggests, have a place in ib@sgrand developing official

organisational hierarchies and official groups ¢merin order to analyse, in the terms
of the research question, the email communitiekiwibrganisations, it is necessary
to do so in an organic context and one which accwrith the respondents’ contexts
in telling their stories. The insider-outsider isbdabitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias

and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2QG08e8ts this requirement.

Thomas describes relationships between “key[bofrdhds” — the parallel being

drawn here with “pen friends”. These are colleagwéh whom he exchanges news,
photographs, internet links and jokes. This grotimsiders demonstrates a bond of
trust that goes beyond that of the functional bbativeen colleagues; the sharing of
jokes and links can be risky, as Thomas subconslgi@cknowledges in his choice of
a “considered number of recipients”. Thomas da#s lmowever, consider it suitable
to forward chain letters. Every culture has itsotas, the breaking of which can lead
to ostracism such as that experienced by EliasSmadson’s (1994: 38-39) lady who
invited the bin-men in for tea. In not sending drain letters Thomas is avoiding
such ostracism, but by forwarding acceptable comaation he is maintaining his

position: “I am more than happy to pass on a gode,jstory, internet link etc... if
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for no other reason than never sending these tlongsvould mean no-one would
send any to me”. Thomas’ experience of organiaddiveloping and self-sustaining
email groups suggests that their sustenance requwek on the part of key members
(Alpay 2005: 11-12, Bourhis et al 2005: 23, SchwatB99: 599). This bears
comparison with my email correspondence with ZZdnaerning the use (by an
outsider, in relation to ZZZ and me) of the worgeihg forward” as described My

story;, here is recounted the dynamic of an insider gréanpned for the moment for a

particular purpose, but done so against a backaolrtoist and past insider experience.

Inclusion in a like-minded and supportive grouptsas that exemplified by Thomas’
key[board] friends has its advantages My storyl recount the story of being flamed,
and the way in which my group formed an email haddbund me when it happened:
“This generated comment but all the comment dicktdeme was sympathetic. Many
commentators imagined that | was far more upsetthy incident than | was,
expressing sentiments such as ‘I hope this woniseajou to lose confidence’ or ‘I
hope this won't upset you for too long™. Such popive gossip was noted by Elias
and Scotson (1994: 13-21) as being essential tayhamic of communities, and as
Skovholt and Svennevig (2006: 52-60), Peek et @072 169), Weare et al (2007:
238-241), Cater (2003) and Radcliffe (2007) obseeweail plays a significant part in
the dynamic of the 21st century organisation. @lith located on the inside in this
particular instance, | can see that this spontasigaarising community will be, as
proposed in this research, ill-defined at best, mmwesible at worst, to those on the

outside. Yet there is no malice here, and no mtbtn to draw outsiders in.
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Emergent from the participants’ stories are eles@ftunsupportive gossip. Olivia
relates a story about an email conversation conggrihe parentage of a pregnant
colleague’s baby, with various humorous suggestiohsvarious men in the
organisation being offered. Grace offers a sinstary about female colleagues being
rated on their attractiveness by male colleagues iound robin into which she was
on one occasion inadvertently copied. These exasnglidate the role of gender in
the determination of what is and what is not aaapt for propagation by email
(Khoo and Senn 2004: 210-212). They also illustthe lack of clarity proposed in
this research regarding extent and form of cligtee®utsiders; the pregnant lady
apparently knew nothing of the community that grgwaround speculation regarding
her condition and so was an unwitting outsider, niwe Grace was inadvertently
granted insider status to which she was not edtitl@ very equivocal position to be
in. My storyrelates the odd experience of receiving emailsiéa@d[Private]” which
detailed the misdemeanours of others, and therettwld that a colleague was also
receiving such emails from the same person andhmmyg colleague interpreted as
bullying. The author of these emails could of seuhave been concerned about the
running of the organisation, but the use of enrathis way is redolent of alternative
hierarchies, constituency development and powst. pl&adership has been shown to
be important in the sustenance of organically rgissmail groups (Alpay 2005: 11-
12, Bourhis et al 2005: 23, Schwartz 1999: 599)wéwer for it not to constitute
bullying it must be characterised by emotional liigence (Goleman 1999: 183-185,
Hughes 2001: 26-29, Vince 2001: 1325). The emraiteived by my colleague did
not appear to be emotionally intelligent to me aimdeed, my colleague used the

word “bullying” in her description of those she eaed.
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The first part of the research question asks “Tatwdxtent do email communities
within organisations affect organisational culttireParticipants’ stories illustrate the
existence of an official, culture-as-artefact comdion that corresponds with
Hofstede’'s (1997, 2001) structural culture concepig that espouses the aims
characteristic of organisations’ stated values w&hdre email address groups formed
largely around functions and rules concerning enugihge reflect those values.
Participants’ stories also, however, illustrate timsider-outsider social habitus
concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 an@sSlon and Skéldberg 2000: 5)
that operates through email groups that bears|atiae to the official one and where
the gossip by which the email community evolvebath supportive and destructive,
and inclusive and exclusive dependent upon the poaw of the individual.
Outsiders’ experience is characterised by a laaiaofty with respect to the extent of
their outsiderdom, and the extent and form of thi&yefrom which they are outside.
The picture that emerges in relation to this alieue email community is, however,
not of one that deliberately sets out to subvestdtiucture and aims of the official

one, but rather sees it as irrelevant, as arelis and values.

The further stages of the research process encadirpgrticipants to reflect and
comment upon the stories offered by their peersw khis further builds upon the

cultural phenomenon derived here is discussed apt@h 6.

Reflection and analysis: part 2 — remedies and orgesational learning
At the email autobiography stage, all participamasl significantly less to say about
remedies than they had to say about the problemg émcountered with email.

Thomas mentions a lack of training in the use okignsaying that “many (if not
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most) users are simply given it on a PC, and &fterminutes’ familiarisation are left
to get on with it”. Any further learning occursrélugh on-the-job training received
from more experienced colleagues. “There is,” Tasradds, “absolutely no training
on etiquette”. This is not limited to Thomas’ ongsation: he tells of being involved
in a project of national importance with an extéreantractor, one of whose
employees emailed him with an empty subject liddis, to Thomas, consists of a

serious breach of email etiquette.

Although Thomas claims that there is no trainingefiguette, in the presence of on-
the-job training in other aspects of email useauld be unlikely that email etiquette
would be specifically excluded. It seems likelgttifhomas’ organisation follows the
pattern of situated learning described by Vygot&lg78) and developed for the 21st
century organisation by Lave and Wenger (1991: B4-3The pattern Thomas
describes appears to be restrictive, i.e. largelydacted in the course of work and

limited to the particular organisation’s imperagy@uller et al 2005: 58-59).

Ruby on the other hand tells of teaching email ttedents from first principles.
Ruby’s students were new arrivals from abroad dneddescribes their first encounter
with email as being “even better than the ‘firsbwhlesson, where students from hot
climes run to stand outside in awe at the white steff descending so prettily from
the sky”. She describes how “sad and lonely fawesld light up... Technical
aptitude soared as students who had initially sedetoelack interest or ability
clamoured to email photos to far-flung family...”. HAt Ruby describes here is an
apprenticeship in email which offered somethingpefsonal use to the trainees, and

something that is usable outside the context foichvht was being taught —
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presumably the context here being becoming empleyabd being able to apply for
jobs — expansive in Fuller and Unwin’s (2003: 423¥and Fuller et al's (2005: 56-
58) characterisation. Further, the specific cont@xRuby’'s students reflects the
importance of their experience, environment andeirapves, and their contribution to
learning (Eraut 2000: 130-132, 2006: 13, Lawy 208@t, Nixon et al 1996 in Lawy
2000: 601, Popper and Lipshitz 2000: 192, Hong 1983-184, Owenby 2002: 58-

59).

The context of Ruby’s story differs significantlyoin that of Thomas in that Ruby’s
ultimate intention is to prepare her students fifier éxternal to her workplace. Also,
unlike Thomas, Ruby has responsibility for achiguinis. Both Ruby’s and Thomas’
stories are housed within Lave and Wenger's (1%®i/pted learning context — the
absence of any knowledge management context (Davieand Prusak 1998) is
telling. Does the absence of knowledge managematiitits commercial motivation
(Davenport and Prusak 1998: 1-6, Serban and Lud8:28) demonstrate that
organisations are missing a trick here by failiogtéake seriously the commercial
consequences arising from the alternative cultffects embedded in email usage?
The second part of the research question asks “\Wdratorganisations do, through
organisational learning, to understand and addtéss effects of such email
communities?” From the evidence emerging from Rulaypd Thomas' stories it is
clear that organisations are not seeing the prgbéerd that what learning is taking
place is being done on an ad-hoc basis. Suggsesti@y yet emerge in the further
analysis of Chapter 6, but for now, this part of tiesearch question must remain

open, and apparently unacknowledged by the orga@msato which it applies.
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Conclusion

This Chapter has described how the participantsldped from a disparate collection
of individuals into a participant group of what Thas would describe as “key[board]
friends”. The breaking down of barriers that acpamed this allowed and
encouraged the telling of intimate details of pap&nts’ experiences with email.
These experiences have been presented in the fovertmtinf stories (in respect of
those participants who presented their initial figs unprompted by guidance) and

in the form of contributory responses (in respddhe other participants).

The research question sets out to exanfidlew do email communities within
organisations affect organisational culture? Wbah organisations do, through
organisational learning, to understand and addtéss effects of such email
communities?”, and the reflection and analysis gme=d in this Chapter follows this

two-part culture and organisational learning format

The concept of email as a facilitator of organmaai culture was unproblematic to
the participants as none of them regarded emapuasly a business tool. Even
though some described being frustrated by it, daadedifficulty with regarding it as

being central to their working lives and they hadwish to disengage from it. This
centrality reflects the proposition made in thisearch. Their stories and initial
responses describe groups with hierarchies, rutestaboos, sustained by gossip,
reminiscent of the insiders and outsiders describgcElias and Scotson (1994),
conceptualised here as the insider-outsider sbeibitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias

and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skéldberg 2Q00Tlae participants described

2 Within the specifications set out in footnote 1
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unofficial, fluid communities where insiders wieldower and outsiders feel
disempowered, bullied, cast adrift and where ther@xand form of such communities
are unclear and mysterious as per the propositiadenin this research, and just as
sophisticated as that explored in the literatungese of Chapter 2 (Bocock 1992;
Cater 2003; Elias 1978, 1987, 2000, 2001; Elias &odtson 1994; Garsten 1994;
Humphrey 2007; Peek et al 2007; Radcliffe 2007jd8ipnd Ward 1999; Skovholt
and Svennevig 2006; Thomas and James 1999; Weaak 2007; Willis 1977).
Participants’ personal experience of organisatierahil usage fits well with this
concept and they inherently apply an insider-oetsgbcial habitus understanding to

it.

Firmly located within the insider-outsider socialbitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias
and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoéldberg 2Q0606ial propriety is important

to participants and the issues that receive promiiatention in the literature, respect
for other people (University of Bath), discrimirati (Frazier et al 1995, Khoo and
Senn 2004), and emotional intelligence (Goleman9199ughes 2001), receive

prominent attention among the participants too.

Yet when the participants refer to officially sanoed email groups — those
designated by common addresses set up for bugmessses — they readily adopted
the structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 200his reified structural culture

concept was explored in the literature review oafkr 2, where it was found to sit
comfortably in a practitioner-oriented HR/managememntext (Deal and Kennedy

1982; Hofstede 1997, 2001; James 2004; Sachs 20Rajticipants’ experience of
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officially sanctioned organisational values andiawél, top-down email hierarchies

are unproblematically located in this structurdtune concept.

The participants seemed also to be relatively uoeored by issues of privacy
(Friedman and Reed 2007; Miller and Weckert 2000gderi Stevens and McElhill
2000; Shea 1996; Spence 2002; Stokely 2007; Vidd;2Woodbury 1998; Yale
University). Often based on well-publicised statuaw, regulation, case-law,
organisational rules (Christacopoulos 1999; Clamnsti1997; Lucas 1963; Australian
Privacy Commissioner 2000; Smyth v Pillsbury 1998)vacy issues for participants

are located firmly within the structural culturencept (Hofstede 1997, 2001).

In respect of the second part of the research igmesthat concerned with
organisational learning, participants’ stories amitial responses suggest that what
learning there is is of the situated learning \grigescribed by Lave and Wenger
(1991), flowing in the conceptual map describedChapter 3 from the insider-
outsider social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Hiad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5). This sophisticated, sociatigated situated learning concept
(Billet and Somerville 2004; Bourhis et al 2005eRius 1986; Easterby-Smith 1997;
Eraut 2000 and 2006; Fuller et al 2005; Fuller d@inavin 2003; Hong 1999; Lave and
Wenger 1991; Lawy 2000; Nixon et al 1996; Poppeat hipshitz 2000; Schwartz
1999; Wenger and Snyder 2000) has been exhaustxgllored in literature. In
sharp contrast with the practitioner-oriented kremige management concept
(Davenport and Prusak 1998), it is within this &fad learning concept that

participants consider their learning about emaidwe taken place.
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A well-developed literature area that describesngifiad and commodified learning
(Sfard 1998) which naturally follows from the stiw@l culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001) and is located in the HR/managemerttipomer-oriented knowledge
management concept (Davenport and Prusak 1998aisentd Luan 2002). In the
experience of participants this appears not haea la@plied in any meaningful way
by organisations with respect to email use, evemgh its inherent tangibility and

qualities of reification makes it popular in otlegganisational contexts.

Revisiting the conceptual map of tk®nclusionto Chapter 3, it is possible to see

how these preliminary findings compare with the datooutline presented by the

literature examined in Chapters 2 and 3.
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Introductior
The structural The insider-outsider
culture concept social habitus concept
Rules
The knowledge The situated learning
management concept concept

However, the participants’ stories and initial ais&d are not the whole story. As
explained at length in Chapter 4, the purpose otative autoethnographic research
such as this is to achieve depth and meaning. hepter 6 the participants embark
upon a process of email discussion and reflectimural the issues identified as

important to them, with this in mind.
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CHAPTER 6

THE INTERACTIVE CONVERSATION AND FURTHER ANALYSIS
Introduction
Chapter 5 introduced the participants and presethteid initial thoughts on email,
based on their own experiences. This Chapter |dédtae carrying forward of the
research process with respect to the researchiguéstow do email communities
within organisations affect organisational cultureWhat can organisations do,
through organisational learning, to understand ashdiress the effects of such email
communities?”, and the literature-derived concdptu@p of the Conclusion to

Chapter 3.

Each participant was encouraged to reflect on théial thoughts through reviewing
the thoughts of the other participants. So thigtriay be done whilst maintaining the
process within the remit of the project and respgcthe confidences expressed by
participants (May 2002: 59) — and encouraging frrttonfidence in the process — a
number of discussion points were selected. Thesmugkion points, together with

their derivations from the email stories, are pnésg undeDiscussion points.1

This first round of analysis is crystallised und@scussion points 1 — participants’
reflection and analysis From this, further discussion points were detiaad, where
necessary, further exploration of the original dssion points was undertaken. The
process and outcomes of this appear ubierussion points andDiscussion points
2 — participants’ reflection and analysisAs explained in Chapter 4, the interactive

conversation as a means of developing analysisnsetde living voice of the
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participant and as such is faithful to the aimsetbihography (Ellis and Bochner 2003:

240). For this reason, participants’ contributians recorded verbatfin

In the Conclusionthe research question and the literature reviewéthapters 2 and

3 are revisited with respect to the findings o§t@hapter.

Discussion points 1

The discussion points presented here are deriveth fthe issues raised by
respondents in their email stories. The wordingeatth point draws on the
expressions of respondents themselves and, wheardication is required, the

language of the literature reviewed in Chaptersnx@ & The only limiting criteria

were (primarily) relevance to the research questind (secondarily) the time and
length limitations of the project. Each discusgpmmnt, its derivation and the name of

its contributor is given in Appendix 7.

Discussion points 1 — participants’ reflection andnalysis

The 18 discussion points derived from the emaifriesowere presented to the
participants for comment and reflection. Here lsmawthey found. Participants were
not required to reply to every point although sofReby, Thomas, Lily, Emily and

Sophie) did. At this point in the process my injgicomes purely analytical and
reflexive — more “researcher” than “participantithaugh centred on the proposition
of this research: that email is central and esaletdiorganisational culture; it forms
unofficial, fluid communities of the type falling ithin the insider-outsider social

habitus conceptualisation (Elias 1987, Elias andtsm 1994 and Alvesson and

% Within the specifications set out in footnote 1
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Skoldberg 2000: 5), a type that bears no relatioand is invisible to those falling
within the official structural culture concept (Htéde 1997, 2001); within the
insider-outsider social habitus conceptualisatiosiders wield power and outsiders
feel disempowered, bullied, cast adrift, and unlder forms of organisational
clique, the email-facilitated insider-outsider pberenon is fluid, ever-changing and,
to outsiders, its extent and form are unclear agdtenious. This input appears for
each discussion point under the head®edlection and analysiselow, and is directed
towards addressing the research question andnglatrticipants’ findings to the

literature reviewed in Chapters 2 and 3.

Friendships between remote colleagues can develaprail without the necessity of

meeting such friends face-to-face.

Ruby. “Yes, although generally within professional hdaries. Only once in my

experience has such a relationship extended irgadship outside the professional
sphere. It graduated to phone calls, then a nweetifive years on, we talk every
week on the phone. We no longer use email to camoate unless we need to
exchange documents.”

Thomas “This is true, though it is quite exciting whgou finally have cause to

phone the colleague!”

Lily: “True, it can be much better than telephone csat®ns when you need to be
polite, diplomatic and amiable.”

Emily: “I would agree to a point. | do not think thdgendships would be very deep
or lasting compared to friends you have met ing@rdut you could definitely build

a friendly rapport through email.”
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Sophie *“Yes, this is something | experienced. Howe\ar]east one face-to-face
meeting was necessary at one point, for the frieipd® grow stronger. 1 find that
written communication is sometimes more detailexhtthe oral one. So the written
message seems sometimes to leave a lasting — gerlen impression on the
memory.”

Oliver: “Yes, although only up to a point. | think temail friendships | have would

fizzle out if | didn’t have other reasons for kesgpin touch.”

Reflection and analysisAll participants who commented here noted tnathtions

of email, either pointing out that the developmehtfriendships are dependent on
progression to telephone or face-to-face conthity. comes at the issue from another
direction, seeing email’s limitation as an advaetag@he literature supports their view
in this respect — Bourhis et al (2005) note thedrfee purpose and leadership in order

for electronically mediated groups to be sustaimabl

Emoticons reduce the need for careful written esgien.

Ruby. “Yes. So | find emoticons too informal for peskional emails. That
‘sloppiness factor’ and the way they look can pk@®/annoyance so | rarely use them
anyway and only when | know how the recipient wahct. | do not think | have used
them when communicating with management unlesslemma manager on a matter
of low importance. | have used email and the webaflong time yet remain unsure
of the exact meaning of some emoticons, so woultheranot risk being

misinterpreted.”
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Thomas “Don’t use them — perhaps I'm a snob, but thegms childish. However at
the same time | realise that they can stand inhferbody language/tone of voice that
IS missing in emails.”

Lily: “I would be extremely careful using these. Tiieynot really have a place in
the workplace. If the recipient is a trusted cadiee, then maybe. | suppose they
could be used to break the ice, but this would garable in my opinion. It could be
a generation issue.”

Emily: “Emoticons can be of some help to express onedirfgs in informal
correspondence but should not be used insteadefuds written expressions. More
of an add-on | would think — they should not béegtlupon to bring one’s point/mood
across.”

Sophie “Not at all. | like careful, precise expressiowith all the nuances
punctuation affords us. | almost never use thesidesfrom the occasion& or :) .”
Jack “Never use them.”

Reflection and analysisThomas says here that he doesn’'t use emotitenglid so

when chatting to me — sdée participant groupn Chapter 5. The other participants
who commented on this point treat them with caytisgsing them only in informal
contexts. It is interesting that these participaake written expression very seriously
and are anxious not to be misinterpreted or mistgtoled. Email for them clearly
has meaning and consequence — a finding that stispih@ proposition that email is

central and essential to organisational culture.

Newsletters that are circulated in the workplace dmail are less effective than

printed ones.
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Ruby. “Impact must depend partly upon workplace cdt(are employees expected
to read newsletters?) and the extent to which nidevidual enjoys using email and

keeping up-to-date. | love email but am not paftéidy concerned with news so if it

Is busy at work, newsletters take second-to-jumndaripy.”

Thomas “Agree.”

Lily: “Not true. Newsletters via email get to thewrrect destination(s) more

efficiently and everyone receives the informativtha same time.”

Emily: “I agree. The amount of emails | receive per gay day tends to devalue
email as a means of communication. There is d@doftime in the day after all. | pay

a lot more attention to paper-based newslettersamnitar.”

Sophie “Yes, | believe so. | pay better attention tmmpmaterial, my eyes seem to
read it better than on a screen. Of course, idgtilends on the importance of the

message.”

Reflection and analysisParticipants who responded to this point haceWidiffering

opinions about the effectiveness of this use ofiemawhat is an organisational
context. Ruby refers specifically to workplacetatg, here conceiving culture in
relation to what employees are expected to doepalbwn, stratified model such as
the structural culture concept proposed by Hofstgd®®7, 2001). Lily and Emily
understand the point differently, interpretingnita practical context — that of efficient

delivery. Sophie understands the point in theednf personal convenience.

Workplace email users have little thought for thquestte that applies in other means

of communication.
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Ruby. “Yes, depending on the person. | think thipastly because messages, unlike
paper planes, disappear off into the ether andataautumulate around the manager’s
desk to remind the sender that firing off thathfiteminder to order more rubber
thimbles rather than bother him/her face-to-facghhnot be the most considerate
route. It is also silent, which appeals to subverglements — colleagues have shared
jokes with me (although not to me) that could nevervoiced in the office. These
were all from men, sent to men. | rarely receineis from female colleagues so am
maybe out of the loop but cannot imagine that they circulating jokes about
sausages and dongers. Instead, | have seen amderb@mails from a female
colleague lere Ruby describes behaviour so unusual as toestighat verbatim
reporting here would risk identification of her anlde female colleagjile Here, |
have to wonder if email can bring out the lessaative qualities each sex conceals
when observing other workplace etiquettes. Toestgpe: sexism and herd instinct
in men and paranoia and snitching on colleagudbgananager in women. (I am
guilty on all counts.)”

Thomas “Absolutely — | frequently tell the IT sectiom@ HR that training is
required in the etiquette (and common-sense) ofléma

Lily: “This is not the case in my experience.”

Emily: “I do not agree. | think most email businessrsisgeave been made aware of
the necessity of email etiquette. That is notdg that most emails are still much
more informal than a posted letter would be.”

Sophie “I am not sure | fully understand this statement

Oliver: “lI would say | am reasonably careful, but ordythe extent that | don’t want
to cause offence. | don’'t go out of my way to fiodt about accepted etiquette for

email, if there is any.”
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Reflection and analysis Thomas, Emily and Oliver interpret etiquette roaidy,

limiting their consideration to the conventions kgable to this communication
medium. That is not to say that they agree; Thos&sistrated by the behaviours he
sees (see his story in Chapter 5) and sees a aeéalrhal training. Emily sees that
people are aware of etiquette, which seems to ks ®hver is saying about being
careful. Emily and Oliver's observations seem étate to an organic, expansive
situated learning form of etiquette (Lave and Werd@®1) whereas Thomas seems to
be calling for training as understood in a knowkdganagement context (Davenport
and Prusak 1998). Ruby has a much wider undeils@graf etiquette, including
questioning whether email is the correct mediurmade in certain circumstances, e.g.
the making of simple requests that could be bettpressed verbally. She also raises
the issue of inappropriate subject matter — “jo&lbsut sausages and dongers” — and
the exclusionary effects of this. Ruby clearlyssae insider-outsider social habitus
(Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and AlvessonSkidldberg 2000: 5) element in
her consideration of etiquette, which correspondkiggly with Elias and Scotson’s
(1994: 38-39) lady whose social faux-pas in givieg to the bin-men caused her to
be ostracised. Email in the eyes of these paatntgpis not a rule-free medium, nor do
they want it to be although as proposed in thigassh, the “rules” are frequently
disregarded, leaving participants feeling disempeden an unclear and mysterious
environment. Please note that Sophie offered atdle on this in her final review

(see Appendix 10).

Because the delivery of email is so much quickan ttsnail mail”, recipients of

workplace email should feel obliged to respond \mittre immediacy then they would

respond to a letter arriving in the post.
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Ruby. “No, depending on the outcome of delay and deaslunderstood between
parties. But | observe that others seem to fekfj@th to respond by return — and be
responded to. | recently put off replying to anadnfrom a member of HR for what
seemed like a couple of days and was surprisedvaiskriously she took the incident
— the word disciplinary was mentioned.”

Thomas “Not at all. This may be the thoughts of sonsens, but of course the same
amount of consideration and research is needetisdewer an email as for a written
note.”

Lily: “As the sender -Absolutely — and if they don’t they cannot use éxeuse of ‘|
never received that!" Especially if you set up youtgoing emails to send automatic
notification of when the email was opened\s the recipient Nooo — I'll have to
reply straight away now! | wish they’'d post me themo!”

Emily: “I would agree with this; even though when thimdiof why this should be,
my reasoning is not flawless. | just feel that sheuld respond to an email within a
day or two, whereas a posted letter response ¢anldager than that (and one can
always blame the delay on the postal system wisicioi an option with email).
Sophie “Yes, very true, especially when the email comath a red exclamation
mark, although it is not always as urgent as tmelesewould have me believe! But
even without this sign, late email replies can give impression of laziness or that
there is a technical glitch, because people areenmamlined to phone the recipient
when a reply fails to come quickly.”

Jack “I'm not sure whether ‘obliged’ is the right wbr— it's a matter more of

wanting to do the right thing.”
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Reflection and analysis Lily, Emily, Sophie and Jack all, to varying degs, are

aware of a need to respond with greater immediacgnails than to “snail mail”.

They consider this to be an element of etiquetbekaviour that they feel is right in
the circumstances — although Emily reflects tha ishnot sure why this should be.
Thomas and Ruby disagree, applying practical @iteg.g. time taken to gather
information, although both accept that other emigiérs may expect an immediate
reply. This expectation is illustrated by Rubysperience with HR. This

expectation of urgency with respect to emalil ilatds the centrality proposed in this
research in the working lives of participants ahe way in which authors of emails
attach much importance to them, and expect otlteredeive and respond to them

accordingly.

Because email is so quick, in the workplace thexen® need to observe the

conventions that apply to paper-based memos arett

Ruby “Yes. And what a relief. All those paper memwes used to address,
reference and lose in the filing where now we cakendo with a sentence which, if
necessary, can be amended immediately.”

Thomas “It depends what is meant. If you mean polisme/ou are wrong. Also it

IS just as important to keep copies of emails (W&efpaper or electronic), so that
when the shit hits the fan, you have somethinghelter behind. However the

language can be less formal.”

Lily: “This is true in the sense that emails are infdrmHowever, in the company |

worked for there was a generally accepted ‘in haigke’ that developed to internal

mails.”
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Emily: “I do not agree. Wording, style and format inagis should not deviate that
much from paper-based correspondence.”

Sophie “No, I fully disagree. | am always careful wherafting my messages. | use
full words and sentences and a polite address ésfgning.” Sophie then goes on to
say “I am always displeased when | see the lackaoé and consideration people
convey when replying with half sentences, opaqué&-$ype abbreviations or don’t
sign off. It's basic decency to send a well-wntteessage. | think that people reveal
a lot about themselves by their writing and languatyle, which is increasingly
eroding online.”

Jack “As long as normal conventions concerning pokltes are observed, emalil
senders shouldn’t be overly concerned about coresat It is important, however,
not to send emails drawn from a stock of standaabty-made, fill-in-the-blanks
replies — | can spot these a mile off and haver@axcasion received one with blank
parts where the sender has forgotten to fill inrdguired information.”

Alfie: “I think it depends on the context. If | am pesading to a complaint from a
client | would take more care and be more politenthf | was responding to a

colleague asking what kind of sandwich | want.”

Harry. “Yes.”

Reflection and analysisOnly Harry offers an unequivocal “yes” in resgerno this

statement. Each of the other participants who cened has their own interpretation
of “convention”, but each interpretation includes element of care being shown by
the writer to the recipient. Even Ruby's “Yes” mesponse to the statement is
qgualified by the possibility of instant amendmenthich implies that the single

sentence she may send will be adjusted in ordecotovey a carefully worded
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message. Lily mentions a house-style, whilst Jagiew further requires individual
responses rather than stock replies. Care for@daels more than just the words, but
imports factors of time taken and individual attent Emily and Sophie, on the other
hand, see the use of the email medium as offermgxctuse for lack of care and
consideration. This care and consideration i©&urextended into politeness by Alfie
and Thomas, although Alfie’s politeness is depehdgon the recipient and subject

matter.

Workplace email should always be private betweadeeand recipient(s).

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “The privacy factor is no different to any ottemmunication — this seems
a peculiar statement. There is danger of accitdgrftawarding something to more

than the intended recipients, but this is moreaeovith embarrassment.”

Lily: “I think this depends on the individual’s position the company. As a manager
| had access to my team’s personal email accouhtwas asked as a manager to
randomly check everyone’s email to ensure they wemg used in the correct

manner. | personally feel it should be private.”

Emily: “In principle, yes. But this is wishful thinkingn my part. Emails are an

incredibly unsecured form of communication (on Haene level as postcards in my
opinion) and this should be kept in mind when segtleceiving emails. Once an
email is sent out, there is no telling where it mignd up in the end or on which 700
servers it will be stored for the foreseeable feitur

Sophie *“Yes, a must! Unless it's a bulk message fonegal, company-wide

communication.”
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Grace ‘I think individual emails are pretty safe, usgethey contain things that get
filtered and attract the attention of IT. Unlessads between people fall into this
category then privacy should be respected. Stgppeople gossiping by email is like
stopping people talking — it just alienates peopdddd ends up being

counterproductive.”

Reflection and analysisEach participant who commented believes thatileshauld

be private, but in reflecting upon their belief BBmand Grace question just how
private email is. Emily echoes the Australian Belyy Commissioner (2000) in her
view that emails are like postcards. Thomas’ vesems to be that privacy would
only be broken by accident, although he seems taelpdying in a context of
comparing email to other forms of communicationethiin an organisation, may not
be very private at all. Grace’s response is istearg in that it mentions the
organisational consequences for failing to obsemdevidual privacy where gossip is
concerned — the alienation of people (or assignatfooutsider status as proposed in
this research). Lily's response, however, isvelaion; managers, of which she was
one, randomly but routinely monitoring individuahail accounts? She doesn't say
whether this was known by the people whose accowete being monitored, or
when she was doing this — her response suggestsvéls in a previous employment
and that, although she believes that email show@dpbvate, she wasn't very
concerned by it (see her comment at point 8).edinss unlikely that, apart from the
routine screening for breaches in security andttaesmission of pornography and
other unsuitable material that is electronicallypdocted such as that mentioned by
Grace, this is routine or widespread — if it wehe other respondents would be much

more definite in their reflection on this point.ridgdman and Reed (2007: 7-8) point
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out that overt breaches of privacy could provokenation among valuable
knowledge workers, so employers may have reasded¢p even legal monitoring

covert.

Managers are afraid of private email conversatitwe$ween colleagues.

Ruby. “I cannot recall coming across such a managéthough a colleague recently
told me s/he suspected that his/her manager had temitoring his/her email
messenger use as s/he chatted with colleaguesydymiet times in the office. My
colleague took exception to this but | was with thanager as their office is open
plan and for a team to be on display, mass chattmlyISN Messenger, to the rest of
their company is perhaps not the best image tagoduring a credit crunch.”
Thomas “My boss likes to be copied in on everything waeelated, but | think(?)
this is just so he knows what is going on.”

Lily: “I wasn't. See abov@® !!'” (Here Lily is referring to her note at poifit)

Emily: “I do not think that ‘afraid’ is the correct terml would say that they are
interested, however, and that is why | think a &bt email correspondence is
monitored. That might just be paranoia though.”

Sophie “I'm not sure about that. | did notice in oneroy jobs that my supervisor
seemed a little annoyed when my two colleagues landre talking joyously and
laughing, but | think the impression was we werangoso at the expense of
working.”

Grace “Managers always like to know what's going onddT people don't like
their systems to be cluttered up, so | think thayehtheir own motives for stopping

gossip.”
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Reflection and analysisRuby and Emily each mention the possibility afmtoring

going on with surprising resignation. Lily refets her admission of monitoring
without guilt. Thomas, Emily and Grace seem toeaghat managers like to know
what's going on but see no malign intent. Sopleenss to have misunderstood the
statement by referring to “talking joyously and daing” (although she offered

clarification in her final review — see Appendix)10

Workplace email facilitates the formation of prieatiques.

Rubyrefers here to points 4 and 10.

Thomas “No more than the phone, the water fountairtherpub.”

Lily: “I think this will happen whatever. | don't pamtlarly think email would make
it worse.”

Emily: “Not so I'd notice. | haven't had that experienao.”

Sophie “Very true.”

Harry. “Yes, but that happens anyway. People have then lives, of which the

office or whatever is only a part.”

Reflection and analysis Harry’s response to this statement is intergsimthat it

admits email communication between individualsigamisations for purely personal
reasons. He explains this important concept furitihéerms of official structure and
personal relationships in point 12. Sophie and|¥mlisagree with each other, but
unfortunately do not elaborate (although Sophiereff further reflection on this in
her final review — see Appendix 10). Thomas arg &lo not see any special role for

email as a facilitator in the formation of privatieques, yet Thomas says in his email
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autobiography that he maintains contact with a grotikey[board] friends. Being

(within the insider-outsider social habitus concéplias 1987, Elias and Scotson
1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: 5)) an insidehis respect, he perhaps
doesn’'t see his group of key[board] friends as i@ape clique. Perhaps it takes
someone who has been inside and then excluded tosensitised to the

insider/outsider concept in relation to such grouRsiby is highly sensitised, having
been included in the “Womble” clique until she sgressed and was immediately
excluded without being told why (see her respoasgmints 10 and 11). Thomas and
Ruby’s experiences represent the opposite endbeeoptoposition of this research,
that within the insider-outsider social habitus agptualisation, insiders (i.e. Thomas)

wield power, outsiders (i.e. Ruby) feel disempowletrillied and cast adrift.

It is risky to circulate jokes by email in the wpl&ce, even quite innocuous ones, for

fear of who might take offence.

Ruby. “Yes. Recently, | somehow fell into an all-maleque. One guy circulated a
picture of three Wombles strongly resembling inefand physiognomy two female
colleagues who were not popular with the clique hird Womble resembled me).
By this, | assumed that certain ‘etiquette’ bagidrad come down. But when |
gossiped with the same clique, sharing an affeat®r true — anecdote about my
brother here Ruby describes an event so unusual as to sugdgat verbatim
reporting here would risk identification of her arter brothet, | was instantly
stonewalled. The messages stopped arriving. dladad that | had caused offence to
somebody who had not picked up from my writing estylor inclusive personality —

the mutual respect my brother and | enjoy. Theudiappeared to operate according
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to a set of rules | was not party to and insteadpgreciating our workplace being
committed to equality, | worried a little that one more of them might have been
offended and storing my email up for a complaintt. would be me versus the
clique... | regretted Recycle Binning the Wombles.”

Thomas “Though this is the official view, | can nevenderstand why — photocopies
are just the same, just slower, and more likelyatbinto the wrong hands. (I am
deeply opposed to the PC movement, where we arposa@ to live in fear of
offending someone.)”

Lily: “It is risky and probably better not to do it.oWever, harmless or topical ones
can sometimes help to raise morale within a team.”

Emily: “Yes, | agree. This is becoming more an issué tie PC-brigade on guard.”
Sophie “Yes, I think it happened once or twice at myrlwo It can create unease or

tensions, so it can be a slippery slope.”

Reflection and analysi®lRuby mentions “falling into an all-male clique’fFrom this

she is vicariously operating as an insider — aust#that is immediately withdrawn
when she attempts to exercise what she believebareights as an insider. This
bears comparison with the insider-outsider socaditas concept (Elias 1987, Elias
and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 2Q0Ghdbstands in stark contrast to
the structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 280& readily adopted in relation to
the official use of email in the form of the newitde (see point 3). Thomas and
Emily also refer to the unofficial hierarchy repgated by the “PC brigade” —
something that their expressions indicate they tadbide. Again this signifies
identification with the insider-outsider social Itals concept (Elias 1987, Elias and

Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: &)aanords with Skovholt and
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Svennevig’s (2006: 48) observations with regara@utsiders overhearing what goes

on on the inside.

Workplace email provides an opportunity for coumrllying.

Ruby. “Yes. But in my experience more by exclusiord @xamples such as the
Wombles incident — covert circulation of an imagegossip with spiteful intent —
rather than direct verbal abuse. One day | askedame all male email clique what
they were laughing at and the same guy who forwhtde Wombles emailed me a
picture he had just circulated to the cligue beeatisesembled me — it was a cut-out
from The Guardian front page of a frowning strangéio, | guess, looked like me
with a serious ‘work-face’. | chose, perhaps umlyisto brush this off as inane
where others might not have done but after furtheidents (unrelated to email) was
planning to take him aside and explain that | wesdiig bullied by his behaviour...
however he was signed off with stress so | dropfedmatter. Stress aside, this
person is a very popular member of the team andesauross as everybody’s friend.
It feels disempowering when one of the Top Dogsaxking you and other female
colleagues behind your backs via email and theueligontinues to support itself.
You feel you can’t tell anyone in case your higkbnsitive female colleagues get
hurt... you don’t know how many other team membeesiavolved... | have to admit
laughing too — I'm ashamed to say | did find thenparison funny and note with
regard to email bullying that it seems impossildesstablish boundaries when you
cannot see the fences (on Wimbledon Common).”

Thomas “Possibly, but on the other hand the victim tees evidence if they want to

take this up with the authorities — more so thaiak”
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Lily: “Not in my experience.”

Emily: “Not in my experience, since email leaves a pdpel which | think bullies
tend to avoid? So, no.”

Sophie “Absolutely. Office politics plays a big padd, and emails help stress them

| think.”

Reflection and analysisOnce again Ruby'’s vicarious and temporary insgdatus in

this office clique provides a fascinating insighito the way these normally
impenetrable (from the outside) groupings work,pgwpng the proposition of this

research in respect of insider power and outsiddo@htion and disempowerment. It
is as if the “Top Dogs” are playing with Ruby, ugiher for their own amusement.
Thomas and Emily offer reasons why workplace emaild in their view not be

effective as a vehicle for workplace bullying (exndte to take up with the authorities,
paper trail) yet these reasonings operate withie #$tructural culture concept
(Hofstede 1997, 2001). Ruby’s experience, howegeone of alternate insider and
outsider status, which, as proposed in this rebeasdluid and evolving and located
firmly within the insider-outsider social habituorcept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skéldberg 2000:r),am organisational remedy

either does not occur to her, or is unavailable.

Email between colleagues detracts from the orgditiss stated values and weakens

official hierarchies.

Ruby “Yes. Although | note that when colleagues wepenbining against a change

in working procedures, covert chats took placehgydoffee machine. | saw paranoia
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at the possibility of messages being monitoreowrdrded limiting email’s potential
for any serious weakening of values or hierarchies.

Thomas “No more so than other communications.”

Lily: “I don’t agree with this statement. Emails carth@ace a company and help
make it more efficient and cost effective. Theamngation’s stated values should
include email etiquette. | cannot see why emaiidtaveaken official hierarchies any
more than written memos or telephone calls.”

Emily: “I do not agree.”

Sophie “I don'’t think so. Hierarchies and job titleseeasomething that | never lose
track of, even if emails do create sometimes (thmpréssion of) an informal
communication.”

Olivia: “Email on its own won'’t do this, but it providesway in which people can do
their own thing undetected.”

Harry: “Hierarchies are part of the structure of thesibass and anything else that
goes on is just personal between the people comderA man and woman working in
an office can be married to each other, but thelationship and the business’

hierarchy are separate. It's the same thing wihlerotypes of relationship.”

Reflection and analysis Harry explains, building on his statement ofmd®, that

“hierarchies are part of the structure of the bes&i and that personal relationships
are separate from this. He interprets hierarchgoasething structured and top-down
— a reified model in line with the Hofstede (192D01) structural culture concept.
This interpretation is shared by Lily, whose viesv strictly organisational, as is
Sophie’s. Harry’'s description of personal relasioips falling outside the structure is

developed well by Ruby, who describes colleaguesibmoing against changes
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chatting by the coffee machine — an insider-outsgtenomenon coincident with the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5). Ruby’'s assertioat “paranoia” about the

possible monitoring of email traffic rendered emradlundant in this case is telling —
it seems that in Ruby's workplace conscious sulbwerss conducted in a way in

which no record can be kept. This implies thatugs such as those that Ruby
encountered and at whose hands she suffered (seespenses at points 10 and 11)
are not seen by their protagonists as being sulee@though Ruby’s experience of

this group was exclusionary and bullying.

Email stories, jokes and satirical poems are hassland take some of the stress out

of workplace life.

Ruby “It depends. They can be pernicious and timstiwg but if it is quiet, bread
and circuses can keep the masses dulled. SpeakiamyVomble.”

Thomas “Absolutely, but we must be aware of when thereo time to look at them!

| only forward a small proportion of the stuff lcegve, and absolutely never forward a
chain mail (‘*You will have much luck if you forwarthis to 5 people in the next
hour’ type of thing). This is just another formofus.”

Lily: “There is a very fine line here. It is probablgst not to send any.”

Emily: “I do not agree. Most (if not all) of these etsare either lame or sexist and
an incredible waste of time. | would rate thent joise level above SPAM and they
tend to annoy me a great deal if | am inundatet Whié¢m.”

Sophie “True, but they create an urge to read and rephd are an excellent

procrastination tool.”
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Reflection and analysis Participants differ as to the effect of jokesdasatirical

poems. Emily rates them as lame and sexist; Rul@gponse is interesting in that
this point reminds her of her “Womble” experienaed gperhaps her “bread and
circuses” quote (Juvenal, Satire 10: 77-81) disdd®er contempt for those at whose
hands she suffered. Ruby, Thomas, Emily and Soph@h in their own ways
mention time-wasting. Only Sophie says anythingitpee about jokes and satirical
poems (but note her further reflection on this én final review — see Appendix 10);
Ruby, Thomas, Lily and Emily each display varyiregtees of negativity, signifying

that they are not viewed as harmless, but for ngrygeasons.

Email is difficult to manage, is difficult to pritise and can set the agenda for the

working day.

Ruby. “That must depend partly upon the importancemfil to your job and your
aptitude for working on screen. When | worked msAdministrator in a University,
email dictated my working day. On occasion | cogkt bogged down or miss a
priority but in general it made life much easiefiked having my agenda and tasks
visible on screen and saved lots of filing time.”

Thomas “Yes.”

Lily: “Email is easy to manage if done correctly. Bt up an automatic response to
say ‘thanks for the mail, will get back to you witH ] days’ etc. It is easy to
prioritise. Set up folders, ‘urgent’, ‘non urgemc. It can set the agenda for the

working day, but the same could be said for intlenmail and phonecalls.”

Emily: “I do not think it is difficult to manage once ®mas (and sticks to) a system
for dealing with received/sent email. Prioritisilgnd setting one’s agenda
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accordingly is much more difficult in my opinion &se level of importance of an

email is not always apparent.”

Sophie “Yes, | agree and I think this is well said. idtextremely time-consuming,

and it seems colleagues and team managers havédoktof the concept of oral

communication. At my last job as a customer sewiadviser (in London) | had to

manage an average of 30 emails per day aside fnenwork-related ones. They
ranged from meetings, to work performance manageneiirthdays, and so on. It

added to the pressure given that we had a dailyagofoclient emails to manage. It
was quite easy to drown in the pile. | had to eafew folders to manage them by
people, work categories and MISC. | would add tmaissive email management

takes a toll on lunch time.”

Reflection and analysis Ruby, Thomas, Lily, Emily and Sophie all agteat email

needs to be managed but, as in their email autcdpbges, none even hint at the
possibility of managing without it. That they aaecepting of the time and trouble
they take to manage their email suggests that esnasl much part of their workplace

as the fabric of the building in which they work.

Workplace IT departments are unhelpful and focusethe purely technical aspects.

Ruby: “Not in my experience, although | am always waryapproach IT people with
caution as they are often under pressure and ablused

Thomas “Absolutely.”

Lily: “This is down to the individual working within ¢hIT department. (It also

depends on how often you buy them cakes and sWeets!
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Emily: “Sad but true unfortunately.”
Sophie “No, my experience has usually been excellenh Wi departments. They

solved my issues quickly and efficiently.”

Reflection and analysis Participants answered the first part of the fothat

concerning helpfulness (upon which they disagrebd]}, ignored the second, that
workplace IT departments are focused on the puedlgnical aspects. (Thomas and
Emily’'s comments are equivocal in this respecth&y tdo not say to which part their
response applies; please see, however, Thomakefucomment and reflection on
this point following his final review in Appendix0l) That no-one made any overt
comment about this second part suggests that thdynle argument with it and
perhaps no expectation that IT departments shoelddncerned with anything but
technical aspects — yet a need for improvementehaviour and etiquette has been
clearly expressed. Participants are aware of tbhblgms, but don’t see a role for IT

professionals in their amelioration.

Important workplace information should not be dmsgeated by email as it is difficult

to tell how many people actually read it.

Rubyrefers here to point 3.

Thomas “Yes.”

Lily: “This could be said for paper memos too. | dawally think it would be a
problem.”

Emily: “Correct. As | mentioned in point 7, email istna secure form of

communication and should not be used for sensiia¢erial. There is no control
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over who ends up reading what you sent. AlthoubhJe ignored this from time to
time due to convenience and forgetfulness.”

Sophie “Very true. | kept getting important messagésng last job, but | would
wait till Friday or spare time to read them. Bgnhthe info was sometimes no longer

relevant.”

Reflection and analysis Ruby’s view (from point 3) is that newslettersuat as

“second-to-junk” and are only read if she has tinfeophie has a similar outlook,
regarding them as something to be read when shdirhas Important workplace
information may be disseminated by means of netestetalthough not exclusively,
and Lily takes this wider view although she seeslisadvantage in using email over
other forms, for example paper memos. Emily’s palout sensitivity is interesting,
implying higher levels of risk for sensitive magdri It is perhaps easier to forward
sensitive information to those who the organisatimight regard as unsuitable

recipients by email than by other means

Some authors of workplace email exhibit, througl style in which they write,
inappropriate assumptions about their (or their dgment’s) own importance and

position in the organisation.

Ruby “Yes, but rarely. And in my experience, thopedfic authors talk and write
like that anyway so it is nothing out of character.

Thomas “Yes. Particularly the IT dept.”

* Since writing my email autobiography a case impbas arisen where an incidence of swine flu was
notified by email internally, which subsequentlyfal its way out and into the media. This prompted
the organisation’s senior partner to email staffldravide, expressing disappointment and reminding
all staff of the need to treat such informationhwsensitivity.
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Lily: “Not in my experience. If the individual has ghcharacter trait it will be

apparent in all forms of communication.”

Emily: “That hasn’'t been my experience, no. Swiss pedphd to understate
wherever possible and tend to find any form of shgwoff terribly tacky and best
avoided.”

Sophie “Not in my experience. In fact I've had pleasaimassuming supervisors
whose email style was quite friendly and on a path wegular emails from

colleagues.”

Reflection and analysisThomas mentions his particular béte-noir, thelépartment,

however there is support in the literature for thew that IT departments place
themselves at the centre of projects and problemesraevtheir position is rightly
subservient; the example quoted in that of BP whighen developing a virtual
teamworking programme, specifically gave respohgibfor the task to a newly
formed group rather than the existing IT departmémtorder to prevent the IT
department redesigning the project around their specialisation and pushing the
original, central aims into the background (Davehpend Prusak 1998: 19-21).
Ruby, Sophie and Lily interpret the point more pegdly, their point being that self-
importance and showing off will emerge in indivitkiarespective of medium if that

person possesses these character traits.

Being a member of an email group, or being copiecemails sent between others,
gives one a sense of inclusion in a community ithatot immediately obvious but
which is painfully brought to light when technidallures lead to disconnection from

such groups.
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Ruby. “I used to experience similar when networks wiloatash and deprive me of
email but have not since IT standards and recruitrhave improved. However, |
suspect this is the case for team members whoetgecdmmuting and relying on
less-than-reliable networking links into workplastems.”

Thomas “l get so much email, | am happy to be remowennfa group, provided |
get the essential stuff. Indeed most of my rulesralated to excluding mail from
groups which the company thinks | ought to be i, ldon’t actually need to.”

Lily: “I have no experience or opinion on this I'mrgof

Emily: “I would say that is true. [, however, am paftnomerous distribution lists
and have wished many times | weren’t copied in ommmany emails. Although —
truthfully — 1 would probably be the first to laps®o catatonic schizophrenia should
my emails be cut off for any reason.”

Sophie “I agree with the first part — it is quite tru&ut | cannot tell for the technical
problems as I've never encountered such a prokdsniive never encountered such a

problem that would disconnect me from the group.”

Reflection and analysisLily and Sophie express no view due to having not

experienced disconnection. The other participamts responded to this point value
email and would not want to be disconnected enti@though all exhibit frustration
with emails that do not concern or interest thebhere are groups within which they
wish to be, and others they do not. Thomas’ peaistmtus of belonging to groups,
set firmly in an insider-outsider social habitudigg 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994
and Alvesson and Skéldberg 2000: 5) context, adesrithe official group-belonging
structure set by his organisation (Hofstede 199012 Emily makes a similar point.

Ruby makes the point that tele-commuters (thos@lpewho work away from their
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normal office, either at home or, for example, @tmdment) are particularly
dependent upon email. The cultural conceptuatisatand understanding of external
workers provide an area for further study. Emilstatement that she fears “catatonic
schizophrenia” if disconnected vividly illustratebe centrality of email to her
organisational life and well-being, reflecting tbentral and essential role proposed

for email in this research.

Discussion points 2
In order to carry the debate among the participforisard and to encourage further
reflection on and consolidation of their respongles,discussion points presented here

were extracted as described in Appendix 8.

Discussion points 2 — participants’ reflection andnalysis

“Friendly rapport”, rather than true friendships,aVvelops via email. Email alone is
not enough for true friendships to develop, altHoegnail provides a starting point,
and can lead to excited anticipation when the ticoenes to move from email to

telephone contact or a meeting.

Ruby. “Yes.”

Thomas “Not universally true (in the same way as amsfydriendship can develop

between pen-friends using snail mail).”

Reflection and analysisRuby’'s and Thomas’ comments here reinforce the

participants’ view emergent iDiscussion points humber 1, that email friendships

are limited unless they progress to more direechfoof contact.
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Whilst telephone conversations and face-to-fematact may be more effective in
forming friendships, email contact, being writtemdatherefore recorded and

readable, can be more intense and memorable.

Sophie “I agree as | do re-read some friendly messagesetimes, and also the
more serious ones. Afterwards, they tend to leml&sting impression on me — so
much so in fact that | am able to have some vecyrate recollection of things that
were written to me — whether praise, advice, disagment etc.”

Ruby. “Yes. The process of writing an email allows faareful consideration of

literary expression.”

Thomas “Just because a note is re-readable, it's noessarily memorable. Many

people write emails as incoherently as they speak!”

Reflection and analysis Ruby approaches this point from the perspeabivbeing

able to go over her words again and ensure that sima says is as intense and
memorable as she wishes it to be, whist SophieTandas’ perspective is that of the
reader, although their views differ markedly. Raoyg Sophie both value email (both
sent and received) as something personal, whitsTimmas its main characteristic

seems to be its function.

Emoticons can add to, but not replace, carekgression.

Ruby. “I dislike emoticons in a professional contexdaeel that they detract from

careful expression.”
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Thomas “They don'’t really add to “careful expressiotyt act as the physical wink,
nudge, smile etc, all of which are vital in spokeamversation to clarify ambiguity,
teasing etc.”

Jack “I'm not sure. | don't feel the need to userthebut appreciate that other

people might. My professional correspondents dosé them either.”

Reflection and analysisThomas’ description of emoticons as fulfilliniget function

of the nudge, wink and smile in speech sets ouflsntaltural possibilities. Geertz

(1993: 7-10) describes the role of “winks upon vginkpon winks” just as Elias and
Scotson (1994: 89-105) describe gossip as a dynph@nomenon. Ruby and Jack
mention the professional context when discussimg thon-use, but neither feel the

need to despite both being people who care abquessing themselves clearly.

Emoticons can appear childish and flippant @ad give the wrong impression, and

so should not be used in a formal context.

Sophie “I agree that they should be used only in aenmial communication with a
friend for example, although | did use them onca imhile with superiors once | had
established a firm but friendly professional relaship. As well, | use emoticons
only once the other person uses them first, eslhedia is my boss or someone else
who isn't a friend or for whom | must use a morenfal writing style.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Absolutely agree; they have no place in formaails.”
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Jack “Maybe the reason | don’t see them (see 2a glis\lmecause the use of them is

not acceptable in my field. This would, howeves,ébconvention rather than a rule as

I've never seen anything written down.”

Reflection and analysisSophie expresses nervousness about how her use of

emoticons could be interpreted by her organisatienperiors and, in light of Ruby
and Thomas’ view that they are unacceptable, heresension is well-founded.
Sophie illustrates here a debate within the insolgsider social habitus concept
(Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvessah $koldberg 2000: 5) where
nuances and impressions in communication distihgtine concept as a dynamic and
fluid phenomenon as proposed in this research, evlwre’s insider status is
predicated upon acceptable behaviour (Elias ants&cd 994: 24-41). This could be

echoed by Jack in his consideration of acceptgthbhbised on convention.

Paradoxically, the only context in which emartis can be safely used is an informal
one between people who are well-known to each otned so their use is not

necessary anyway.

Sophie “Indeed. Their use simply adds a little cutedio, sometimes a little humour,
but | usually don’t use them very much. In fagréfer a simple “: )’ or evef® but

rarely add colour to them, or pick from a list... érponally prefer to express my
personal touch in the style | choose and the cordemy message, which | believe
convey much more on the personal level. | guesdejtends on the type of
temperament and occupation of the respondent toam a translator — | have a

weakness for words!”
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Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “In informal communications, emoticons can beyveseful in explaining
jokes, sarcasm etc, just as the wink, nudge-nutigadels to spoken communication.
With no tone of voice to assist in conveying detdimeaning, what is read can be
very different to what is keyed. Your recipientynaot know you as well as you

think.”

Reflection and analysis Sophie and Thomas reinforce their comfort in itheder-

outsider social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Hiad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skdéldberg 2000: 5) of their earlier answers by egping the importance of what they
are trying to express and the importance of nuantbéomas raises the issue of
misinterpretation, again important in the dynammsider-outsider social habitus

conceptualisation.

Newsletters lose their impact when sent by e(aailbpposed to hard copy) and may
be classified by some as little more than junk nthik is particularly the case for
people who spend all day looking at a screen ater fanything that is not essential.
The big advantage of the hard copy is that it cantdken to lunch or even taken

home.

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Absolutely. | send home many of my employerisulations (there is one
on my PC now) or print them off. Worse than thestgeof-time feeling when reading
them, these are often sent as pdfs of actual datisnfne originals being left around

in the canteen, or even dropped off on your desistwg paper as well as energy). In
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this form they can be very difficult to read, awlaole column often cannot be read on
one screen, and when you scroll to the bottom, Batrdlips to the next page, rather

than to the top of the next column, hence the gt

Reflection and analysis Besides the technical difficulties Thomas ddssj his

contempt for newsletters — official organisatiocammuniqués — in all their forms
signifies an awareness of the structural culturecept (Hofstede 1997, 2001) and its
artificiality. Were Thomas to take the structullture concept seriously, the
newsletters as artefacts of that concept would doerded greater importance and
respect. Ruby’s single-word comment is less hélpéu may, if affirming emailed
newsletters as junk mail, also indicate email' ®€effzeness as a phenomenon of the
insider-outsider social habitus concept (Elias 19Blias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5) rather than anfemtteof the structural culture
concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001). This supports ¢parmmtion and invisibility between
the insider-outsider social habitus concept andsthectural culture concept proposed

in this research.

There is still some way to go to achieve a cons@nse-based email etiquette.

Sophie “I agree that at least in the workplace — bsbdbr self-employed people — a
mini crash course into email — and other commuitnat etiquette is a must. | say so
because from a professional standpoint, peopleisok@ommunicating tells me a lot
about themselves. It is a big giveaway — both ipoaitive and a negative way.

Modern technology makes it easier to be slack mroanication, and | think in some

- 203 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

professions like mine, this could even cost a adetdi his or her potential job or
contract.”

Ruby: “I feel that every workplace has to establighatvn etiquette and policy for
email use.”

Thomas ‘I think sensible people already know the etiti€and of course | am one
of those). For example: give a meaningful subjenty copy in those who need to
know, structure and edit the note before sendifgDAROOF READ IT (there is a
big difference between spell checking and prootlireg). These four points make a

good grounding.”

Reflection and analysisAs in number 1b, Sophie’s perspective here as tii reader

learning about the authors of emails she recenms fvhat they say, and she explains
the possibly serious consequences of getting thimgv Sophie recommends formal
training in the form of a “mini crash course”. $aggs conceptualisation of training
is that of a characteristically reified, commodifienowledge management concept
(Davenport and Prusak 1998) which, as described@h@ knowledge management
conceptin Chapter 3 emerges from the structural cultwecept (Hofstede 1997,
2001). Sophie interestingly demonstrates how &rtivo closely related and deeply
felt concerns — expression and the training shis fsenecessary for it — can co-exist
whilst located in different and contradictory coptteal bases. Thomas, on the other
hand, in his assertion that sensible people alrkadw the necessary etiquette, seems
to be promoting a situated learning process by wlagitimate peripheral participants
learn organically from their experienced colleag(esve and Wenger 1991) — a
concept that emerges from the insider-outsiderasd@bitus concept (Elias 1987,

Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldb@d@:25) as described ihhe
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situated learning conceph Chapter 3. Ruby seems to accord with this aggrp
saying that she believes each workplace should havewn etiquette and policy.
This is not as expansive (Fuller et al 2005: 56-88)the learning suggested by
Thomas (which includes transferable learning), daes not seem to sit in the

knowledge management concept of learning-as-a-caynsuggested by Sophie.

There is a form of email etiquette, but congsms acceptability is lacking.

Sophie “Yes, but to the best of my knowledge or experes this standard is
consigned into written guidelines that more oftérant not are never read by
employees. That's why | think there needs to Imeoae dynamic approach taken in
this matter. Maybe the crash course could illtstroven consequences of badly
written, incomplete, incoherent emails or simplyngsa style not fitted for the
recipient. PS: | think this could prove quite netgting, actually. You could conduct
an interview or survey of recipients of such email® are in a position of authority
and ask for their reactions and experiences, andthey dealt with these!”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Few users know the etiquette, and | doubt dréhare really any agreed
standards, despite my rant abovéhgmas refers here to his comment at],480

common sense would be a better phrase than equett

Reflection and analysis Sophie further expounds her idea for a coursenfrove

standards of email etiquette, interestingly notthgt email etiquette is usually
contained in written rules — an artefact of culttaing within the structural culture

concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001). Here Sophie retambier knowledge management-

- 205 -



S5a.

Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

based learning concept (Davenport and Prusak 1988) her structural culture
concept. Thomas suggests that his expansive tepooincept (Fuller et al 2005: 56-
58) becomes even more so by suggesting it is really commonsense which is — in
their own minds — something possessed by all iisttaand equal measure (Descartes
2006). Expectation of this situates Thomas witlan emotionally intelligent
understanding which incorporates self-awareness @mehness (Goleman 1999,

Hughes 2001) and a valuable personal cultural harte (Eraut 2000).

Senders of email tend to have their own pigsjtwhich may not accord with the
priorities of the recipient(s). This can lead tenglers forming an unfavourable

opinion of recipients who do not reply as promattythe sender’s priorities demand.

Sophie “l usually reply quickly when | see a red excltion mark next to the email.

| usually reply promptly to a “please confirm rgu®i However it does happen that |
don't reply as fast as | should, for various reas@wut of office/home, busy with
answering another urgent email etc). In such ¢dsesially apologize (to my clients
only, and explaining the reason for the delayglsb tell them not to hesitate to use
the good old fashioned phone to call for urgentrigge With friends, | might also
apologize, but only if the content of the messagserious or my friend went to great
lengths to send me this message.”

Ruby “Yes.”

Thomas “Of course this point is nonsense as writteri@éy so obvious that it is
hardly worth stating) — it is exactly the same &iton as with a paper note, we tend to
think our needs are more important than othefsdimy reputation is formed by the

qguality of my replies more than the rapidity of pesse, as someone with a stupid
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deadline will be aware that they are being unreasien (It's about managing
expectations.)”

Reflection and analysis It is interesting that Thomas sees no differebhetveen

email and other forms of communication in this etpand that Sophie takes the
priorities set by the sender without questioningedlecting on whether such imposed
prioritisation is reasonable. Sophie, howeverp atsvites her correspondents to use
the telephone which, if anything, is more demandihgrioritisation that other forms
of communication — the telephone ringing demands the called person stops
whatever they are doing and respond to the cdil®never trivial the call may be.
There is perhaps a contrast of culture here betwE€komas’ and Sophie’s
workplaces, but one that is not specific to emad avhich falls outside the compass

of this research.

An email should not demand a quicker responae & hard-copy letter or memo —

after all, the response should demand the same anoduesearch and consideration.

Sophie “Absolutely. | fully agree. In fact, | have @ of my professional emails
proofed by a spell check before sending them totantial employer or a boss. Also,
as an example, | maintain both a very cordial aighdly relationship with one of my
colleagues. | sometimes use the happy face symiheh | sign my name, in reply to
her use of it. Our emails are nonetheless alwaysptete, even if it means greeting
each other more than once in a day: “Hello agan{ “Have a good day”, “See you
soon”, or “Good luck with work”. It only takes aw extra seconds. It establishes a
professional, not-taking-the-relationship-for-gehtone, yet not sparing friendliness

and congeniality.”
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Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Unfortunately this is no longer realistic, us$eof course you are working
for a solicitor or the police. In the real commalavorld, answers are wanted much
quicker than that. Also of course much of the daguired for the reply, in my
industry at least, is already in electronic form,c&n be pasted or attached in a few
seconds (but see 5a).”

Jack “l don’t agree with this, but responding quickjgnerally makes for a quiet life!

| think it's easier to delay responding to a pag@nmunication as the sender can't be

sure if or whether it has arrived, and will genlgrdeave a bit of time before

enquiring.”

Reflection and analysisAgain Thomas makes a cultural distinction hérat is not

peculiar to email, and Sophie does the same, dveumgh their comments do not
agree. Ruby also agrees that email should not migémauicker response than a hard-
copy letter or memo. Jack’s particularisation wfad depends only on the technical
factors, i.e. he can be caught out not replying tu¢ghe variability in delivery of
paper-based communication, so it is not a culttaetor for any of the participants

who commented on this point.

Email should be just as polite as any othemfa@f communication. People reveal a

lot about themselves in the way they write, ansl &piplies whatever the medium.

Sophie “110% true.”
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Ruby. “Yes, although excessive formality irks me aseaxuious e.g. to see a formal
email for a job application formally addressed wiaching a CV containing the
sender’s home address anyway.”

Thomas “Absolutely — | should have added this as dfritle above in 4a.”

Jack “In the previous discussion pointSifcussion points humber 6] | mentioned
the use of stock emails. Their use is impolitdhihk, and impersonal and soulless.

Why would anyone want to banish their humanity 3¢ wf someone else’s pre-

prepared words?”

Reflection and analysisSophie, Thomas and Jack all agree that emaildhetain
the character of the sender. Ruby partially agraksough makes the point about

excessive formality. This seems to be a pointiguette rather than culture.

With email there is no need to conform to th#if/ing formal addresses, salutations,
sign-offs etc of paper-based communication, aral nfistake is made or a faux pas
committed it can more easily be corrected by aWlup clarification, so people tend

to be less concerned with being polite when comeating by email.

Sophie “l would disagree. | would agree for informaiehdly chats on MSN, but
not for email, unless the person can be called aglay for clarification — and even
then, it is too easy to be slack, when all tha€sded is not to rush the message off to
the recipient without making sure it is presentdble

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas ‘I start all my emails with Hi and then the nalk# David,) rather than the
more formal Dear. | tend to end with Regards..., this varies much more,

depending on the recipient. However the notes meedtain some formality if you
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are to be taken seriously by your recipients — pledse, no txt spling. If someone
writes to me with pls in the subject line, they gdbw priority. If you make a faux

pas, it is difficult to correct it — once read,will be remembered long after the
correction.”

Jack “As | mentioned beforeOiscussion points hhumber 6] | once received a
standard message with blank spaces where releaargsetc should have been filled
in. Funny thing, but | remember the sender of éh&il and always will, but I've

completely forgotten the content. In this case mhistake remains long after the

subject-matter.”

Reflection and analysisSophie, Thomas and Jack all make a point ofidensg the

opinion that their addressees will form as a resdilthe salutation, sign-off and
wording of their messages. Jack’s point illussat®w the values of the sender,
interpreted through their behaviour, serves to famopinion of the sender that is
much more memorable than the subject matter ofritbgsage. Only Ruby disagrees
by agreeing with the proposition that there is re®d to conform to the formal
addresses, salutations, etc of paper-based comatiamic although it is difficult to

draw conclusions as she does not expand on heeansw

Just because an email does not exist in mafera it does not mean that its content

is any less important, and so should be saved/filstlas a hard copy note or letter

would be.
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Sophie “Important or personal emails that mean sometisipecial to me are kept in
my account, printed, and recorded on a CD for tuteference or as a souvenir. | do
all three but don’t always print them.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Of course. You cannot run a business and loewatdable, if you cannot
refer to past communications. There is also amef of arsehole covering — | was
able to fend off a claim for £12,000 against my atépent a few months ago by
producing the relevant emails showing that the etars were well aware of a

situation going adrift.”

Reflection and analysis Sophie, Thomas and Ruby all agree that emaihas

rendered less important due to its non-tangiblenfdsut in different ways. Thomas
colourfully explains how emails should be kept feasons of self-protection; in this
way Thomas sees their content as important, ifgnaliPlease see, however, Thomas’
further comment and reflection on this point follag his final review in Appendix
10. Sophie sees them as being important for margitipe reasons but the
implication, in support of the proposition of thiessearch, that email is important and

valuable is the same.

Workplace email should always be private betwssnder and recipient(s), however
it is important to remember that, in theory at leay email can be recovered and
read by IT professionals and those who employ th&hilst not necessarily being
afraid or suspicious, people do wonder from timeirime whether their private email

conversations are being monitored.
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Sophie “Yes, true. | think anything not related to therk per se should be sent via
hotmail, Yahoo! or other providers outside thean#t. If a message is particularly
sensitive, | would prefer speaking about it facéatoe, and simply request a meeting
by email. | have never wondered if | was being imwad or not, however | don’t
believe | have ever used an employer's accountetod semails that could be
controversial. In the past, | did use it for p@@locommunication more often than |
should have. | work from home now, but should Irkvon an office again | don’t
believe | would use my employer’s account for ppeg@ommunication.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “I have never felt | am being monitored, but rassibility of being read by

unintended eyes, just as with paper communicationst always be borne in mind.”

Reflection and analysis All participants who commented on this point wied no

expectation of monitoring, but displayed an unwiliness to test the point. This
supports the conceptualisation of emails being &kipostcards (Australian Privacy

Commissioner 2000).

Email is no more or less private than any otleem of written communication.

Sophie “Absolutely. Just tonight, in fact, | receivadmessage from a friend, who
cc’d me to her reply to another friend’s messaBeading the message history made
me feel intrusive, because there was informatidradn’'t been aware of. It was
nothing confidential, hence the cc, but | stilintkimy friend should have removed the

first part and simply addressed her reply to bdthso As such | realize that an email
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meant to be private can be made very public, vahigtor not. That can make for
some uncomfortable situations.”

Ruby: “I feel it is more private. A work email in-bowill inevitably contain private
conversations and the personal nature of thesddsheuespected.”

Thomas “Yep.”

Reflection and analysis Sophie makes the point about accidental discbodue to

the technical possibilities of email that can resolemail being less-than-private.
Here Sophie is overhearing (Skovholt and Svenn20@6) and is being made to feel
like an outsider in a situation where she haddeihfortably inside. That Ruby feels
email is more private is interesting, given the exignce detailed in her email
autobiography would indicate that she would be susps with regard to privacy —
perhaps she intends not that email should be privather that IT professionals
should be discreet. Thomas’ response accordshastiearlier views regarding email

being not very different from other communicationms in this regard.

Managers do not fear private email communicatiou, like to be copied into (or at

least told about) what people are emailing so thay know what is going on.

Ruby. “l imagine so.”

Thomas “Yep.”

Reflection and analysis Ruby and Thomas both display a benign view @firth

managers, or at least do not have a view stronggimtm warrant discussion.
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Workplace email facilitates the formation of prieatliques, but no more so than the

groups that form around the watercooler, or in thé.

Ruby.  “I think more so. During quiet periods, cliguean email continuously

without moving from their desks whereas it would he acceptable for members to
talk across the office or leave their desks foglperiods.”

Thomas ‘I think less, because if there is a good starys easier to share with the

larger group.”

Reflection and analysisBoth Ruby and Thomas answered this point inraecd of

practical rather than cultural considerations.

In some ways jokes circulated by email arerstifan, say, a photocopied cartoon
pinned to a notice board — although on the othench@hat apparent safety and
assumed confidentiality may encourage recklesspaesshe part of senders, and

tension/uneasiness amongst recipients.

Sophie “It is safer only if the sender is very careildlout the address he sends the
joke to. Mishaps happen very quickly, so the ofipasan be just as devastating.”
Ruby “Yes.”

Thomas “I carefully select who particular jokes go tand would never send
someone something | think would offend them (nahim do with PC, | am just not
like that). If an unintended reader gets offendedould say that is their fault, unless

of course someone had pinned it up on the board.”
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Reflection and analysisSophie and Thomas both begin by saying how itapoit is

to be careful. Thomas says that he would nevett semeone something that would
offend them, however offence is a matter for theipient rather than the sender
(Khoo and Senn 2004). Ruby simply says “Yes” @ whole proposition. Ruby has,
of course, been the victim of jokes circulated Inyag (see the “Womble” and the
“work face” cartoon incidents she describeDacussion points humbers 10 and

11). Thomas means no harm, but then the all-majaecinto which Ruby fell and

from which she was then excluded seems to havetmeanmarm either. This vividly

illustrates the proposition of this research thathww the insider-outsider social
habitus conceptualisation (Elias 1987, Elias andt®m 1994 and Alvesson and
Skdéldberg 2000: 5), insiders wield power whilstsiders feel disempowered, bullied

and cast adrift.

One must always be aware of the “P(olitica{p@ectness) Brigade”.

Ruby. “One might recognise that political correctnesthere for a reason.”

Thomas *“I abhor Political Correctness — it causes mareblems and offence than
the words it tries to ban would have done. | ahficalbeing polite and thoughtful, but
why should | be penalised for hypothetically poksglights? Brainstorm, Christmas,
blackboard, golliwog — all perfectly good words,tbsome pillock thinks that

someone else may be offended. Pahh.”

Reflection and analysis It is interesting that so few participants fdie need to

comment on this point, given the almost wholly rtegacoverage that political

correctness receives in the popular media. ThdtyRiomments positively is no
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surprise, and neither is Thomas’ what-nonsense @rhm Ruby’'s comment is
understandable in that she has experienced beisy asa an outsider through,
apparently, no fault of her own. Thomas’ contribng so far have been from the
perspective of an untroubled insider, or at leastwho is sufficiently self-reliant and

self-assured to take being an outsider (when iplag) with equanimity.

Workplace email provides an opportunity fovextd bullying but, being in writing, the

evidence is available should anyone wish to takentatter up.

Sophie *“l have never experienced this so | can’t comimeAn email is indeed a

valid piece of evidence that can serve in lawsusie.l would imagine that one should
be very careful about the content of a messageé i imeant to be offensive or
interpreted as such by the recipient.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “I have been bullied in the past, but it nevecurred to me that email could
be used. The victim would have to be very meel, the perpetrator very confident

for the physical evidence not to be used.”

Reflection and analysis All participants acknowledge that email can Is=dito

provide physical evidence of bullying. Thomas’ ¢oent that the perpetrator would
have to be very confident, or the victim very meskinteresting in that it implies
unproblematic acceptance on both sides that whakisg place is, indeed, bullying.
In Ruby’s case she says in her commenbDiatussion points humber 11 that she
chose to brush off the behaviour that she considéoebe bullying rather than

confront the bully. This is nothing to do with nkeess or confidence, but rather
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doubt in the mind of the victim that they are afijubeing bullied (and not merely
feeling bullied) and the bullying being unintentabron the part of the bully. This
makes the bullying no less real or relevant oneeiffart, but much more difficult to
address, and the evidence much more equivocal prégosed in this research, the
email-facilitated insider-outsider phenomenon idewed fluid, ever-changing and, to
outsiders, unclear and mysterious. Given Rubyfsedences, her “Yes” in respect of

this point is surprising.

People can feel left out of email cliqueskina of bullying by exclusion, made all the

worse by not knowing who is involved and wherebthendaries are.

Sophie “I think this holds some truth.”
Ruby. “Yes.”
Thomas “Probably, but no more so than any other sitmgtin fact probably less — if

this is happening by email, how will they know wilay are missing?”

Reflection and analysis Thomas’ point about not knowing what they aressimg

evidences the secretiveness of email cliques aed thstinctiveness from more
visible groups such as those that gather aroundiéitercooler. Thomas’ point raises
an interesting dilemma — can one be an outsiddrowitknowing what the inside is?
A moment’s reflection shows that the answer to ihi$10” — there are many insider-
outsider dichotomies that only became such wheblpnoatised by the outsiders
becoming aware of the insiders through “helpfultifmations that make explicit the
outsider’s relative position (Kibby 2005: 775-77%9r by insider-facilitated

overhearing (Skovholt and Svennevig 2006). Rubpysition is that of the victim to
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such contrived overhearing. Sophie’s position sed¢m be the reflection of an

intelligent observer.

Circulation of email can reinforce stereotypies example ribald jokes may circulate
mainly amongst men, “snitch and bitch” amongst rhailwmomen. Where exceptions
are made, the people included are only accordetuistaf “guest” rather than “full

member” — a status that may be suddenly and inexiply withdrawn.

Sophie “l am not sure about that, having never expeeelnt.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “This is partly true, but | get many jokes framomen, and there is certainly
no lack of bitching amongst men. This does notenakvrong or bad — just because
it is a stereotype, it doesn’t make it untrue oplaasant. Despite what the Politically
Correct morons believe about stereotypes, peoplerglly conform to them because

they want to.”

Reflection and analysis Ruby’'s “Yes” here is not surprising as this pgoarises

directly from her experiences. Sophie again is rbiexive, intelligent observer.

Thomas’ free-thinking approach is again that of Hwdf-reliant and self-assured
person for whom insider or outsider status is sbimgtcontrollable — and conforming
to stereotypes is a matter of personal choicepatfth personal choice is limited
(Khoo and Senn 2004) and sensibilities are pathefperson (Eraut 2000). Ruby’s
experience would indicate that the freedom of oblancthis regard is to some extent
mediated by others, and this view is supportedhim literature (Khoo and Senn

(2004).
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People would rather gather by the watercooler orffe® machine to discuss
organisational matters — it is easier to maintamnéidentiality this way than putting

one’s thoughts in writing, and oneself at the matgne’s recipients.

Sophie “I think it is true, and | have discussed soms®ues with colleagues verbally
in the past, simply because it is easier to gadtieers’ thoughts in this spontaneous
exchange. However putting these thoughts in vgitoould have the merit of
presenting issues in a more organized and coherantto better ponder over them
and come up with some clear points (if it is neags$o take it to the next level). As
a parallel to the work setting, | and two othersstaates used this approach with one
of our university teachers who sought our ideasiapdt on how to better organize
her second course for the winter semester. Of5th&udents, 2 had diverging
opinions, which created some tension and made ldes @iscussion stall and lead
nowhere. | drafted my ideas and suggestions, themb to my other 2 classmates,
who added theirs. Then | sent a letter by emaduoteacher detailing in a coherent
fashion our ideas, and saying we welcomed any athes from the rest of the group.
This approach worked magic! Our teacher had tineeflect on the letter, and came
back to us with a mix of her ideas and ours.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “This more likely happens because a) it is d@aso have a natter, and b)
so much quicker to discuss something face to faiteer than with an email exchange.

This has nothing to do with email.”

Reflection and analysis All participants who commented on this point egrthat

people would rather chat about organisational meattigan use email. Sophie and
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Thomas point out that the spontaneity and pleastineerbal communication is the
issue, rather than considerations of confidenyialitParticipants have, however,
shown concern about email paper trails elsewhese sscussion points humber
11). Sophie, however, appreciates how puttinggdhiin writing can organise
thoughts and lend coherence to discourse. Her gears one of, effectively, an
email clique formed with benign and indeed posiiivient, of the type described by
Alpay (2005), Bourhis et al (2005), Cater (20033 &urrie (2008) — although this
benignity would be dependent on how inclusive Sephas. If there were any
outsiders in respect of Sophie’s group, the negadispects of outsider status — its
unclear and mysterious nature, as proposed inrésearch — could arise. Sophie

reflected further on this in her final review — ggpendix 10.

The only harm to come from email stories, goad satirical poems is the time

wasted in the writing and forwarding of them.

Sophie “True, and also of having to scan their wortk aelete them!”

Ruby. “Depends on the content.”

Thomas *“Unless your boss imagines that you are wastingg. Again, this has
nothing to do with email, unless large attacheésfiére involved, in which case the

systems capacity can be compromised!”

Reflection and analysis Sophie and Thomas do not see great potentidhdom in

such items that are commonly forwarded, and Those®s no difference between
emailed forwardables and similar matter propagétedther means. Ruby, having

explained her experiences in this regard in det&vViously (sediscussion points 1
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number 11), simply makes the apposite comment dagarcontent. Ruby’s
experience is that of the overhearing outsider y8&ltt and Svennevig 2006) whose

sensibilities are offended (Khoo and Senn 2004).

Emalil stories, jokes and satirical poems aggdently childish and sexist.

Sophie “In 60-70% of cases, sometimes more, or legsedding on the sender.”
Ruby “Yes.”

Thomas “...as is the norm for jokes — nothing to do wattmail.”

Grace “Yes. People get away with sexism much morgeneral circulation jokes
than they would if the joke was targeted only @eason likely to take offence. This

can be a subterfuge for bullying one person undeercof a general circulation.”

Reflection and analysisAgain Ruby’s response is brief, having discustad in

detail previously. Sophie and Thomas see no pdaticrole for email in this,

although Grace sees a particular role for emaih&t general circulation can provide
cover for a message that is pointed at an individuapecific group. Again, elements
of overhearing (Skovholt and Svennevig 2006) arfdnafed sensibilities (Khoo and

Senn 2004) are at work here.

Email and its administration occupies timettmsould be much better spent just

talking to people.

Sophie “I agree 100%. People seem scared of facec® da phone communication

these days, or are afraid they will have pickedviheng time, as opposed to an email
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that can be read and replied to at one’s discretiust yesterday | decided to call up a
friend to say hi, and | said she shouldn’t hesitatpick up the phone once in a while,
and that | won'’t always have time to answer helydamails. | can easily spend an

hour or more answering friendly emails.”

Ruby: “Yes.”

Thomas “Much of it does, and this is the big differenoetween email and other

communications; it is so easy to copy in far toonynpeople, and also assume that
they are paying attention. It is also quite difficco organise, and very vulnerable to

technical problems.”

Reflection and analysisAll participants who commented on this point egjply or

implicitly find that the convenience (for the sendef email acts to the detriment of
more direct forms of communication. For recipiethis leads, according to Sophie,
to time being wasted on replying, or risking cagswoffence by not replying or,
according to Thomas, not even bring read. Altholdgiomas doesn’'t make the
connection, there could, in the wide distributioa reports, be implications for

notions of status and hierarchy (see point 17 below

Email can rule one’s day, but it saves timenvborrectly administered.

Sophie “100% true.”

Ruby. “Yes.”

Thomas *“Yes, it can rule your day, and it can save tirbaeit the “correctly

administered” phrase depends to a large exterft@seanders of your email.”
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Reflection and analysisThomas again refers to senders of email, comtguiis

theme of the previous point. The implicationstfus are further explored at point 17

below.

Workplace IT departments: anything further to add?

Ruby. “No.”

Thomas “Don’t know what has been said (though | mustehenentioned the “Not-

much-helpdesk” title). | have frequently asked #¥aail usage training be given, but
this is ignored. In fact ours don’t even trairthe technical usage of our Lotus Notes;
you are expected to beg help from colleagues. Hisyseem to have no idea of the
customer-supplier relationship, or see themselgabia customer preferring to set up
everything to suit a generic user. | liken it tettqg into a car where the seat
adjustment, mirrors, radio and ventilation haverbset up by someone else, and

cannot be changed.”

Reflection and analysisThomas’ issues with IT departments in relatiorhis needs

and the frustrations he experiences are deep saatedteenly felt. Davenport and
Prusak (1998: 19-21) describe how when BP plannedvirtual teamworking

programme, an initiative by which the organisaticas to operate truly globally as an
element of its culture, the IT department was edetl from the planning and
execution of this in order to prevent the conducthe programme and its success
criteria being defined in terms of IT technical ugs; Thomas seems to have
experienced this very problem in that his IT deperit doesn’t see problems

holistically, but only within its own professionatfiteria. Thomas clearly sees this as
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a matter for formal training along knowledge mamaget lines (Davenport and
Prusak 1998), although in the begging of help fratirers he describes an informal,

expansive situated learning process going on (laadeWenger 1991).

Concerning dissemination of important workplaceoinfation, email is used for

convenience rather than effectiveness.

Sophie “100% true.”

Ruby “Yes.”

Thomas ‘It has good and bad usage, it is easy to gueeathat everybody gets
something, and all at the same time in principig,there is no opportunity for instant

feedback, so this statement is partly true.”

Reflection and analysisParticipants who responded to this point didoesitively.

Thomas’ equivocation is based on purely technicalugds. At point 14a the
question of convenience was raised generally; lteiee more pointedly made with
respect to important workplace information, locgtihculturally within the structural
culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001). Email tloeechas a place at the very centre
of organisational discourse as proposed in thisareh, possibly more so than the
other more appropriate but less convenient formsoaimunication that its presence
displaces. This displacement effect shows thatilemay be more central to

organisational culture than Spence (2002: 41) sstgge

Apart from IT departments, do any organisationaldiions/departments use email to

exert influence or raise their profiles?
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Ruby. “Not in my experience.”
Thomas “Of course. Any part of management is likelysiend out instructions to
reinforce their presence: we were all told to stalear-Desk policy last week, for

example, by the site services team — nothing twittoIT.”

Reflection and analysis Ruby makes a strong case for artificial hieraagh
developing amongst individuals Rtscussion points humber 11 in her discussion of
“top dogs”, although she sees no similar phenomea&img place within official
hierarchies. Thomas sees this as natural withgaroesations and in the context of
this point does so with relative equanimity, howethat he mentions the site services
team as being the imposers and enforcers of thar-Clesk policy implies that this is
hierarchically at odds with his concept of the migation in which he works.
Thomas made a similar point more forcefully whescdssing being included in
distributions which he did not feel were relevamttm in his email autobiography of
Chapter 5 andiscussion points Ziumbers 14a and 14b. Both instances indicate
Thomas being conscious of email being used as asr@aenhancing the presence of
individuals and hierarchical entities. This hasplications in terms of hierarchy
within the structural culture concept (Hofstede 7,92001) and in terms of top-dog
status in the insider-outsider social habitus cph¢Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson

1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5).

The email that one sends and receives in the wackpjives one a sense of belonging

to a community.
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Sophie “It can, sometimes. | think the recipient lraust remain the same over a

period of time to give this impression.”

Ruby. “No.”

Thomas “Not particularly, and no more than any othemoounication channel.”

Reflection and analysis In Discussion points humber 18 Ruby and Emily both

made points about the inclusiveness of email, g tvas in the context of
disconnection from it. Their responses were withi insider-outsider social habitus
concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 anésAlen and Skoldberg 2000: 5),
with Emily imagining herself as the outsider andbRRumagining the situation of
someone else being cast out. Carrying this forvtaremail engendering a sense of
community elicits quite different responses. Thatural context of Ruby's and
Thomas’ responses is unclear, but Sophie’s, mentyaas it does recipient lists, is set
in the structural culture model (Hofstede 1997, D0@vhere community is not the

major constituent of organisational culture.

Conclusion
This Chapter has detailed the participants’ furtremollections of their own, and
reflections upon other participants’ experiencethveimail. These experiences have

been presented in the form of verbatiiiscussion points, conducted in two rounds.

The research question sets out to examine “How mailecommunities within
organisations affect organisational culture? Wbah organisations do, through

organisational learning, to understand and addtéss effects of such email

® Within the specifications set out in footnote 1
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communities?”, and the reflection and analysis gme=d in this Chapter follows this
two-part culture/organisational learning formathisTis set within the context of the
proposition made in this research: that email i#red and essential to organisational
culture; it forms unofficial, fluid communities ahe type falling within the insider-

outsider social habitus conceptualisation (Elia871%lias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5), a type that bearselation to and is invisible to

those falling within the official structural culeirconcept (Hofstede 1997, 2001);
within the insider-outsider social habitus concepsation, insiders wield power and
outsiders feel disempowered, bullied, cast adrétid unlike other forms of

organisational clique, the email-facilitated insideitsider phenomenon is fluid, ever-

changing and, to outsiders, its extent and fornuactear and mysterious.

Revisiting the conceptual map of tk®nclusionto Chapter 3, it is possible to see

how the further analysis of this Chapter adds ® liload outline presented by the

literature examined in Chapter 2 and 3 and therpiehry analysis of Chapter 5.
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Introductior
The structural The insider-outsider
culture concept social habitus concept
Rules
The knowledge The situated learning
management concept concept

Participants’ experiences of email as a phenomémats own right indicate that for
email to be a driving force within organisatiorsadership is required, whether it be
in the hierarchical or task leader form within gteuctural culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001y, or in the organically arising “top dog” form deibed by Ruby in the
insider-outsider social habitus concefElias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5). This leadershigtor reflects the findings of

Bourhis et al (2005).

® Discussion points humber 1Discussion points Aumber 1a
" Discussion points humber 11
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Email is, per the proposition set out in this reskeacentral to the organisation,
whether within the structural culture condefitiofstede 1997, 2001) or the insider-
outsider social habitus concéfgElias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson

and Skdldberg 2000: 5).

Participants were aware of the structural cultweacept that exists in the literature
(Deal and Kennedy 1982; Hofstede 1997, 2001; J&208¢; Sachs 2001) but the
effect email has in supporting it is relatively W& with little evidence of the
existence of what could be described as commtiniégjthough this is characteristic
of the structural culture concept (Garsten 1994his effect seems also to be a
response to hierarchical competitiveness on thegfandividuals and organisational
functions?, which may account for the weakness more tharjeatien of the culture
model. Considerations of hierarchical competite@n are implicitly important to
participant$®, if not always explicitty. ~ Email's effect in subverting the
organisation’s stated values, or rendering thenffaogve or irrelevant, is very
strond®, however this is largely unobserved within theustural culture concept
favoured by organisations (Baskerville 2003: 246¢ tb its covert nature and location
wholly within the organisationally unappreciatedsider-outsider social habitus

concept®.

8 Discussion points humbers 14 and 18iscussion points Bumber 16

° Discussion points humber 18

1% Discussion points humbers 3 and 1®iscussion points Bumber 3

! Discussion points Aumber 18

12 Discussion points humber 17Discussion points Aumbers 14a and 14b
13 Discussion points humber 5Piscussion points Aumbers 5a and 17

4 Discussion points humber 17

'3 Discussion points humber 12

'8 Discussion points humber12
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Participants generally agreed that, in the contéxtules (conceptually linked to the
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 200di))ail should be private within the
bounds of reasonableness and legality, but theiwwion the actual situation was at
best equivocal, with the onus for avoiding troubdsting primarily with them as
userd’. None were sufficiently enlivened by the impliifustice of this to test the
point, perhaps a wise stance to take in the lightily's experienceé® and the
determination in Smyth v Pillsbury (1996) detailedChapter 2. Lily’s disclosure
regarding being required to monitor emais a revelation and worthy of further study

into how widespread this is and the sectors oissiddusiness to which this applies.

Participants possessed a well-developed sensibéggrding insider status (Elias and
Scotson 1994), demonstrated by their concern regarthe use of emoticons in
emaif® and etiquette generaffy Exploring this phenomenon further shows that
cliques develop organically, often without insidbesng awar&, but painfully aware
to outsiders’. It is notable that, because email cliques aneertp outsiders only
become aware of their status through the phenomkingider-facilitated overhearing
(Skovholt and Svennevig 2006) and “helpful” notfilon by insiders (Kibby 2005:
775-779%*. Such cliques are sustained (as is necessaryl{Boet al 2005)) by “top
125

dogs™. Insiders find it difficult to understand the harthat such cliques do in

relation to exclusion and bullying — they may dissnany challenges as the invocation

7 Discussion points humbers 7 and 8

'8 Discussion points Bumber 7a

19 Discussion points humbers 7 and 8

20 Discussion points humber 2

21 Discussion points humbers 4 and 6

%2 Discussion points humber 9Piscussion points Aumber 10a

23 Discussion points humbers 4 and Miscussion points Aumber 10a
24 Discussion points humbers 9 and 10

% Discussion points humbers 10 and 11
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of “political correctness® — due to the existence of what they see as arewtiid
paper trail that can be presented to those in &tgh but which is not so clear-cut to
outsiders due to the insidious nature of such ekgahe popularity of the “top dogs”
and no clear idea as to cliques’ structure and neeshiif>. The insiders in such
situations (who choose their own status) hold el power, whilst outsiders (whose
status is chosen for them) are left flounderingiworld of shadows, not knowing
whether what they see is meant for them, for oft@rfor everyon®. There is also a
conflation of concepts at work here, in that théca@lly sanctioned authority rests
squarely in the structural culture concept (Hofetd®97, 2001), whereas top-dog
authority lies within the insider-outsider socialtus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skéldberg 2008: 5Jhat such cliques and the
alternative hierarchies they represent is damaigirige organisation’s stated values is
evident in the participants’ experiences, but omhere participants’ experiences are
from the outsider perspectife Interestingly, however, such cligues need not
necessarily be insidious. Sophie describes onehwiki apparently benigh but she

Is speaking as an insider — albeit an intelliget geflexive one (Vince 2001).

Furthermore, email has an emotional as well asnatifonal role, as described by
Sophié* and Thomas, whilst generally focused towards ftiretional aspects, is
conscious of the need to add nudges and Wirksain element of the insider-outsider

social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and $cot$994 and Alvesson and

%6 Discussion points Aumber 10b

%" Discussion points humber 11

%8 Discussion points humbers 11 and 1Biscussion points Aumbers 11a and 11b
29 Discussion points Aumbers 11, 13a and 13b

% Discussion points humber 11Piscussion points Aumber 17

%1 Discussion points humbers 12 and 13

% Discussion points Aumber 12

% Discussion points Aumbers 1b and 6¢

% Discussion points Aumbers 2a, 2b, 2c, 5b, 6a and 6b
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Skdéldberg 2000: 5) that may be found in communica(Geertz 1993: 7-10; Elias
1978, 1987, 2000, 2001; Elias and Scotson 1994ixthér, Sophie’s reflections on
privacy show that the emotional aspect extendppvapriate distribution as well as

content® (Skovholt and Svennevig 2006).

In terms of the second part of the research quegseémergent from the structural
culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001) is the kndgde management concept
(Davenport and Prusak 1998). Participants see el rer training within the
knowledge management conc8ptbut admit the existence of expansive learning
(Fuller et al 2005: 56-58) (see 5 below). The eriges of IT departments (arguably
the people with a vested interest in correct aratiypetive email usage) are seen by
participants to be purely technical and disconrmedtem the cultural and more

general needs of the organisafion

Emergent from the insider-outsider social habitoscept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: #)eisituated learning concept
(Lave and Wenger 1991). Participants see situag@uhing going off, but in some
ways see it as a second-best option in the abs#rac&nowledge management-based
approach (Davenport and Prusak 1998) (see 4 abdva}, however, receives more
support upon reflection; Thomas describes a prottegsreaches out to individuals’

values and sensibiliti&s— a convincing appeal for learning systems witimated

% Discussion points Bumber 7b

% Discussion points humber 4 Discussion points ABumber 4a
3" Discussion points humber 15Piscussion points Aumber 15
¥ Discussion points humber 4

% Discussion points Aumber 15
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learning (Hong 1999, Owenby 2002, Popper and LipsB000) and emotional

intelligence (Goleman 1999, Hughes 2d61)

From the literature, the participants’ email ster@nd their reflections emerges a
picture of email that is central and essential tganisational culture. It forms
unofficial, fluid communities of the type falling ithin the insider-outsider social
habitus conceptualisation (Elias 1987, Elias andt®m 1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5), a type that bears no relatioand is invisible to those falling
within the official structural culture concept (Htéde 1997, 2001). Within the
insider-outsider social habitus conceptualisatiosiders wield power and outsiders
feel disempowered, bullied, cast adrift. Unlikéeat forms of organisational clique,
the email-facilitated insider-outsider phenomensnfluid, ever-changing and, to
outsiders, its extent and form are unclear and engsts. This is the basic
proposition of this thesis. However, in additianthis proposition there emerges an
important emotional aspect to email’s role in thgamisation — one of lasting
impressions and souvenirs of virtual encounters, @mother of expansive learning
through emotional intelligence, reaching out toividuals’ values and sensibilities,
which offers a possibility of amelioration of theubwersive effects of emalil

problematised in this research.

Chapter 7 consolidates the findings of the researdbrms of the research question
and the proposition of the research, and offersrgem® possibilities for further

research.

0 Discussion points Aumbers 4a and 4b
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

This research set out to address the following tipres

“How do email communities within organisations afferganisational culture? What
can organisations do, through organisational legrnio understand and address the

effects of such email communities?”

The proposition made in this research is that enwicentral and essential to
organisational culture. It forms unofficial, fluidommunities of the type falling

within the insider-outsider social habitus concepsation (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: g§peathat bears no relation to
and is invisible to those falling within the offatistructural culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001). Within the insider-outsider sociabih#s conceptualisation, insiders
wield power and outsiders feel disempowered, kdilleast adrift. Unlike other forms

of organisational clique, the email-facilitated ides-outsider phenomenon is fluid,

ever-changing and, to outsiders, its extent anah fare unclear and mysterious.

In answering the research question, this reseaashshown that email is indeed
central to organisational culture, in both the cmal (Hofstede 1997, 2001) and
insider-outsider social habitus (Elias 1987, Ehasl Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5) conceptualisations. Email ee®rgs a factor in the power
relations that operate within officially sanctionethanisational structures, but also

emerges as a factor in the power relations thatab@ewithin an unofficially
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sanctioned, organically arising, fluid and dynanmsider-outsider phenomenon.
Insiders in the email-facilitated insider-outsiq@grenomenon see no harm in what
they do; outsiders, however, feel bullied, castfadrontrolled — yet despite email
being a written communication form, can provideawdential email trail due to the
seemingly innocuous way in which the phenomenomatps. Outsider status in the
email-facilitated insider-outsider phenomenon dgféom other forms of workplace
exclusion in that outsiders can only have at bgstréal view of the outsiderdom they
experience and the insiderdom from which they acdueled. Unlike other forms of
organisational clique, the email-facilitated insideitsider phenomenon is fluid, ever-
changing and to outsiders, its extent and formuaidear and mysterious. Because
the insider-outsider email phenomenon is locatedlilwithin the insider-outsider
social habitus concept, the structural culture ephcannot locate it or engage with it
and the organisation, from its structural viewppisges the insider-outsider social
habitus email phenomenon as being subversive. ieawear from being subversive
in a wholly negative sense, this research has shbainsubversion can be positive
and, through an emotionally intelligent approaclotganisational learning, may be
harnessed to serve the organisation and its membiéhs research has shown that
informal, self-generated learning is going on, Whiincorporates expansive
organisational learning (Fuller et al 2005: 56-58Nevertheless formal learning
within the knowledge management concept (Davengmit Prusak 1998) is lacking,

and participants expressed a desire for emotionakyligent approaches.

The concise answer to the research question givewveas unpacked in the narrative

of the sections below entitldeindings Contribution to knowledge — implications for

theoryandContribution to knowledge — implications for praeti There then follows
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some final reflections in the section entitlédnclusion and finally theOpportunities

for further researchdentified in the course of the research are ptesen

Findings

Application of the conceptual framework of Chapteand the literature reviews of
Chapters 2 and 3 to the reported experiences dicipants of Chapters 5 and 6
results in the following findings and contributiotes knowledge in respect of email
usage. Participants’ conceptualisations of emaitesponded to both conceptual
threads of the conceptual framework developed iap@#r 1. Emalil is, as set out in
the proposition of this research, central to thgaorsation, whether within the
structural culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001therinsider-outsider social habitus
concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 anésAlen and Skoldberg 2000: 5).

Participants were happy to conceptualise email feghrer basis.

Participants conceptually linked the rules thatlapp email usage to the structural
culture concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001). They thodlgat email should be private
within the bounds of reasonableness and legalitythey felt that avoiding trouble in

this regard was their responsibility. None fettlined to challenge this.

Participants reported that email cliques develogaoically, often without insiders
being aware. Outsiders however become painfullgrathat something is going on,
but are unable to form any clear idea as to tharaand extent of the clique due to
email’s unique characteristics of requiring neitlusfined space nor synchronous
participation. Participants’ understanding of gkg sits firmly within the insider-

outsider social habitus conceptualisation (Elia871%lias and Scotson 1994 and
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Alvesson and Skodldberg 2000: 5). Outsiders onlgobee aware of their status
through insider-facilitated overhearing (Skovhatda&Svennevig 2006) and “helpful”
notification by insiders (Kibby 2005: 775-779). d&lnsiders in such cliques are
regarded by outsiders as possessing power, whitstders are left floundering in a
world of shadows. “Power” is equivocal as offityakanctioned authority rests
squarely in the structural culture concept (Hofsetd®97, 2001), whereas top-dog
authority lies within the insider-outsider sociahbitus concept, and the two power-

forms do not intersect just as the two conceptuaads do not intersect.

Email has an emotional function in that it can leptkas souvenirs of praise (or
blame) (Elias and Scotson 1994: 89-100); and fanfbeing sterile (May 2002: 20)
participants felt the need to add nudges and winks element of the insider-outsider
social habitus concept that may be found in compatiun (Geertz 1993: 7-10; Elias
1978, 1987, 2000, 2001; Elias and Scotson 1994is @motional aspect extends to
appropriate distribution as well as content (Skdivlamd Svennevig 2006), with

participants reporting emotional reactions to baiagied in.

Participants’ email stories and their reflectiorsnp a picture of email that is central
and essential to organisational culture. It foumsfficial, fluid communities of the

type falling within the insider-outsider social als conceptualisation (Elias 1987,
Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skoldb@dg:2%5), a type that bears no
relation to and is invisible to those falling withihe official structural culture concept
(Hofstede 1997, 2001). Within the insider-outsidecial habitus conceptualisation,
insiders wield power and outsiders feel disempodiebrillied, cast adrift. Unlike

other forms of organisational clique, the emaillfeated insider-outsider
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phenomenon is fluid, ever-changing and, to outsidés extent and form are unclear
and mysterious. This accords with the basic prtiposof this thesis. However, in
addition to this proposition there emerges an irtgmremotional aspect to email’s
role in the organisation — one of lasting impressicand souvenirs of virtual
encounters, and another of a desire for expansaenihg through emotional
intelligence, reaching out to individuals’ valuesdasensibilities (Goleman 1999,
Hughes 2001 and 2010, Vince 2001), which offeressibility of amelioration — and
indeed assimilation — of the subversive effectsrofil problematised in this research.
This identification of a desired “logical pinnacléd situated learning (Lave and
Wenger 1991), introducing a new but related concémmotional intelligence (EI)
(Goleman 1999, Hughes 2001, Vince 2001), is a fogmt contribution to
knowledge. It effectively reorganises the concabtiramework in terms of

organisational learning into a “layered pyramidfaléows.

Situated
learning

Knowledge
management

El's relationship with situated learning is expkdhunderThe situated learning
concept with respect to emaih Chapter 3. This layered pyramid is further

considered undezontribution to knowledge — implications for pragbelow.
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Contribution to knowledge — implications for theory
This research has made a number of contributiongdeims of application of
methodology, understanding of culture and its aapion to organisational email, and

understanding of subversion as follows.

Methodology

The research was conducted through an evocativegtaphic methodology, within
which the researcher and the participants in tlseaieh co-participate within a
research community of practice (Lave and Wengefd 19%ach participant, including
the researcher, contributed their own evocativeoetbhography (story, or
“confessional tale” (Van Maanen 1988)). Subsequemsideration of discussion
points facilitated reflexivity on the part of alagicipants and has resulted in the deep
research outcome that evocative autoethnograplsy @t to achieve (Ellis and
Bochner 2003). This method enabled the particppémtexpress the issues that are
important to them and minimise the effect of ansescher priori assumptions or
habitus (Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: 5). By thmes process, the reader of this
research becomes participant (Flaherty 2002: 4&8)bsequent reflexivity through
consideration of discussion points and the drakaech contributes validity (Ellis and
Bochner 2003: 220; Hine 2000: 52). The conflueimcéhe subject matter of the
research and the medium through which the reseeashconducted in the medium of
email has delivered authenticity (Orgad 2005: 52-%&ilst extended inclusion of
researcher, researched and reader has provide@n#ioity in a social context
(Christians 1997: 16). The contribution to knovgedn respect of the methodology
lies in the depth and authenticity that has bedneaed in a cultural context for a

topic — email — that is normally approached frorteehnical or rule-based starting
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point. An unexpected discovery was the emotioritdce of email; this was not
appreciated in the early stages of the researdhis- difficult to see, however, how a
life can be constructed around something as tarajenotlife as, say, organisational
email” (see Autoethnography in its various forma Chapter 4) — yet Ruby’s
experiences with email show that her organisatidifalbecame to an appreciable
extent constructed around being an individual wath‘serious work face” and,

bizarrely, being a Womble.

Culture and email use

This research has sought to examine a general pbat&rganisational culture” and
to apply it to the research of email. In Chaptéwa@ distinct threads were drawn out,
that of a reified structural culture concept (Hetkt 1997, 2001, Deal and Kennedy
1982), and that of a dynamic, insider-outsider aohabitus concept (Elias 1987,

Elias and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skold#Q:2%5).

Hofstede’'s (1997, 2001) structural culture conceépt from an organisational
management perspective, pragmatic. It is, howgrehlematic on philosophical and
methodological bases (Baskerville 2003, Garsten 4198icSweeney 2002,
Williamson 2002), and the way in which its uncrficacceptance can lead to the
sidelining of deep-seated cultural issues (Curfied}, yet it cannot be set aside due
to its influence generally and its influence inamhing the conceptualisation of
“organisational culture” for participants in thissearch. Flowing from this model in
the context of email is problematisation from tloenp of view of rules and legislation
(Levene 1997, Shea 1996, Spence 2002, Christacupal®99, Stokely 2007),

privacy (Australian Federal Privacy Commissione®@0Friedman and Reed 2007,
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Miller and Weckert 2000, Woodbury 1998), and valaesl behaviour (Khoo and

Senn 2004, Kibby 2005, Alpay 2005).

The insider-outsider social habitus concept (EL887, Elias and Scotson 1994 and
Alvesson and Skoldberg 2000: 5) provides a rigorand sustainable base for
academic research and hence forms the primary poneghin the conceptual
framework developed in Chapter 1. Within this cgptc email is not so much bound
by constructed structural culture models or rulesemergent from individuals’
experience, values, self-identification and setigds — the facets that determine their

insider and outsider statuses in relation to it.

In Chapter 2 two concepts were presented, one afhwkhe insider-outsider social
habitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson H8#l Alvesson and Skoldberg
2000: 5), draws its inspiration from qualitative sebvation, interpretation and
reflection; the other of which, the structural cuét concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001)
with its adjunct in the form of organisational rsilas based on the outcomes of a
guantitative study conducted within a single in&ional company. Given such
different origins, it is hardly surprising that theo do concepts do not at first sight
intersect or engage with each other. Yet thisareseshows that both concepts co-
exist within organisations and society. The cdmition of this research in respect of
culture is the identification, through the partenips’ contributions and the subsequent
analysis of them, that both concepts have applital@and provide background to
their understanding of the beneficial and subvergewer that email has, and how
benefit and subversion can apply at one and thes 4ame, and be one or the other

depending upon the viewpoint of the participarithds also been discovered that the
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structural culture concept is blind to the activitlthe insider-outsider phenomena
carrying on in its midst, whilst the insider-outsidphenomena sideline the structural

culture concept to varying degrees of irrelevancy.

This research has shown that emergent from thetstal culture concept (Hofstede
1997, 2001) is the knowledge management conceptefipmrt and Prusak 1998).
Like the structural culture concept, knowledge nggmaent provides a reified model
that is useful for organisations (Serban and Lu@02® but misses the points
concerning individuals. Similarly, this researtiows that emergent from the insider-
outsider social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Hiad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skdéldberg 2000: 5) is the situated learning concefhis situated learning concept
(Vygotsky 1978, Lave and Wenger 1991, Eraut 200062 addresses the concerns of
individuals and, like the insider-outsider sociahblius concept, provides an
academically robust and sociologically situatedoemt upon which this research may
be founded. Like the insider-outsider social habitoncept, the situated learning
concept shares that concept’s qualities in respéccademic rigour, conceptual

validity and analytical depth and relevance in @aascience context.

However, like the structural culture concept (Heflst 1997, 2001), the knowledge
management concept (Davenport and Prusak 1998johael included due to its role

in forming the understanding of participants irsttesearch.

The contribution of this research in terms of oigational learning has been to show

conceptually the relevance of two conceptual thseddking on the one hand

knowledge management (Davenport and Prusak 1998) the structural culture
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concept (Hofstede 1997, 2001), and on the othed haking situated learning (Lave
and Wenger 1991) with the insider-outsider socadditus concept (Elias 1987, Elias
and Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 20ROW&hin the structural
culture/knowledge management vertical thread ofcthraceptual frame developed in
Chapter 1, learning will be pre-prepared, quardifd delivered in response to and
aimed at preventing the transgression of rules ewmeg email usage. Within the
insider-outsider social habitus/situated learnirgytigal thread of the conceptual
framework developed in Chapter 1, learning willdsganic and characterised not so
much by stated values as emergent from sensibildied individual histories and,
being so individual, is better suited to addresividual concerns (Khoo and Senn
2004, Sipior and Ward 1999, Kibby 2005, Skovholi &vennevig 2006, Clark 1992,

Bourhis et al 2005, Wenger and Snyder 2000).

Subversion

Email's effect in subverting the organisation’ststh values, or rendering them
ineffective or irrelevant, has been shown to bey\srong, however this is largely
unobserved within the structural culture concepbf§ittde 1997, 2001) favoured by
organisations (Baskerville 2003: 2-6) due to itverb nature and location wholly
within the organisationally unappreciated insidetsader social habitus concept

(Elias 1987, Elias and Scotson 1994 and AlvessdrSkidldberg 2000: 5).

That such cliques and the alternative hierarchiey represent is damaging to the
organisation’s stated values is evident where @pents’ experience such damage as
outsiders.  Interestingly, however, participanttperiences from the insider

perspective indicate that such cliques need noinbielious — indeed they can be
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benign and beneficial. This finding necessitagzppraisal of aa priori view about
the damaging nature of subversion — and the negatonnotations of the word
“subversion” in the title of the thesis. Maybethe light of this important finding,
“Email and the Subversion of Organisational Cultusbould be re-expressed as

“Email and its Influence on Organisational Culture”

This research has also shown that email operatadaaslitator of alternative, power-
related phenomena that operate within organisatimtsvithout the sanction of the
organisation’s structural hierarchy. The gossipt throvides the motor for the
operationalisation of the insider-outsider soceitus concept (Elias 1987, Elias and
Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and Skdldberg 2000: Byyewer, in its email
incarnation, is not deliberately subversive in adural context; rather it sees
structural email and its processes, hierarchieas @nd values as being irrelevant.
Operating within the insider-outsider social habittoncept, it is seen as malign to
those on the outside and harmless to those omsirgei This harmlessness is evident
in Thomas’ innocuous email-based relationships it key[board] friends, and
Sophie’s course discussion group. Where maligoatyurs it may take the form of
inappropriate subject matter such as Ruby’'s “sasamnd dongers”, the result of
which is to overtly exclude. It may take any numbé forms with the common
denominator being exclusion. Insiders may havey dx@nign intent, but to the
outsiders this can look like, to borrow Ruby’s tefttop dogs” exercising power that
accrues to them through popularity. The top dogy see themselves as being no
more than office wags, but those on the outside snthem as office bullies, as
happened to Ruby when confronted with the “Womlded “serious work face”

cartoon episodes. These opposing and irreconeilamhstructions of what is going
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on render such email communities different from dkteer communities that form in
organisations. In addition to such overt actidms may be, as was the case with
Sophie’s accidental disclosure incident, the res@lbutsiders becoming aware of
being on the outside due to insider-facilitatedrbearing (Skovholt and Svennevig
2006) or, as was the case with the “private” emadscribed in my story, by being
“helpfully” informed (Kibby 2005), but with no cleadea of the status of other
people. In other forms of office clique, such he groups that gather round the
watercooler or go to the pub on Friday lunchtimellying can be seen and acted
upon. In the email community, bullying goes uncedi except by the outsider, and
the outsider is so unsure of his or her statueercbntext of the email community that
he or she cannot think of what, if anything, shdmddone. Will anyone believe that
an emalil that on the face of it does no more thess jpn a joke, or offer some friendly
advice, be understood as bullying by the outsiderssmanager? Given that users of
email are, as has been shown in this researcheamak to just how private email
really is (with the tendency towards “not very @atie at all” suspected by Emily and
Grace, and confirmed by Lily and Ruby), any malgyenda by senders will be made
to appear innocuous. The ease with which this beygone is demonstrated in the
hypothetical examples in Appendix 9 (see deschiptd these atContribution to
knowledge — implications for practideelow). This is the nub of the problem: the
structural hierarchy of the organisation and trsed@r-outsider email community, and
the concepts through which each may be undersim@dseparated by a chasm of
differing narratives. The insider-outsider emahununity is aware of the structural
hierarchy. The influence of the structural hiehgron the insider-outsider email
community is marginal. The structural hierarchg htle idea of the existence of the

insider-outsider email community, and no idea balbut its dynamics or the effects
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— which as shown in this research may be maligmigmeor both — it has on

individuals within organisations and organisatiomsifessed culture and values.

Contribution to knowledge — implications for practice

This research was presented at the University ofelstéer Festival of Postgraduate

Research in June 2009. For this purpose it wasssacy to create some examples of
emails to illustrate the research problem quickdpd to a wide audience. For

illustrative purposes these hypothetical exampleseproduced in Appendix 9.

These examples show the potential harm that catobe to an organisation’s stated
values through the operation of email communiti€kis raises questions of corporate
honesty and integrity — can an organisation theitnd through its stated values to, for
example, respect and include every individual, @l $0 be acting honestly with
respect to its own people, its customers and sengpivhen an alternative culture acts
so completely independently and antipatheticallyt®o It is unlikely, to borrow a
phrase from the law, that any reasonable persoca@.963: 97-106) would think so.
So action is required. The chasm between the mag@on’s structural hierarchy and
its insider-outsider email communities must be deedl and for this to succeed,
organisations must think conceptually. Organisetibave to engage with the insider-
outsider social habitus concept (Elias 1987, Hiad Scotson 1994 and Alvesson and
Skoldberg 2000: 5), and accept and understandntieegent situated learning concept
(Lave and Wenger 1991) with its logical pinnaclesofotional intelligence (Goleman
1999, Hughes 2001, Vince 2001) as introduced uRaelingsabove. Until they do,
organisations cannot be confident that their ps#dscultures and stated values are

anything more than meaningless forms of words.
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The section entitle&findingsabove introduced the idea of a layered pyramid.

El

Situated
learning

Knowledge
management

This could be operationalised for organisationsaatwirtuous pyramid”, with the

different organisational learning options open tgamisations that can be selected

according to needs or built into a continuous legyprocess as follows.

Organisational learning

Practical requirements fo

Conseguences for emai

type organisations usage
i Continual commitment; | No or few rules; email
Emo’FlonaI building values that are | usage in terms of content
|nte|||gence applicable not only to the | founded on consensually
organisation but in the understood and agreed
(EI) wider world; achieving values. Email usage in
consent and understandingerms of distribution firmly,
in respect of EI's meaningsbased on insider status fo
and manifestations; all. Subversion is fully
individual behaviours; assimilated and is not
continual commitment to | regarded as being
situated learning; necessarily damaging.
knowledge management
interventions.
i Commitment by core Email usage aiming for
Sltuat_ed members of the insider status for all; wher
Learnmg community of practice to | non-insider status exists,

guiding and motivating
colleagues (i.e. the

legitimate peripheral

is of the form of legitimate
peripheral participant, not
outsider. A situated
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participants). This may belearning approach engages
expansive, aiming towardswith the insider-outsider

the wider-world values
applicable in the El

situation, or restrictive,
aiming towards a more

local and less transferable

applicability.

14

social habitus concept, an
S0 engages with
subversion and can work
towards its assimilation.

Knowledge
Management

Regular knowledge

management interventionsrules; specific to the

setting out in terms of
content what is permitted
and what is proscribed,
and in terms of copying,

saving etc the processes tknowledge management-

be applied.

Email usage guided by

organisation. Those who

obey the rules are insiders

those who do not are
outsiders. Whilst a

based approach can protect

against the effects of
subversion, it will not

prevent or assimilate it due

to the inability of the
structural culture concept
to engage with the insider
outsider social habitus
concept.

By being aware of the cultural aspects of emag, plssibility of subversion being

not necessarily negative and the ways in whiclih@nsituated learning and emotional

intelligence situations) it may be harnessed ineglg, organisations can begin to

address the problems highlighted at the head sfséxction.

Conclusion

This Chapter, the final one of this research, 8t how the research question has

been answered.

contributions to knowledge, both as these affesbityr and practice.

It has set out the achievementtheofresearch in terms of

At this point | look back at my research diary ardisit the issues that arose during

the doing and writing-up of the research. Authagtytiand validity — is this work
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defensible on these grounds? | believe so. Lapkunther, | made a note querying
whether | understand Elias correctly — he feattinesughout, so any errors in this
respect will be serious. Then there’s the perspecat one point in the process | was
told my perspective was too managerialist — a fatflection and rewriting required

as a result, and if this is still the case | hawvbaty to blame but myself. Scanning
the diary’s pages it startles me just how much natthat seemed so important at the
time ended up being deleted: the research queatildnmy stated standpoint were
influential in excising some of that which was mgting but not strictly relevant, but
also — importantly — the process was ultimatelydgdi by the participants and the
matters that were important to them, and | hops Wrk does their contributions

justice.

Finally, in the course of conducting the reseaechumber of opportunities for further
research were developed; some being suggestedebyesearch participants. For

convenience these are gathered together in thewioly section.

Opportunities for further research
The following opportunities have been identified fiarther research.
 Emily identified external workers (i.e. those warfi alone at remote
locations, or working from home) as being of paute interest with regard to
their comparatively heavy reliance on email and hbvg influences their
experience of it.
» Lily identified the problem of covert monitoring eimail traffic. This raises
questions of how much it goes on, and whether jgaigicularly prevalent in

certain sectors or certain sizes of organisations.
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In Chapter 1 the delineation of email for the pwg® of this research
prompted the question of comparative research thto effects of other

electronic communication methods, for example mstaessaging.

An interesting contrast of organisational cultueeserged from Thomas and
Sophie’s attitude to urgency and the prioritisatidasks in hand with respect
to incoming queries. Thomas’ priorities are prdddecused, whereas
Sophie’s are service focused. Here arises a questidifference in approach
between the manufacturing and service sectors mommication within a

cultural context.
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APPENDIX 1
CONCEPTS AND MEANINGS
The concepts and meanings which appear throughwitrésearch are indexed

alphabetically below.

Concept/meaning Page
analytic ethnographny........ccoooe s 102
AUENENTICITY.....coiiieeeee e 104
AULOETNNOGIAPNY . ..o e e e e e e 98
CIVIISALION. ...t rmmmm e e e e e e 55
COMMUIIEIES. ...ttt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 58-59
COMMUNILY O PracCliCe.......ciiiiiiiiiiiieint o e e e e e e e e e e eeeeebaaeas 79-81
conceptual frameWOrK..........ooooiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
(olo] g ToT=] o] LU= I 1 g F=T o PP 61
COIE-PEIPRNEIY. ..o e eeeeeees 79
CriSIS Of rePreSeNtatiON. ... .cccvii e -98
(o8] (0T = 1o [T o] (1 2SSO UPPPPPPPRT 28
CUITUIE ettt e e 24-25
CUIEUI® CONSIIUCT. ....ceeiiiiiiei e 20-21
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APPENDIX 2

APPROACH LETTER

141 College Green
Upper Norwood
London SE19 3PR

Email: davidroyl0@aol.com.uk
drf8@le.ac.uk

14th December, 2007
Peter Baimbridge, Research Officer
Mensa
research@baimbridge.net

Dear Mr Baimbridge

My name is David Freke (Mensa membership number 35705/10). | am a
postgraduate student at Leicester University, presently at the beginning of the thesis
stage of the Doctorate in Social Sciences.

In my draft thesis proposal | considered the possibility that Mensa could be a source
of respondents for my thesis research. | was therefore very interested to read in the
October and November editions of Mensa Magazine about the society’s interest in
participating in research. Not only is this encouraging, but the fact that Mensa
unprompted has expressed a general interest in research assists me in resolving
methodological and ethical issues concerning approaching Mensa and Mensa’s
possible response to me.

The subject-matter of the research is informal email and its effect on organisations
and people working within organisations. Ideally | will be searching for 12 or so
respondents who are willing to tell me about their experiences, and engage in
discussion. The only limiting criteria are that respondents should work in an
environment that exposes them to English-language email, and that they work in this
country.

Mensa members who become respondents will be offered anonymity, although their
contribution may be personally recognised if they so wish. All information received
will be treated with strict confidentiality and used only for the purposes of this
research; publication of the thesis or any parts of it will be subject to respondents
giving their permission. The research process will be conducted in accordance with
ethical guidelines and subject to academic supervision. Information regarding my
academic credentials and those of my research may be obtained from my thesis
supervisors, whose names and addresses are given below.

Dr Nalita James Dr John Goodwin

Centre for Labour Market Studies Centre for Labour Market Studies
University of Leicester University of Leicester

7-9 Salisbury Road 7-9 Salisbury Road

Leicester Leicester

LE1 7QR LE1 7QR
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| sincerely hope that respondents will find their participation intellectually rewarding,
and | hope that the project may be of benefit to Mensa. This may be achieved, for
example, through advancing Mensa’s profile and reputation in academia as a result
of participation in this research, and publication in Mensa Magazine of articles about
the research that | (or indeed any respondents) may write about the experience.
Organisations that offer encouragement and grant access to researchers deserve to
be rewarded, and | will do all that is reasonably possible to achieve this for Mensa.

| have attached a copy of my draft thesis proposal here. The parts that | think would
be of most concern to Mensa and expand upon the matters mentioned above | have
highlighted yellow.

Please let me know your initial view of this and what Mensa’s requirements regarding
participation of members would be. Also please let me know if you have any
comments or questions. | am, of course, happy to meet you to discuss this project at
any time convenient to you if you so wish.

Best wishes

David R Freke
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APPENDIX 3
APPROACH LETTER — ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Problem to be studied

The problem to be studied in the thesis concermngsider” written communication
within organisations, and its effect on the *“insidespects of hierarchy and
organisational culture. The problems of commumecatvith respect to culture are
not new, but technological developments have leditiespread adoption of outsider
written communication (typically email) where stydend accessibility differ from
traditional forms of organisational communicatiogg( notices and memos), and

which for these reasons raise new problems.

Email differs from other, more traditional orgartisaal communication forms in that
in its public form it does not require the formgldf the typical announcement placed
on the company or departmental notice board; natsiprivate form does it require
the formality of the internal memo. Conventionlagable to notices and internal
memos do not apply to email, and as email hasoydévelop its own conventions, its
style can vary widely. Email is both a boon ancuese for organisations: news can
be quickly disseminated, but so also can be jogessonal comment and gossip.
Jokes, personal comment and gossip may be entegaamd morale-boosting, but

they may also be malicious, mischievous, discritanaor offensive.

Many organisations set limits regarding what is amat is not acceptable for internal
communications (Spence 2002), however due to theme and essentially private
nature of emails, policing is difficult. For theaipient, every email is personal; they

know from whom they received each message and raagble to see who else has
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received it so far, but they would take exceptiorsbmeone (even a close friend)
reading their messages over their shoulder in a iwayhich they would not were
they reading a notice pinned to a notice board: ti® sender, onward distribution of
a message relies entirely on the discretion ofrthial recipients, governed largely by
intuition and rules-of-thumb (Davenport and Prud#08). With email, the very
private and personal may become unintentionallyinappropriately very public.
Similarly, the malicious, mischievous, offensivediscriminatory may remain private
when the law and the organisation’s regulationsstatéd values demand it should be

reported.

The nature and distribution of email representsoaiaé and cultural pull on
organisations that is difficult to monitor and amht Indeed, organisations may be
largely unaware of subcultures constructed by ‘idets email* traffic — the groups
that meet silently and invisibly around the “viltwaatercooler” (Serban and Luan
2002). Such subcultures may reinforce an orgaanisatculture or militate against it.
Such subcultures may make an organisation’s stetiees look like a sick joke. The
nature and distribution of informal email may alead to the establishment of
alternative hierarchies that may reinforce or @it against formal organisational

structures.

* For the purposes of this research “outsider” énmagans any email that
originates from a position other than that of amsider”. An “insider” email is one
for which validation can be claimed based on thgapnisation’s stated values, its

formal culture and its established processes (Bl@asScotson 1994: xv-lii).
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The thesis will seek to examine, within the broadpg of organisational culture and
the narrower sub-genre of virtual communities,thture and extent of the social and
cultural pull exerted on, and the effect on thecddf hierarchies of, organisations by
outsider email. On the basis of the resultantifigs, human resource development
(HRD) needs will be identified and means of addresghese needs from an

organisational learning perspective will be sugegst

The research question may be summarised as follows:

“To what extent do virtual communities, as definbgl outsider email, affect
organisational culturé® What can organisations do, through organisatiteshing
initiatives, to promote the positive effects andetiorate the negative effects of such

virtual communities?

Answering this question is likely to raise issués o

* morale, both its raising and lowering

» informal support networks and intimidation

» confidentiality and whistle-blowing

e organisational culture and values, and the cultureé values of individuals,
organisational functions and departments; assatiatt this is cultural drift
— the extent to which “outsider” becomes “insideid new outsiders emerge

» statutorily defined and proscribed discrimination the grounds of race,

gender, sexuality, age and religious affiliation

“! This is the primary question and is to be the nfiaénis, initially, of the research.
“2This is a secondary question, the treatment o€kvhiill depend upon the findings of the primary
question and the limitations of the thesis.
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» other discrimination, including that based on sbakass and the social
positioning within the organisation of individuatiepartments and functions
* learning (individual and organisational), knowledg@nagement and HRD

within organisations.

In the context of the organisation, many of theiéssnoted above are well-rehearsed
in academic literature. The contribution of thedis to existing knowledge lies in its
identification and analysis of these issues as they manifested in the email
communication form — one that is as-yet relativehgconstrained by convention and
regulation. The conjoining of issues of organmai culture and email — essentially
an element of communication — in consideration t# tesearch question offers
potential for originality within this contribution.Additional contribution lies in the
consideration of how organisations need to addifesgproblems raised by outsider
email in their HRD programmes. This will essefyiakmerge from the above-
mentioned analysis, but will most likely take tloenh of organisation learning-based
solutions and ameliorations. For this purpose usohs” may be described as
proactive measures designed to influence and ghielgphenomenon as it develops,
and “ameliorations” may be described as reactivkmntective measures designed to

exert control over an existing phenomenon.

In consideration of “contribution” 1 am mindful dPhillips and Pugh’s advice to

“apply theory in a difficult setting” as the narrcand appropriate interpretation for

the purposes of the doctoral thesis (Phillips anghP2000: 35).
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Relevant literature

Directly relevant existing research into the effeof email concerning conflicting

organisational hierarchies tends to emerge froniTaoriented starting point and is
fairly sparse in general. Where the social andeligpmental aspects are primary,
work tends to be populist, relatively undeveloped ainashamedly remedial (for
example, Shea 1996). There are exceptions, fanpbea Laura Spence, PN Khoo
and C Senn, who respectively address email etimdsdascrimination (Spence 2002;
Khoo and Senn 2004), but their focus is relativeyrrow. This is not to say,

however, that organisations have not applied thbughthe control of electronic

communication. Academic institutions are partidylaeveloped in this respect, for
example the University of Bath bases its guidance courtesy and manners
(http://www.bath.ac.uk/bucs/email/emailbasic.shmaly does the library of Yale
University (http://www.library.yale.edu/training/iguette/postscript.nmtl/).

Guidance from comparable institutions can, howeteadte surprisingly contrasting
forms, for example Delaware Technical and Commu@itylege buries its guidance
on what IS acceptable practice in a technical dasum
(http://www.dtcc.edu/cs/rfc1855html). Mark Easte®mith interestingly discusses
the “informating” potential of IT; something thatrt be aligned to the “enculturating”

capacity of IT discussed in this thesis (Easterbyts 1997).

In the thesis it will be necessary to take a degp@fosophically grounded approach
than that exhibited in the IT-oriented literaturentioned above. Of course given the
respondent-led nature of the research methodoladgsc(ibed in Analytical

framework and methodologlgelow), the literature reviewed must ultimately be

adaptable to meet methodological needs. Howewgetha thesis concerns personal

- 260 -



Email and the Subversion of Organisational Culture

values and organisational hierarchies, a logicalceptual starting-point would be
organisational culture. In establishing the digsetbased philosophy of the thesis, a
consideration of semiotic (Geertz 1966) and serod®aussure 1983) perspectives is
essential. Culture in operation must also be ohiuto make the link between the
philosophy and the research aspects; the work eftGtofstede stands high in this
regard (Hofstede 2001), but must be consideredjalda legitimate criticism such as
that of Rachel Baskerville and Brendan McSweenegskBrville 2003; McSweeney
2002). From the practitioner viewpoint, the popw@ark on organisational culture by
Terence Deal and Allen Kennedy is also worthy ofsideration (Deal and Kennedy
1982). Particularly relevant to consideration abfiicial hierarchies is Hofstede’s
and Reid Bates, Hsin Chu Chen and Tim Hatcher'ssidemnation of culture with
respect to values (Hofstede 2001; Bates et al 280@) developing from this, Harry
Hui and Candice Yee’s consideration of individualtures and values (Hui and Yee
1999). Connection between structure, strategy taadarchy is provided by Jacky
Hong (Hong 1999), with further development to imE@UT and learning provided by
Hanne Kargaard Thomsen and Viggo Hoest (ThomsenHaes$t 2001) and Robin
Stanley Snell's introduction of moral foundationn€d 2001). Finally for the
purposes of conceptualisation, Jason Hughes ugeinttoduces the emotional

intelligence aspect (Hughes 2001).

From an HRD perspective there is a wealth of engshiterature offering established
bases from which this relatively new problem mayesamined. Hitendra Pillay,
Gillian Boulton-Lewis, Lynn Wilss and Colin Lanksire examine the personal
empowerment and life structuring facets of the wwtake conjoined with personal

values (Pillay et al 2003), as does Robert Lawierms of personal definition (Lawy
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2000); similarly relevant is the work of Stepherldiand Margaret Somerville,
Judyth Sachs and Nalita James (Billet and SomendD04; Sachs 2001; James
2004). Moving from the personal to the organisalpYrjo Engestrom considers the
workplace as a learning situation in terms of aalthistorical activity theory
(Engestrom 2001). Alongside this must be consttlefean Lave and Etienne
Wenger’s conceptualisation of communities of pEctand legitimate peripheral
participation (Lave and Wenger 1991), and suppgrtase study work by Alison
Fuller, Heather Hodkinson, Phil Hodkinson and Lothawin, and Alison Fuller and
Lorna Unwin (Fuller et al 2005; Fuller and Unwin &). Explicit linkage of
organisational structures and learning has beererbgdlohn Ashton (Ashton 2004),
with Michael Eraut and Rod Gerber taking this forvéo reflective learning forms
(Eraut 2000; Gerber 1998) which are important wethard to the behavioural aspects

of email usage, a main concern of this thesis.

Remedies to the problems identified in the thesssligely to emerge from an HRD
basis and, as such, knowledge and the understanélibhgs a key consideration. In
respect of the research question this raises issugpglgement of significance with
respect to context, collectively shared meaningsrgh conceptualised as
understandings of hierarchy and culture) and caatem and anecdote — heuristic
knowledge; directly relevant here in respect of pamication, and usefully explored
by D Bell (Bell 1999 in Tsoukas and Vladimirou 2001Knowledge management
should be considered in light of its value as amsez communicating official values
(but, according to Mats Alvesson and Dan Karrenmar,as an arm of management
power) (Alvesson and Karreman 2001). Concerningffigial values, the status of

knowledge as capital, as described by Ronald Barsi@buld be considered (Barnett
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2000). What emerges from the literature is that ittsider-equals-good, outsider-
equals-bad dichotomy is by no means as clear-ciitraay at first seem (Elias and
Scotson 1994: 106-145 (concerning delinquency viabosetting) and 146-173
(concerning goodness and badness)). Organisatioinahets often offer sounding-
boards for disparate views which, if successfudlgt,Ican take the steam out of the
wholly outsider (Bourhis et al 2005). Similarlyharities have found that virtual
communities of like-minded people can not only beaply appealed to, but may also

be mobilised in a common cause (Cater 2003).

As an adjunct to knowledge management’s role inaxm remedies from an HRD
perspective, organisational learning can shed lgghthe conceptual bases for this
approach. Linking organisational learning to stnoes, the work of Chris Argyris
and Donald Schon is seminal (Argyris and Schon 1,9¥8h useful conceptualisation
and definition provided by Micha Popper and Raahgshitz (Popper and Lipshitz
2000), and Satu Lahteenmaki, Jouko Toivonen angaMéattila making the link to
individual learning (Lahteenmaki, Toivonen and Matt2001). Very relevant
consideration in respect of outsider structure fem Russ Vince, who usefully
centralises emotion and politics in contrast to yhig and Schon, for whom these
aspects are peripheral (Vince 2001). Louise Krsgltionsideration of inter-
organisational values offers a view of outsidertuagl being transmitted beyond the
organisation — something potentially damaging te trganisation’s reputation
(Knight 2002). As a major work in the area of ongational learning and its ideal-
state form, the learning organisation, Peter SengkScussion of the positivity
promised by adoption of organisational learningn@e1990), which is interesting in

the context of the thesis due its promise of reatig competing, unofficial cultures
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and hierarchies, must be included for completendgssnceptual difficulties arising
due to the reification of the organisation with pest to the individual must be
considered; Thomas Garavan’'s adaptation of Anth@Gmydens’ structure-agency
dilemma (Giddens 1984) to this purpose (Garavan/1@3fers resolution of this
ontological contradiction. By way of contrast witle expectations (as opposed to the
philosophy) of Senge’s work, Philip Owenby offerssiaw whereby organisational
learning is a potential cause of outsider negatiieure (Owenby 2002). In support
of Senge, Harald S Harung describes a case studyeiw insider and outsider
hierarchies and cultures may be reconciled throargjanisational learning (Harung

1996).

Analytical framework and methodology

The Problem to be studiedection, especially the research question aneétpdints
on page 258, and th&elevant literaturesection above contain a number of
assumptions regarding the issues that will be daisehe course of researching the
thesis. These are, however, only assumptionsshadld not in any way be allowed
to influence any directions that the research naag br issues that it may raise. The
research is to be inductive, finding its own wayjdgd by respondents, however
within the possibilities offered by this approatisiimportant to establish focus from
the outset. This focus is to be organisationaiucel This will provide the context
and scope for the competing issues of insider ril{tepresented by insider email)
which should accord with stated values, and outsid#ure (represented by outsider
email) and its values, if any. The primary metHody is to be autoethnography by
the researcher and a number of respondents. Thaikogh perhaps the ultimate

expression of the profound reappraisal of methaglolemergent from the linguistic
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turn (Wittgenstein 1958; Saussure 1983), is idealljted to the doctoral thesis,
requiring constant reflection, justification andigation by the researcher throughout

every stage of the process.

The autoethnographic approach lends itself welth® consideration of values and
behaviours implicit in the study of communicatioh.involves the researcher taking
an active part through personal ethnography, andifig a collegiate system of co-

researchers with other respondents (Adler and Af8i7). As participants need only
have the use of email in the workplace in commbard should be no difficulties in

finding full insiders, and as long as the directadrthe research is carefully reviewed
at all stages, problems of cultural relativism (stefle 2001; Potter 2000) should be
avoidable. This will involve the researcher in tetages of reflection, that relating to
the personal ethnography, the second relatingeadbearch and its validity. One of
the strengths of autoethnography is its capacigotmect the personal to the cultural,
and is better suited to examining meanings relatingliscrimination that are lost

when emotion is removed, as is the tendency of nsajal science methodologies
(Ellis and Bochner 2003). It also allows the vsicé participants to be heard (Ellis
and Bochner 2003). This being a project basedubmethnography, the initial data
collection (i.e. individuals’ stories) will delinga the problem(s) and guide the
direction of the thesis. Further data collectiontbie form of follow-up interviews)

will set the initial data collection within the caxt and scope explained above.

Autoethnography is commonly considered to be ampodern approach, but this need

not be so. Leon Anderson offers a realist-basemlyao autoethnography as a

subgenre of the evocative autoethnography of Bils Bochner (Anderson 2006:373-
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395). This may be a useful and more manageabie, fgiven the time and length
limitations placed on the thesis; it may, througlo@ing the analytical form, be
possible to delineate the project whilst remainimgthodologically valid, and
contributing wider theoretical understanding. Deétion may be practically
accomplished by means of a pre-research questien(faeek et al 2007: 183). In
realising the analytic subgenre, Anderson offeferm of autoethnography that fits
more comfortably within the social science ambginly inherently less subjective,

and more scientific (Anderson 2006: 387).

The solutions and ameliorations element emerges flus. The extent to which this
can be explored depends upon the university’s shesguirements and will be
regarded as secondary to the primary questionxpédat this to be guided by what
respondents feel would be useful in this area duttve earlier stages of the research.

Validation of these can be achieved through seeldagondents’ feedback.

The research process will begin with the desiggestan close consultation with the

supervisor.

In practical terms the research will begin with thesembly of around 8-12
respondents. 18 respondents is probably the mawifeasible for a study within the
constraints of the doctoral thesis (Carolyn Elisammends 5 or 6 (Ellis and Bochner
2003)). In order to minimise power relation distmm it is best not to seek
respondents in the researcher’s workplace, howtewapting and convenient this may
be; were this a quantitative research projectdbistacle may be surmountable, but it

is difficult to imagine this being the case in adst of this kind on both
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methodological and ethical grounds. It is for themson that respondents will be
sought through a medium within which the researtiodnls no hierarchical position —
indeed no position at all, other than that of basiembership of the associated
organisation; this medium is the Mensa magazine,jaarnal of Mensa. Mensa is
(among other things) an organisation with a higlpprtion of interested and
intelligent people, of diverse origins, many of winare helpful to other members and
readily respond to calls for help of this kind. nfact with Mensa’'s Research Officer
specifying the nature of the study and the kinth&lp sought should attract a number
of respondents, the only qualifying criteria bethg use of email in the workplace,
and the language of the workplace being EnglisachEjualifying respondent would
then be asked to complete a pre-research questienaad to write about their
personal experiences with email, how it affects &mns their relationships with
colleagues, managers, subordinates and externalesgscontacts. Beyond this it
would be unwise to provide further guidance unlésis is actively sought by

respondents — to do so would compromise the pafitgsponse.

At first sight Mensa may have the appearance ofagedd sample, although it is
difficult to discern any intersection between thetgmtial bias inherent in a sample
chosen by individuals’ ability to pass a test — #mglr inclination to attempt it — and
the thesis requirement that respondents communigtiteothers in the course of their
work. There are advantages in using Mensa as ia8 basa sample first. It is
convenient and accessible, and likely to achiegwad response rate; secondly (as
mentioned above) as | hold no office within Menethér than basic membership)

there will be noa priori power relationship issues to consider, althougltafrse
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there will be as the research develops, and theseba unpredictable, but this would

be the case whatever the sample base.

Having received responses it would then be necgssamend the skeleton literature
review outlined inRelevant literatureabove, based upon the issues raised by
respondents. Initial analysis of the respondent&ing would follow, with respect to

existing literature.

Having formed a conceptual framework of respondeefsorting within the context

of the literature, the respondents will then beoatacted and asked if they wish to
take part in the second stage (for them) — thespttd interview. The interviews will

be conducted as “interactive conversations” (s Bochner 2003). The purpose of
the interview is to clarify the researcher’s intetgtion of the respondents’ words,
and to give the respondents the opportunity totadd elaborate upon the points they
made in their writing. Methodologically it will baecessary at this stage for the
researcher to examine the values of the responaantswith the respondents, seek
remedies to their identified issues. The assummiothis stage is that remedies will
be organisational learning-based, but this needneaessarily be the case. The
interview serves another purpose, that of sepaydtie analytic elements from the
therapeutic, which not only has value in itself lamswers one of the criticisms
frequently levelled at autoethnography (Atkinson97® In support of this

respondents will be asked to keep a diary recortiag day-to-day feelings about the

research.
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The interviews would then be analysed with respeche literature and each other.

Each will be written up within the conceptual framwek and individually.

The individual write-ups of the interviews will thébe submitted to the respondents
for reflection and comment. This also serves dislat#on of this stage of the research
(Kopinak 1999). “By exploring a particular life hbpe to understand a way of life”

(Reed-Danahay 1997).

The validated interview material will add to theptte of the conceptual framework of
respondents’ reporting within the context of therhture described above, enabling a
final stage of analysis to be conducted, and ifleation of the means by which
amelioration may be achieved. This will be secopda the main research and,
whilst expected to be within the organisationalrigzg discipline, may raise
additional issues which will need to be addressbdwhich case, further literature
review in respect of this may be necessary, asemhdmay a further stage of

respondent interviewing and validation.
Respondents will finally be asked to complete atqpesearch questionnaire which
will, together with the pre-research questionnanel respondents’ diaries, provide

methodological and ethical validity.

Finally will follow writing-up and submission.
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Ethical considerations

For the reasons given in the section enti#elytical framework and methodology
given above, the method for gathering respondentiesigned so as to minimise as
far as possible any power relations issues. Asethdll be significant contact
between researcher and respondent it will be nacess identify power elements in
the researcher-respondent relationships that welvitably develop. These may
develop as self-other dichotomies or, convergenth wihe insider-outsider
terminology of this paper, within a context of teagrms as described by Caroline
Humphrey and which require conscientious refleyivin the part of the researcher
(Humphrey 2007). These should ideally be minimisatlin any event consideration
of them must be incorporated into the researchyaisal As well as being the subject-
matter of the thesis, email will be an importantam® of communication between
researcher and participants. This itself raiseg@itissues, for example email is good
in that it is convenient and can encourage theigyaation of less extroverted
participants (Peek et al 2007: 169), but may berasd by recipients to be anything
from “absolutely sterile” to “more thoughtful antbquent” than normal conversation
(May 2002: 20). Clearly when communicating by drtfa thoughtful interpretation
must be assumed: emails must be clear as to ftatu®r off-the-record), precisely
worded, verifiably accurate and backed by backgida@search as to the expectations
and character of the recipient (May 2002: 21). Thedibility of the research will
depend upon this (James and Busher 2006). Morergén researchers should
ensure that email recipients are aware of the tes@gich their replies will be put,
and to whom the content will be shown (May 2002:4%:50). It is also important to
carefully consider what will be deleted; no emdibsld ever be deleted or ignored

without justification — to do so would be akin taring one’s back on someone in the
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middle of a conversation (May 2002: 56). To actelyaassess the levels of success
for this, offering a pre- and post-research questire and completion by
respondents of a research diary, recording theinigs throughout the process, may

be helpful.

Respondents and researcher are by the nature ofutmethnographic process
rendering themselves emotionally vulnerable; algfm@autoethnography is said to
have a therapeutic effect, the calling to mind npleasant incidents (such as, for
example, receipt of an offensive email) may nothe¥apeutic in the short-term. The
researcher should remain sensitive to this likeltho For this reason it would be
preferable for interviews to be conducted in a gpidlic place (e.g. a country pub on
a weekday lunchtime) or a private place in whicé thspondent feels comfortable

(e.g. the respondent’s home, with a friend present)

Respondents should at the earliest stage be reguast to quote directly from emails
they have received or sent, for legal reasonsimglab data protection. At no stage
am | planning to seek direct quotations from omepkes of emails from respondents;
to do so without the permission of the other parteesuch emails would be unethical
and unlawful under Data Protection legislationveai that the emails in question may
be discriminatory, offensive or mischievous, suempssion would be unlikely to be
forthcoming. It is at least partly for these re@sthat the autoethnographic approach
has been chosen, so that respondents can writeatkndbout the effects of outsider
email on them rather than about the emails therasglthis seems to be the only
feasible entry point into the subject if it is te btudied in depth. For ethical validity

it is important that the means by which respondentwvs were obtained, e.g. by
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email or in a face-to-face context, are recordatistated in the reporting (May 2002:
52); email can in no way be considered equivalera tonversation (May 2002: 55),

although its undoubted positive elements shouldeagnored.

Respondents should be promised total anonymitypffeted the opportunity to have
their names included in an “acknowledgements”dighe beginning of the completed
thesis, should they wish to be so included. Duthegresearch respondents’ privacy
and ownership of their emails must be respected/®092: 59). In all dealings with
respondents and in the analysis of what they day,résearcher should remain
mindful of the treatment of values, ideas and past represented by social
representation theory (Howarth 2002). This is oy important for the welfare of

respondents and the respect due to them, but@sbe validity of the research.

Finally but importantly, ethics should be discuss¢dhe beginning and throughout
with the supervisor, and university guidelineshistrespect should be adhered to at
all times. Further useful guidance on ethical aede is available online from the
British Psychological Society (http://www.bps.org)uand the British Sociological

Association (http://www.the-sra.org.uk/).

Bibliography

[The bibliography provided here was substantidily $ame as that appearing with the

thesis to which this Appendix is attached.]
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APPENDIX 4
MAGAZINE ARTICLE
This is the article that appeared in the March 2@@8ion of Mensa Magazine,

Inviting participants to take part in the research.

T T e T TR T T ST g T TIEE U AT R ST |

I Wel d

Mikhail Al

s youngster

Can you help David's research? -

| raised tho

victims of

Mensa member David Freke is “Any behaviour that compro- | organisational e-mail and the Be_mglade
seeking help from fellow members | mises this - for example bullying | effect it has on them, their organi- :"‘mi; ;g

to conclude a research project. or discrimination - is usually sations and other people. 50 Mikha
David is a doctoral student at . detected and swiftly dealt with. Initially David seeks volunteers Froebeia
Leicester University. and the topie | “E-mail, however, allows the who would like to tell their own | magter J
of his research is e-mail andits | formation of sub-cultures which | stories, with levels of involvement | did trem
effect on organisational culture. | may significantly diverge from the | to be determined by each really bee

David says: “Each organisation  culture of the organisation,are | participant, Confidentiality for all | e cyelr

|

| e
takes great care to ensure that its | difficult to detect and yet may be | those helping the project will be | Mihai's

|

culture works not only to present | hugely influential.” assured, David adds :ajse i

o | y i ; Mikhail an
the organisation favourably, butto | David would like to hear from [f'you are interested then you to aise £
ensure that people within the members who use e-mail in their | should contact David at 0re 6ve
organisation feel valued, respected = working lives, and are willingto | drf8(@le.ac.uk for more details would m%
and safe. give their personal accounts about | and a quick initial questionnaire, www.mik

MENSA MAGAZINE - MARCH 2008
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APPENDIX 5
PRE-RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
Email Research Project
Introductory Questionnaire

Thank you for your interest in participating inghgroject. The purpose of this
questionnaire is to give you some idea of whaijmeet and to enable you to say how
far you wish to participate.

The programme for participants’ involvement is entpd to be as follows, occurring
over a period of around six months between April September 2008.

« Completion of introductory questionnaifthis one)

» Writing of email autobiography

* Engaging in discussioof issues arising from email autobiography
» Personal validation

e Completion of post-research questionnaire

In the following part of this Introductory Questimaire there are some questions
relating to the bulleted items above, which | wobédgrateful if you could complete
and return to me now. There are also some exglgnparagraphs which have no
questions. These are for information, and theespheneath are for comments and
queries that you may have now, and that you mak wisnake as the research
progresses — the spaces will expand to accommadgthing you wish to say. You
may change, delete or add any notes/replies yo matkiese spaces at any time
during the process. During the course of the rebdawill enquire from time to time
about any changes you may wish to make, but ireaent please email changes to
me as they ariseln order to do this, please save this Introduct@Quyestionnaire on
your computer now.

*

Please begin by entering your name* (or pseudorfyyou wish) and email address
in the space below.

* Will not appear in the final thesis or any pubdomain material.

Please say in the space below what the organisiatiovhich you work does.
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Email autobiography
When we reach this stage in the research projeatywll be asked to write in your
own words about your experience of using email witfour organisation. There ar

no limits to this, other than that the email youtevebout should be between people

within your organisation or professional netwoikou may have noticed that this
guestionnaire does not ask you to give personddraand information. This is
because if these factors were to be an issuewbald emerge in the autobiography
that you write, and it is important that the exnste and significance of such factors
determined as far as possible solely by you. @btsbiography may be written in
any way you wish and in any way that is comfortdbleyou: it is your experience
and thoughts that are important, not any precommepthat | as researcher may ha
I will also be writing an email autobiography, whitcan make available to you if
you wish. You may have some questions about wrigmur email autobiography;
please note any questions in the space below.

D

S

Discussion

After consideration of your email autobiography &mel email autobiographies of
other participants, you will be invited to take tpara discussion. This is primarily t
ensure that my interpretation of what you say agddentification of emerging
issues are correct. The discussion will begingitiie medium of email, but may
progress to telephone and/or face-to-face confalgiase say in the space below
whether these means of discussion are acceptaptrit@pecifically stating any that
are not.

O

Personal validation
My interpretation and analysis of the email autgbéphy and discussion material
will be made available to you for comment.
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Post-research questionnaire

At the end you will be given the opportunity to $ayw you feel about the research
In addition to (or in lieu of) successive updatofghe spaces above, you may also
wish to keep a diary of your feelings about theeagsh as it progresses.

Your personal anonymity is guaranteed to the extettyour identity or any personal

information by which could lead to your identificat or identification of your
organisation will not appear in the final thesisroany public-domain material. In
pursuit of this anything you write or say may bdaeted or adjusted as necessary.
However, the thesis resulting from this researdhlvei read and used by internal an
external examiners and other students in hard-aapyelectronic form. It will also,
like other theses, be stored at the British Librdtymay happen that the thesis or

parts of it are published in academic journal askbform. Articles about the research
by any participants may also appear in Mensa Magaziyou may wish to write one

yourself. If you have any queries regarding anaityand use/access to/publicatior
of the thesis or materials that emerge from itapéenote them below.

Finally, thank you once again for your interestkelLall academic researchers | am
anxious that participation should be as interestingd rewarding for you as it will
undoubtedly be for me. | am always available tewaar queries or discuss any
concerns you may have.

Yours sincerely

David R Freke

Address for correspondence and return of questiemalrf8@le.ac.uk.
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APPENDIX 6
POST-RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
Email Research Project
Completion Questionnaire
Thank you for participating in this project. Tharpose of this questionnaire is to
enable you to give your views on how you feel yauenbeen represented in the
research. This is important in assessing the atithiy and validity of the research.
This questionnaire is accompanied by the thesimpbteted as far as is possible at this
stage. The parts that concern you most for thpqaar of this stage of the research

are Chapters 5, 6 and 7, but you may also like&d the other Chapters.

Please type your replies in the blank spaces bletieatjuestions. The boxes will
expand as necessary.

The pseudonym you have been given in the thesis is

Do you think you have been fairly represented en$iories recorded in Chapter 57,
Please give details below.

Do you think you have been fairly represente®iscussion points fecorded in
Chapter 6? Please give details below.
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Do you think you have been fairly represente®iscussion points Becorded in
Chapter 6? Please give details below.

Do you think you have been fairly represented e$tammary and Conclusions
recorded in Chapter 7? Please give details below.

If you have anything to further to add, please ddalow.

Finally, thank you once again for your participatio

Yours sincerely

David R Freke

Address for correspondence and return of questiemalrf8@le.ac.uk.
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APPENDIX 7
DERIVATION OF DISCUSSION POINTS 1

Discussion points Wvere derived from the participants’ stories asitiet below.

Discussion point Derivation

1. Friendships between remaotéhomas: “I have a couple of quite
colleagues can develop by emadlose workmates at other sites whp |
without the necessity of meeting suchave never met... perhaps they are
friends face-to-face. key-friends rather than pen-friends./
Oliver. “Most of my business
communications are  conducted
remotely with people | know quite

well, but will probably never meet.”

2. Emoticons reduce the need fdRuby: “... here... emoticons werle
careful written expression. useful.”
3. Newsletters that are circulated in thiack:  “When  information i

workplace by email are less effectivenportant... | prefer to go office-to
than printed ones. office to make sure the information

gets across.”

4. Workplace email users have litfld@homas: “There is absolutely no
thought for the etiquette that appliesaining on etiquette.”
in other means of communication. | Me: “In the emails | receive | expetct
the same level of consideration and
obvious time-taken as I try to put into

the ones | write.”
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Discussion point Derivation

=

Because the delivery of email is |stack: “... a few of the olde

much quicker than *“snail mail|,academics... are unreliable at email,

recipients of workplace email shouldreating it the same as they would
feel obliged to respond with morésnail mail’... On the other hand, the

immediacy then they would respongounger members of staff... have a

to a letter arriving in the post. turn-around time of a few minutes on
occasion. The former group
frustrates me as | see it @as
inefficient.”

Because email is so quick, in theily: “Email is more direct, to the
workplace there is no need to obsepmint and much quicker.”
the conventions that apply to papeHarry: “I guess emails are like post-
based memos or letters. its. No one expects more than basic
information from them.”
Me: “Professionalism and propriety
are so much more important when
the email goes from manager |to
managed than when the direction| is

reversed.”

Workplace email should always pRuby: “... the Systems Manager
private  between sender antpped me the wink... and it dawned
recipient(s). that such organisations... must
carefully monitor and analyse

incoming traffic.”
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Discussion point

Derivation

Managers are afraid of private em

conversations between colleagues.

aibrace: “Management... put fuel ¢

everyone saying such issues sho

not through the email network.”

Workplace email facilitates th

formation of private cliques.

eRuby: “One could spot the crescen
of a clique... in full swing...
interesting to observe who seemeog
be talking to whom, and when, if n
about what.”

Me: “I immediately rethought m
attitude to the emails I'd received a
came to the conclusion that th
could indeed be classified as bullyi
on two counts: (1) with respect

me, in trying to secure
enforcement of non-existent rulég

and (2) with respect to the peoy

being reported.”

the fire by sending an email to

It was

the

n

uld

be taken up with line managers and

do

to

-

g

(o

S,

e

10.

It is risky to circulate jokes by em:

in the workplace, even quit

innocuous ones, for fear of wh

might take offence.

AiEmily: “l refrain from circulating
gokes or similar just to be on the sg
1side.”

Alfie: “I receive a lot of funnies and

like most of them, but | wouldn]

1fe

—
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Discussion point

Derivation

pass any but the most innocent

them on. It's not worth the risk.”

11.

Workplace email

opportunity for covert bullying.

provides asophie: “A lot of nasty things can

and did circulate behind peoplg

backs.”

12.

Email between colleagues detra
from the organisation’s stated valy

and weakens official hierarchies.

oBlivia: “In technical roles such 4

to get things done.”

Me: “This incident, however

illustrated to me how inappropria
behaviour can be hidden in t
medium of the email, and unoffici
hierarchies  cg

and invisible

develop.”

emine there is always an unofficigl

of

'S

S

pecking-order, based on nothing but

competency, among those who want

e

ne

13.

Email stories, jokes and satirig
poems are harmless and take som

the stress out of workplace life.

ralhomas: “I am more than happy
epaEss on a good joke, story, intertf
link etc to a considered number
recipients.”
Jack: “...
occasionally composes short poe

about his particular gripes.”

an ancient professor]..

net

of

ms
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Discussion point

Derivation

14.

Email is difficult to manage,
difficult to prioritise and can set th

agenda for the working day.

sThomas: “I've not bothered to plan
eday for about 15 years... | have

time to manage.”

NO

15.

Workplace IT departments 38
unhelpful and focused on the puré¢

technical aspects.

r&éhomas: “fun size’ equals ‘not
2ljnuch-fun size’ in the same way
the ‘help desk’ is the ‘not-much-he

desk’.”

as

p

16.

Important workplace informatio
should not be disseminated by em
as it is difficult to tell how many

people actually read it.

nJack: “...it is difficult to tell how
aihany people actually read the ema

that | send round.”

ils

17.

Some authors of workplace em
exhibit, through the style in whig
they write, inappropriate assumptio
about their (or their department’
own importance and position in tk

organisation.

allack:
hhijack the larger email lists wit
nimappropriate (personal or irrelevar
sfomments.”
n&race: “... someone, somewh
puffed-up by their [own] importance
sent an email saying they would

away for a period of leave...”

Me: “Similar are those which beg
‘Hi there’... ‘Hi there’... in emall
comes into the category of (in norm
speech) ‘I say, you fellow'... It's gq

that easy, informal superiority...”

“Occasionally people wil

=

at

A\ 4

al

—
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Discussion point

Derivation

18.

Being a member of an email grot
or being copied on emails se
between others, gives one a senst
inclusion in a community that is n
immediately obvious but which

painfully brought to light wher

technical failures lead 1t

disconnection from such groups.

udack: “lI also run a few discussic

ngroups... These groups large

e aferlap in membership.”

sgives a sense of belonging... whi
1when withdrawn even for a sha

otime leaves one feeling cast adrift.”

bMe: “... being copied on emails.|.

y
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APPENDIX 8

DERIVATION OF DISCUSSION POINTS 2

Here the development froliscussion points 1o Discussion points 2an be traced

in the numbering; for exampl®jscussion points Aumbers 6a, 6b and 6¢ flow from

the discussions ddiscussion points humber 6. The only exceptions to this scheme

are Ruby's comments ddiscussion points Zhumber 11c, which derive from the

discussion atDiscussion points Inumbers 10 and 4, and Ruby's comments at

Discussion points Zwumber 16, which derives from the discussiorDacussion

points1 number 3. These exceptions arise due to Rubytedi of consciousness”

style of discussing and reflecting, which makesnemtions and crosses between the

subject matter of the various points.

Discussion point

Derivation

la.

“Friendly rapport”, rather than try
friendships, develops via ema
Email alone is not enough for try
friendships to develop,
email provides a starting point, a
can lead to excited anticipation wh

the time comes to move from em

to telephone contact or a meeting.

althougtsphere.

I&Ruby: “Only once in my experiend

iériendship outside the profession

nthen a meeting. Five years on,
etalk every week on the phone. V
aiho longer use email t

communicate...”

Thomas: “...it is quite exciting whe
you finally have cause to phone t
colleague!”

Emily: “I do not think these

e

has such a relationship extended into

al

It graduated to phone calls,
ve

Ve
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Discussion point

Derivation

friendships would be very deep
lasting compared to friends you ha
met in person; but you cou
definitely build a friendly rappor
through email.”

Sophie: “...at least one face-to-fa
meeting was necessary at one pg
for the friendship to grow stronger.”
Oliver: “Yes, although only up to
point. | think the email friendships
have would fizzle out if | didn’t hav
other reasons for keeping in touch.’
Me: “All participants who
commented here noted the limitatig
of email, either pointing out that th
development of friendships a

dependent on  progression
Bourhis et al (2005) note the need
purpose and leadership in order

electronically mediated groups to

sustainable.”

or

int,

112

ns

e

re

telephone or face-to-face contact...

for

for

1b.

Whilst telephone conversations 3

face-to-face contact may be ma

indly: “...

reelephone conversations when 'y

it can be much better than

ou
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Discussion point

Derivation

effective in forming friendships

email contact, being written ar
therefore recorded and readable,

be more intense and memorable.

,need to be polite, diplomatic ar
camiable.”
c&wophie: “... written message see

sometimes to leave a lasting —

2a.

Emoticons can add to,

replace, careful expression.

but ndthomas: “I realise they can stand|i

for the body language/tone of voi
that is missing in emails.”

Emily: “Emoticons can be of som
help to express ones feelings
informal correspondence but shot
not be used instead of carefu
written expressions. More of an ad
on | would think — they should not K
relied upon to bring one’
point/mood across.”

like careful,

Sophie: ‘I precis

expression, with all the nuanc

punctuation affords us. | almo
never use them, aside from t

occasionaP or:) .”

longer — impression on the memory.

nd

ns

or

n

d

=

y
d-

e

D

2b.

Emoticons can appear childish g
flippant and can give the wron

impression, and so should not

riRkiuby: “I find emoticons too informa

emails. Th

dor

b'sloppiness factor’ and the way th¢

professional

||

At

D
<
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Discussion point

Derivation

used in a formal context.

look can provoke annogancl

have used email and the web fo

exact meaning of some emoticons,

would rather not risk

misinterpreted.”

I’'m a snob, but they seem childish.’

Jack: “Never use them.”

2cC.

Paradoxically, the only context
which emoticons can be safely us
is an informal one between peoy
who are well-known to each othe

and so their use is not necess

anyway.

nlevill react.”

anging these. They do not really hg
a place in the workplace. If th

recipient is a trusted colleague, th

to break the ice, but this would be

gamble in my opinion.”

Newsletters lose their impact wh

sent by email (as opposed to hatd-junk priority.”

copy) and may be classified by somemily: “I pay a lot more attention t

as little more than junk mail; this

particularly the case for people wh&ophie: “I pay better attention

eRuby: “... newsletters take secon

gaper-based newsletters and simile

long time yet remain unsure of the

being

ilRuby: “I rarely use them anyway and

eshly when | know how the recipient

2 ily: “I would be extremely careful

Thomas: “Don’t use them — perhaps

maybe. | suppose they could be used

d-

[®)

.

o
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Discussion point

Derivation

spend all day looking at a screen armint material.”

filter anything that is not essentig

The big advantage of the hard copy is

that it can be taken to lunch or even

taken home.

4a.

There is still some way to go

achieve a commonsense-based emsdlction and HR that training

etiquette.

tdhomas: “I frequently tell the 17

required in the etiquette

common-sense) of email.”

(and

S

4b.

There is a form of email etiquet
but consensus on acceptability

lacking.

[eRuby: “Here, | have to wonder
ismail can bring out the less attract
gualities each sex conceals wh
observing other workplac
etiquettes.”

Oliver: “I would say | am reasonab
careful, but only to the extent that
don’t want to cause offence. | dor
go out of my way to find out abo
accepted etiquette for email, if the

is any.”

ve

en

y

S5a.

Senders of email tend to have tf
own priorities, which may not acco
with the priorities of the recipient(s

This can lead to senders forming

1dRuby: “l observe that others seem
rdeel obliged to respond by return
and be responded to. | recently j

aoif replying to an email from
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Discussion point

Derivation

unfavourable opinion of recipien
who do not reply as promptly as t

sender’s priorities demand.

tanember of HR for what seemed li
ha couple of days and was surprise
how seriously she took the incide
— the word disciplinary wa
mentioned.”

Lily: “ As the sender -Absolutely —
and if they don’t they cannot use t
excuse of ‘I never received thatl.

As the recipient Nooo — I'll have to
reply straight away now!”

Emily: “I would agree with this; eve
though when thinking of why thi
should be, my reasoning
flawless. | just feel that one shod
respond to an email within a day
two, whereas a posted letter respo
can take longer than that.”

Sophie: “Yes, very true, especia

when the email comes with a r

exclamation mark, although it is n

have me believe!”

] at

nt

[

[72)

iS not

Id

or

nse

D
o

C

ot

always as urgent as the sender wquld

5b.

An email should not demand

ahomas: “the same amount

quicker response than a hard-comonsideration and research is nee

of

ded
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Discussion point

letter or memo - after all, th
response should demand the sg
amount of research ar

consideration.

Derivation
go answer an email as for a writt
\mete.”
d

6a.

Email should be just as polite as ¢

other form of communicatior
People reveal a lot about themsel
in the way they write, and th

applies whatever the medium.

afjhomas: ft depends what is mear|

ye@gong.”
sEmily: “Wording, style and format if
emails should not deviate that mu
from paper-based correspondence.
Sophie: “No, | fully disagree. 1 ar
always careful when drafting m
messages. |
sentences and a polite address be
signing... | am always displeast
when | see the lack of care a
consideration people convey wh
replying with half sentences, opaq
SmS-type abbreviations or don’t si
off. It's basic decency to send
well-written message. | think th
people reveal a lot about themsel
by their writing and language styl
erodin

which is increasingly

If you mean politeness, you are

—

ch

n

y

use full words and

fore

es

o

(@]
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Discussion point

Derivation

online.”
Alfie: “l think it depends on thg
context. If 1 am responding to

more care and be more polite than

what kind of sandwich | want.”

complaint from a client | would take

174

if 1

was responding to a colleague asking

6b.

With email there is no need

conform to the stultifying forma
addresses, salutations, sign-offs
of paper-based communication, a
if a mistake is made or a faux p
committed it can more easily K
corrected by a follow-uy
clarification, so people tend to be le
concerned with being polite whg

communicating by email.

t&Ruby: “now we can make do with
I sentence which, if necessary, can
edtnended immediately.”

ndly: “This is true in the sense ths
asmails are informal.”
)gdack:  “As  long as  normg
bconventions concerning politene
swe observed, email senders shoulg
e overly  concerned abo
conventions.”

Harry: “Yes.”

a

be

Al

SS

in’t

ut

6cC.

Just because an email does not &
in material form it does not mean th
its content is any less important, a
so should be saved/filed just as

hard copy note or letter would be.

exigtomas: “... it is just as important
dteep copies of emails (whether pa
nolr electronic), so that when the s
faits the fan, you have something
behind.

shelter However th

language can be less formal.”

0]

per

—

0]

e
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Discussion point

Derivation

Ta.

Workplace email should always
private  between
recipient(s), however it is importa
to remember that, in theory at lea
any email can be recovered and r¢
by IT professionals and those w
employ them. Whilst not necessar
being afraid or suspicious, people
wonder from time to time whethg

their private email conversations 3

being monitored.

sender  apdandomly check everyone’s email

belly: “I was asked as a manager

nensure they were being used in
storrect manner.
egtiould be private.”
h&mily: “In principle, yes. But this i
Iwishful thinking on my part. Email
dare an incredibly unsecured form
2iIcommunication (on the same level
irpostcards in my opinion) and th
should be kept in mind whe
sending/receiving emails. Once
email is sent out, there is no telli
where it might end up in the end
on which 700 servers it will be storg
for the foreseeable future.”
Sophie: “Yes, a must!”
Grace: “I think individual emails ar
pretty safe, unless they contain thir

that get filtered and attract th

attention of IT.”

| personally feel|i

U7

[

of

as

is

an

gs

e

7b.

Email is no more or less private thahhomas: “The privacy factor is n

any other form of

communication.

written different

to any othe

communication.”

o

-
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Discussion point

Derivation

Managers do not fear private em
communication, but like to be copig
into (or at least told about) wh
people are emailing so that th

know what is going on.

2dh on everything work related, but
athink(?) this is just so he knows wh
eis going on.”

Emily: “I do not think that ‘afraid’ is
the correct term.
they are interested, however...”
Grace: “Managers always like

know what’s going on...”

Workplace email facilitates th
formation of private cliques, but n
more so than the groups that fo

around the watercooler, or in the pu

efrhomas: “No more than the phor
ahe water fountain, or the pub.”
raily: “I don’t particularly think email

ilwould make it worse.”

10a.

In some ways jokes circulated

email are safer than, say,

photocopied cartoon pinned to

notice board — although on the otheppreciating our workplace beir

hand that apparent

assumed confidentiality
encourage recklessness on the pa
tension/uneasin

senders, and

amongst recipients.

safety ancdommitted to equality, | worried

maplittle that one or more of them mig

Ruby: “The cliqgue appeared
aperate according to a set of rule

aas not party to and instead

trefve been offended and storing
esmail up for a complaint...”

Sophie: “[Taking offence] happene
It ca

once or twice at my work.

create unease or tensions, So it caf

allhomas: “My boss likes to be copied

| would say that

at

€,

[0

of

19

a

my

2d

n be
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Discussion point

Derivation

a slippery slope.”

10b.

One must always be aware of

“P(olitical) C(orrectness) Brigade”.

tiemily: “This is becoming more

11a.

Workplace email provides
opportunity for covert bullying but
being in writing, the evidence
available should anyone wish to tg

the matter up.

afhomas: “...

the victim has th

,evidence if they want to take this

keerbal.”
Emily: “... email leaves a paper tre

which | think bullies tend to avoid?”

11b.

People can feel left out of emagRuby: “Yes.

cligues — a kind of bullying bymore by exclusion and examples...

exclusion, made all the worse by 1
knowing who is involved and wher

the boundaries are.

But in my experiend

onather than direct verbal abuse. ...

deels disempowering when one of

via email and the clique continues

support itself.”

Top Dogs is mocking you and other

female colleagues behind your bac

issue with the PC-brigade on guard.”

e

Ip

swith the authorities — more so than

e

he

ks

1lc.

Circulation of email can reinforg
stereotypes, for example ribald jok
may circulate mainly amongst me

“snitch and bitch” amongst main

women. Where exceptions are madRuby: ‘I

the people included are on

accorded status of “guest” rather th

cdRuby: “To stereotype: sexism al
glserd instinct in men and paranoia a
rsnitching on colleagues to tf
ymanager in women.”

that

assumed certal

aBut when | gossiped with the sar

lyetiquette’ barriers had come down.

nd

ne

n

ne
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Discussion point

Derivation

“full member” — a status that may |

suddenly and inexplicabl

withdrawn.

pelique, sharing an affectionate — tr

anecdote... | was instant

y_
stonewalled. The messages stop
arriving. | concluded that |

caused offence to somebody...”

had

12.

People would rather gather by t
watercooler or coffee machine
discuss organisational matters — it
easier to maintain confidentiality th
way than putting one’s thoughts
writing, and oneself at the mercy

one’s recipients.

Heuby: “I saw paranoia at th

tpossibility of messages Dbeir

monitored or forwarded limiting
iemail's potential for any seriou
inveakening of values or hierarchies

of

e

19

S

13a.

The only harm to come from em
stories, jokes and satirical poems
the time wasted in the writing arn

forwarding of them.

aRuby: “They can be pernicious a
tame wasting.”

nd

13b.

Email stories, jokes and satiri
poems are frequently childish a

sexist.

cdEmily: “Most (if not all) of these
hémails are either lame or sexist g

an incredible waste of time.”

nd

14a.

Email and its administration occu
time that would be much better spe

just talking to people.

pgophie: “[Email] is extremely time
pr@onsuming, and it seems colleagy
and team managers have lost trach

the concept of oral communication.

Ues

< of
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Discussion point Derivation

14b. Email can rule one’s day, but it sayéauby: “...[email] made life much
time when correctly administered. | easier: | liked having my agenda and
tasks visible on screen and saved |ots
of filing time.”
Lily: “Email is easy to manage |f
done correctly. ... It can set the
agenda for the working day, but the
same could be said for internal mail

and phonecalls.”

15. Workplace IT departments: anythinRuby: “I am always wary to
further to add? approach IT people with caution as
they are often under pressure and
abused.”
Sophie: “... my experience has
usually been excellent with I

departments.”

16. Concerning dissemination oRuby: “Impact must depend partly
important workplace information,upon workplace culture... and the
email is used for convenience rath@xtent to which the individual enjoys

than effectiveness. using email.”

—

Sophie: “I kept getting importarn
messages at my last job, but | would
wait till Friday or spare time to read

them.”
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Discussion point Derivation

17. Apart from IT departments, do apfRuby: “... specific authors talk and
organisational functions/departmentarite like that anyway...”
use email to exert influence or rais€homas: “Yes. Particularly the IT
their profiles? dept.”

18. The email that one sends arRluby: “... | suspect this is the case
receives in the workplace gives ongfar team members who are tele-
sense of belonging to a community] commuting...”

Emily: “... | would be the first tq
collapse into catatonic schizophrenia

should my emails be cut off for ar

reason.”

1y
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APPENDIX 9
EMAIL: HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLES
The following hypothetical examples were presemtesupport of this research at the

University of Leicester Festival of Postgraduatsd&ch in June 2009.

4 [Colleague A], some guidance - Message [Rich Text)

! File Edit Yiew Insert  Format  Tools  Ackions  Help

Send | cuReply | 8 Reply to All | 2 Farward | = | | e |23 X | @) E
Frorm:
To:
e

Subject:  [Colleague &], some quidance

Hi [Colleague A]

Far be it frorm me to act the martinet, but | think you should know a little bit about
the way we do things around here. You'we probably noticed that [Manager ] is
pretty laid back, however | have certain standards which | like to be obsered. |ve
naticed you listening to your iPod while sitting at your desk, which | feel is
unacceptable in a professional ervironment.

As [Manager X] is either unable or unwilling to take these matters of decorum and
behaviour seriously, | feel that it falls upon me to do 5o and | also feel that athers in
the office are grateful that | do. | therefare hope you will take this matter seriously.

You may always turn to me for any guidance that you, as a relatively new person in
the office, may need. | am always willing to guide and help.

Thanks,

[Colleague £]

Helping — or bullying?
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B FYEO - Message (Rich Text) M=

! File Edit Miew Insert  Format  Tools  Ackions

Help
2 5end | aReply | (-4 Reply to &ll | 2 Farward | .

Kt -

From:
To:
e
Subjeck:  FYED

Effective team, or
exclusive club?

[Colleague B] - just a note to say thanks for
taking the helm so well last week. I'm glad it
was you and not you-know-who, You're
definitely one of the good guys, and we're
getting a bit thin on the ground these days.

[Colleague Y]

4 Today's Marketing meeting (yawn) - Message (Rich Text)
! File Edit Wiew Insert  Format  Tools  Actions  Help

::dZend | g Reply | SliReply to Al | (b Forward | B3 | B | ¢ [ S22 X | e - | @ E

Frarm:
To:
Cit
Subject;  Today's Marketing meeting (vawn)

Hi All - here are the unofficial minutes! (Minotes? Hours, more likel)

Jargon count

¢ "Going forward” - way too many - lost count after about 30

o CSynergy" - 17 (what's synergy?)

Babe count

¢ 2 -with 1 borderline. It's only the scenery that keeps me going to these things ;-)

Content

. Eiigfato ”

Action points

s« [Mone - don't encourage them!

Inter alia, cynical and discriminatory
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APPENDIX 10

POST-RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE OUTCOMES
Introduction
All participants were offered the opportunity tonoment on the completed thesis.
This process, suggested by Kopinak (1999: 180-l&bws the project to be
satisfactorily closed with respect to participant3he feedback provided by the
participants allows the researcher to establish &otlientic the research process has
been — that participants feel they have been plppepresented and interpreted (May
2002: 46, 49-50). The participants’ feedback alsables the researcher to assess the
validity of the methodology — how the necessaryeaesher-participant trust-
relationship has developed (Howarth 2002: 22) dedetxtent to which the resultant
research community of practice is characterisesh&iger qualities (Elias and Scotson

1994: 90).

In ethnographic research the reader has a parntichode. So that the reader may
participate fully, the findings of this final stagé the research are separated from the
process led by participants’ stories and the subs#gounds of discussion points and
analysis. What the reader reads in Chapters 1 daaod7 Appendices 2 to 9 is that
which was presented to the participants in advawicéhis final stage, the only
differences being the cross-references to this Agpeadded subsequently. By
orienting the reader-as-participant in this waythHer validity — “validity in a social

context” (Christians 1997: 16) — may be achieved.
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Participants’ comments

Whilst participants made use of the post-reseatastipnnaire (Appendix 6), none
who participated in this final stage confined tHerdback to this medium. They all
followed a pattern of offering initial thoughts leynail, with a promise to reply more
fully later, some using the post-research questorrand some emailing their further
responses using their own format. All offered miation about what is going on in
their lives, and some closed the research procéss further musings and ideas.
Thomas, for example, mentioned his forthcomingeatent. Sophie mentioned the
death of her grandmother and how this had adveedédgted her performance in an
examination. On a happier note, Emily mentionet #he was now on maternity

leave, and had just given birth to a little boy.

So that the reader may apply some context to th@senents, they are separated into

initial and considered comments below.

Initial comments

Sophie “I have already scanned parts of your thesis @atl some of ‘Sophie’s’
comments, and | would say that they reflect my cemts accurately. 1 also found it
interesting to read some of your analyses. | taitle the time to read them entirely
and let you know what | think. | am used to regdacademic material, so it is

interesting to see this style applied to one’s gaakreflections.”

Sophie “What a pleasure to hear from you as alwaysmlgiad you have finished

your thesis, at last. | look forward to readingritd giving you my feedback, though |

trust that you have integrated my comments acdyrate
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Emily: “I do not have time at the moment to read yoesth (though | am planning to
do so...) — | searched for the term “Emily” andd@hose bits. Many thanks for

writing up my text so beautifully!”

Thomas “I really enjoyed taking part in this and readitige comments of the other
participants. Perhaps we could start a $IGflong the lines of email management,
or even a consultancy. I've not yet read the wipalper, but certainly intend to, as
the sections I've already read in order to geneifatereply were most interesting. |
would actually like to print it out, as mentioned my reply about corporate
communications, but at 269 pages the facilitiesnt@aight notice. As an aside, my
checker picked up a couple of spelling mistakesiclwlare inevitable in a draft

document of this length, but I'm sure you’ll sdrese.”

Thomas “Sincere best of luck with the thesis, (you see,ve almost developed a
close relationship on the basis of a few emailsl) @ sure to let us know how you get

on.”

Ruby. “Thank you SO MUCH. | can’t wait to read it. h&w it will be VERY LONG
so | can’t promise to read every word but it isllihg to see the product of the hard
work and mental grind of someone whose meticul@mmmus approach one

respects.”

Ruby. “Just skimming though — already laughing — intéireg and delightful intro.”

43 S1G — Mensa Special Interest Group
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Considered comments
Emily commented “Yes” to each part of the post-resegrestionnaire, with “N/A”

in the “Anything further to add” section.

Thomascommented in detail using the post-research cquestire as follows. The

guestions appear in italic.

Do you think you have been fairly represented i@ 8tories recorded in
Chapter 5?
“Absolutely. | was also happy that my opinions @awt changed in the

months since | wrote to you.”

Do you think you have been fairly represented iscDssion points 1 recorded
in Chapter 6?

“Broadly. But there’s always a “But”™:

In paragraph 15, where | replied “Absolutely”, ydbought my reply
equivocal. At the time | referred to both partst tunhelpful” in this context
can mean different things. On reflection our ITpaement is helpful when
something goes wrong — a system crashes perhapst théy are very
restrictive in how we can set up our PCs. For edarthe icons on my word
package have to conform to the corporate ideal. athend them, they revert
next time |1 open Word. Why am | not allowed to dav“Save As ...” icon?.

Whenever I've discussed this type of point, theyehlaeen unhelpful.
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It was very interesting to see a disinterested iopilaommentary on my
behaviour, and apart from this single clarificatibam very happy with your

analysis.”

Do you think you have been fairly represented iscDssion points 2 recorded
in Chapter 6?

“Yes, | am broadly happy with what you have writteat see comments here:
| didn’t really understand the sentence in pardEMpectation of this situates
Thomas within an emotionally intelligent understiagdwhich incorporates

self-awareness and openness (Goleman 1999, Hu@ltdg and a valuable
personal cultural hinterland (Eraut 2000).”

In 6¢c | mentioned the protective reasoning behim@pkng emails. You

seemed to have taken this as negativity on my pait,this was only one
example. It is also very useful (and very much encommon) to be able to
refer to mails later in a positive context: toresh my memory, or forward
them to others who require data, minutes etc. Wiligprobably happen daily,

whereas the negative side extremely rarely. | nhase been in a flippant
mood during this reply. As you comment severaksm see email in many
respects exactly the same as paper communicatioerew might photocopy a

letter for someone. Email is just more convenierthis respect.”

Do you think you have been fairly represented ie tBummary and
Conclusions recorded in Chapter 77?
“I am happy with what you have said. Again, it wiageresting to see a

discussion of my thoughts. At the time, these velrghed off rather quickly,
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and with more time | would have been more thoudhdiod perhaps less
flippant, but you have broadly grasped my intergiamd motives. In fact in
some points you have indicated a deeper knowledigbow | tick’ than |

have.”
Sophiedid not use the post-research questionnaire, fiered the following feedback
and reflection using her own choice of format. Tbkowing are Sophie’s words

except where cross-references and guidance na&eslded in square brackets.

[Discussion points humber 4]

Although basic email etiquette is usually taughttlie workplace, | have
noticed that some colleagues stick to that stylestimavhen corresponding
with clients. Employees tend to be much less folmeaveen themselves (i.e.,
they use emails as a form of written dialoguedom’t make this distinction,
and usually greet my reader, write complete seete@nd sign off. | think
more and more, people view email as a convenieainmef communicating,

and thus equate convenient (and cheap) with slack.

[Discussion points humber 8]

Please note the added precisiomy reply:

I’'m not sure about the manager berdgaid. | did notice in one of my jobs

that my supervisor seemed a little annoyed whentwoy colleagues and |

were talking joyously and laughing after having lexaged jokes by emajls
but | think the impression was we were doing sthatexpense of working.

Also, we might have qgiven the impression of andagoke
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[Discussion points humber 9]

Would it be possible to tie that reply to the forneme? [Here Sophie is
wishing to associate her precision-added replpistussion points humber

8 above to this discussion point.]

[Discussion points Aumber 2b]

I may have replied to statement 13 a little tod:fas

True, but not in all cases. Some jokes can be& apffensive, racist, sexist, or

simply reflect poor taste or judgment on the pathe sender. The best jokes

are the ‘neutral’ ones, that convey gentle humauwt are devoid of any

undertones that can lead to various interpretatidddso, such emailsreate an

urge to read and reply, and are an excellent pstinedion tool.

[Discussion points Aumber 2b]

| just wanted to say that | appreciate your reiftechere! It was interesting to

read this academic point of view about culture.

[Discussion points Aumber 4a]

Learning-as-a-commodity — | don’t know if this pison is necessary, but |
will add it nonetheless and let you decide of@evance:

| see the learning of email etiquette as a commaddinly in the professional
context — i.e. if a serious candidate wants to langosition requiring solid
mastery of communication skills. In other contextsch etiquette would be

used simply out of consideration for the email pesmit.
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[Discussion points Aumber 12]

Excellent point, David, because the two remaininglents had not been privy
to the email, and actually told us in class thaytfelt left out. My two other
classmates and | could have replied that that enaailbeen written precisely
to help the teacher navigate the verbal disagreesmeéent finally | decided
such explanation would be superfluous, notwithstamdtheir justified
irritation at being excluded. So, the intentionsvizzenign, but I think | ended

up, unintentionally, offending somewhat.

Analysis of this feedback follows in tl&&onclusionbelow.

Conclusion

The patrticipants’ final contributions indicate thlagy are broadly happy with the way
in which their personal truths have been reportetiiaterpreted. Thomas and Sophie
offer further important explanation and reflectiomhich readers should take into
account when reading their commentsOiscussion points Jand 2 in Chapter 6.

Based on these final contributions, authenticity lba said to have been achieved.

Running through participants’ final contribution® @emonstrations that a researcher-
participant community of practice based on trust Haveloped. The methodology
has, according to these final contributions, omerah the way it should in order to

achieve validity.
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Participation levels varied throughout from a maximof eleven at thBre-research
questionnaireEmail autobiographyandDiscussion points &tage&’ to a minimum of
four at thePost-research questionnairstage. The participation level of five in
Discussion points 2vas disappointing. It is observable that thosat tthd not
participate in Discussion points Zhad not been very reflective participants in
Discussion points,lwith the exception of Emily who had taken time otiher work
to have a baby (semtroductior). The only participant for whom there is no
discernible explanation for non-participationmscussion points & Lily. Thomas,
Ruby and Sophie’s participation at every stage nsugprising, given their clear
interest in the research and the deep reflectiowleat in their contributions.
Participation levels throughout the data gathestages Pre-research questionnaire
to Review, however, do not fall below Ellis’'s recommendethimum of five for
emotive ethnographic research (Ellis and Bochned32(®38). That only four
participants contributed to tHeost-research questionnaire disappointing, however
it is probably not safe to attempt to draw condasifrom this. The thoughtful and
reflexive contributions of those that did partidgpain the Post-research
guestionnaire and the way in which this corrected and nuanbedrésearch, lends

authenticity to the way it was finally presented.

Final assessment of the authenticity and validftgtbnographic research, however,

lies with the thoughtful, critical and participagiveader.

4 For descriptions of the stages referred to hdease see the section entitled Research design in
Chapter 4.
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