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Abstract 
 

This study investigates the cultural interface between a human resource management 
group and a team leader group within one organisation. The research design used theory 
outside of the traditional group and communication theory found in the human relations 
literature. Mundane reason, epistemic culture were adapted to formulate a tentative theoretical 
framework called cultural reasoning. Using this theory and adopting constructivist ontology, 
interpretivist epistemology, and qualitative methodology, data were collected from team 
leaders and human resource professionals, respectively.  A two step approach to data 
collection was implemented. The first data source was from two focus groups, one consisting 
of human resource professionals and one consisting of team leaders utilising electronic-group-
support-systems and subjected to a modified form of content analysis. This provided insights 
into what was causing conflicts between the two groups. A data collection method was 
designed to allow the theory studied to emerge. Using this method, group members as 
individuals were required to identify through interview their own ‘partial world view’ in 
relation to these potential conflicts. Data were transcribed and analysed for all sessions 
according to the conventions designed to fit the theory of mundane reason.  Results of this 
exploratory work were encouraging. The data collection method proved to be effective in that 
the respondents were able to use the method and it was sufficiently robust to allow 
conversation which generated the mundane reasoning and cultural reasoning sets from the two 
groups perspective. Secondly, the ideas expressed both in mundane reason and cultural 
reasoning resonated with the different items accorded factuality per group. The theoretical 
shift discovered as a result of the study moved issues of misunderstanding such as perception 
and communication to include what is almost their opposite theoretically. It seems as though 
each group made assumptions that members of the other group had experiential access to ‘the 
real world’ and that various remedial actions would make the access more comprehensible. 
The data were rich in stories and explanations and the concept discussed in this paper is that 
of ‘building relationships’. 

 
Introduction 

 
The aim of this research was to empirically examine the theory of cultural reasoning 

for its usefulness in inter-group communication in an organisational setting and required an 
exploration of a cultural reasoning interface between human resource professionals and team 
leaders. 
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The research sought to penetrate the ‘social space’ of organisational life. In particular 
it is concerned with inter-group communication (Pervan 1994). The two groups selected for 
the study are a human resource management group and a team leader group. These groups 
were studied within one case organisation. The organisation is designed along the lines of 
traditional bureaucracy (Jones 2001). It is important to recognise that data from qualitative 
research cannot be transported to other specific contexts. However, it is envisaged that 
insights from this study will contribute in a broader sense to theory building on inter-group 
communication and also would provide insight useful to other ‘like’ public sector agencies. 
Many communication theories concentrate on the sort of skills necessary for effective 
communication (Yrle et al 2003; Spitzberg and Cupach 1984). Other theories, often within the 
marketing framework, focus on theories of perception to point out that people see the world 
differently and therefore, (in the marketing case) groups can and should be identified as like-
minded ‘segments’ of the market (Greengrove 2002). 

  
This research is cross-disciplinary in nature. It draws on the work of two foundational 

theorists. Pollner (1987) worked for over two decades to develop the theory of mundane 
reason drawing on ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967). Knorr-Cetina (1999) studied the 
scientific domain and developed the theory she called epistemic cultures. Their work has been 
further developed for research in the organisational behaviour field. In particular, concepts 
from the two theories have been merged into a theory called ‘Cultural Reasoning’. Cultural 
reasoning acknowledges the factual world described by Pollner (1987) and that knowledge 
and culture are intimately related (Knorr-Cetina, 1999). Cultural reasoning adds value–based 
knowledge processes to the mundane reasoning framework. The proposition is that 
descriptors relating to the most valued knowledge will be selected for factuality status. The 
work of Whiteley (2003) and Whiteley and Whiteley (2004) provide a foundation for the 
application of Pollner’s (1987) theory developed from the ethnomethodological perspective 
and Knorr-Cetina’s (1999) theory, developed within the sociology of scientific knowledge 
discipline. As such, the specialist literature from these authors will take prominence in the 
study and in the sense that they are used here, they have an original aspect. The importance of 
the theories (mundane reason and epistemic cultures) is the role they play in understanding 
humans as they operate in their group social contexts. The tangible and intangible effects of 
difficulties experienced by groups as they relate to each other  is  a central issue for managers 
and human resource professionals. 

 
There is little question that the human resource management function is undergoing 

profound change. This is due in part to the increasing pressures on businesses to be 
competitive. These, in turn, require human resource management to take on a strategic 
significance as an avenue for demonstrating its value to the firm (Boxall and Purcell 2003; 
Collins and Clark 2001; Som 2003; Wright et al 2001). According to Truss et al (2002) 
personnel practitioners need to enhance their organisational contribution by playing a more 
‘strategic’ role. This is regarded as more desirable than what is perceived to be personnel’s 
traditional administrative and welfare role.  Indeed Lengnick-Hall and Lengnick-Hall (2003) 
advocate that if human resource professionals continue to operate with a narrow operational 
focus, human resource departments will have increasing irrelevance in the corporation of the 
future. However, whilst there is evidence to suggest the administrative function represented 
by personnel management is in decline in favour of strategic human resource management 
(Sisson 2001), it has more often been argued that most departments play a tactical role, with a 
lack of consistency in human resource interventions (Truss et al 2002). This shift in roles and 
emphasis is perhaps understood by human resource professionals working in the field and 
executives and senior management of organisations keen for human resources to add strategic 
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value to the organisation. However, the transference from personnel to human resource 
management is more problematic for team leaders within organisations. According to Truss et 
al (2002), the argument that human resource functions should adopt a more strategic role is 
based on the premise that individuals working in human resource departments are able to 
engage in deliberate acts to alter that role. Further, Truss et al (2002) highlights that the role 
system of an organisation is maintained, at least in part, by sets of role expectations held by 
other organisational actors concerning what individuals or department members should do to 
fulfil their role effectively.  

 
Anecdotal experience however suggests that team leaders and supervisors have 

perhaps their own reality of what does and does not add value to their world in that they have 
their own perception of what roles human resource departments should play within 
organisations that will add value to their world. Team leaders live in a world where they have 
to implement and operationalise corporate strategies ‘out there in the field’. These include but 
are not restricted to those in the area of human resources. They have pressures of balancing 
their own client-centred workload with that of what some have described as bureaucratic 
processes and strategies imposed upon them from on high (Warner 2007). These externally 
imposed processes may, in some cases, work against their own priorities.  Indeed according to 
Currie and Procter (2001) there are a number of limitations on line managers’ ability to take 
on new responsibilities such as human resource management issues in a world where 
organisational restructuring is reducing the time they have available. They may well be asking 
the question  whether corporate areas such as human resources truly add value to their worlds. 
In a ten year study in seven large organisations conducted in the UK, Gratton and Truss 
(2003) found that of 4,500 employees surveyed only 34% felt their human resource 
department was competent at its job and only 20% agreed that their human resource 
department had a clear strategy guiding its activities.  

 
Hatch (1997) emphasises the value of an ethnographic approach and discourse analysis 

as a basis for organisation theory. Discourse, it is proposed, is an important part of sense 
making. According to Weick (2001) the basic idea of sensemaking is that reality is an 
ongoing accomplishment that emerges from efforts to create order and make retrospective 
sense of what occurs. Sensemaking emphasises that people try to make things rationally 
accountable to themselves and others. Indeed individuals are not seen as living in a wider 
reality but creating and sustaining images of a wider reality to rationalise what they are doing, 
realising their reality, by reading into their situation patterns of significant meaning (Morgan 
et al 1983). 

 
This research looked at the nature of sense making and communication within 

organisations and in particular between human resource professionals and team leaders. The 
research seeks to penetrate the ‘social space’ of organisational life. In particular it is 
concerned with inter-group communication. The research draws on the theories of mundane 
reasoning (Pollner 1987) and epistemic cultures (Knorr-Cetina, 1999). These theories, 
together with the idea that valued knowledge as a significant moderator of inter-group 
communication Whiteley and Whiteley (2006) produced a conceptual framework.  

 
The need for effective communication continues to be a key issue in Australia 

(Agunga, 1998; Barrett and Sherwood, 1988).  Karpin’s (1995) work in the mid-nineteen 
nineties highlighted the need for effective communication in organisations. For the last 
several decades, the roles of human resource managers and team leaders have been 
recognized as being strategic for the organisation. This study sought to further inform the 
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body of knowledge in these two areas by investigating inter-group communication through 
the lens of a set of theories that complement the traditional theories of group dynamics and 
communication. As this is a cross-disciplinary study, the aim is to inform organisations by 
bringing to the domain, theories that are not traditionally associated with management and 
communication. As such it is proposed that the study enriches the body of organisational 
theory in both content and methodology. 

 
Literature and the Theory of Cultural Reasoning 

 
The two components of cultural reasoning are that of mundane reason and valued 

knowledge. Garfinkel (1967) coined the term ‘ethnomethodology’ as a theory and a critique 
of conventional sociology contending that everyday activities of daily life are worthy of 
empirical research in their own right. Ethnomethodology scholars emphasise the interactional 
activities that constitute social facts (Coulon 1995). Pollner (1974), a student of Garfinkel 
(1967), concluded from his field research, that individuals communicate through mundane 
reason which is described as: 
 

The assumption of an intersubjective world taken together with the inferential 
operations for which it provides comprises what we shall term the idiom of mundane 
reason. A well-socialized mundane reasoner…assumes a world not only objectively 
present but a world to which he has continued experiential access and, which others 
experience in more or less identical ways (Pollner 1974: p35). 
 
Through studies of records of conversational interactions and the analysis of reality 

disjunctures (when two people interpret ‘reality differently’), Pollner (1987) showed how 
mundane reasoning sustains the assumption of an objective world to which all observers have 
access in everyday life. The central feature of the taken for granted everyday world is that it is 
taken for granted. As common sense people living in the mundane world, we tacitly assume 
that, there is this world all of us share. We see this as the public domain within which we 
communicate, work and live our lives (Pollner 1987). There is also the assumption that we all 
share the same experiences of the common world. 

 
Mundane reason refers to a basic set of procedures people use to accord to some 

descriptions and not others the status of fact. According to Potter (1996) ‘facts’ are socially 
constructed things. According to Whiteley and Whiteley (2004: p3) social constructions have 
the quality of being ‘stipulations’. The mundane world of a mundane reasoning group is, 
members believe, shared by others who have access to it experientially. In other words, there 
is one ‘real world’ shared by others. Any deviations from the one real world would be due to 
maladaptive behaviours or deficiencies in applying stipulations to events.  

 
The theory of mundane reason suggests that groups of people often unconsciously, 

develop basic meaningful structures of a particular nature (Pollner 1987). These are best 
observed in the concrete sense when two or more groups give an account of the same event 
(or document). From the many aspects that compose an event, some and not others become 
real for a particular group. Some aspects are not selected and others are selected as salient 
(important) and valent (valued) enough to qualify as ‘the facts of the situation’. Potter (1996) 
uses the term ‘factuality’ to describe how descriptions are built and used to inform ongoing 
consciousness as well as day-to-day activities. Mundane reasoners have well-developed basic 
procedures that allow them to construct and legitimate what makes up ‘a fact’. In assuming 



 5

that the other groups used the same basic procedures and obeyed the same stipulations as 
themselves, there would be little doubt that the reality was being experienced.  

 
According to the theory of mundane reason (Pollner 1987) the ‘real’ world is real only 

to those who reason according to the same ‘stipulations’ and in this sense this real world 
could be thought of as a partial world-view (Morgan 1997). 

 
An important theory when thinking about how groups might differ in their 

communication methodologies is that of perception (Carlopio, Andrewartha and Armstrong, 
2005). The theory of perception acknowledges that individuals ‘see’ things in different ways 
as they deal with incoming information and experience through processing capabilities unique 
to themselves. Mundane reasoners, as individuals seek to deal with incoming information and 
experience by applying the stipulations and basic procedures for according factuality of their 
mundane reasoning group: This is their mundane version of the ‘real’ world. The idea of 
seeing things differently (perception) and assuming others share one’s reality in an 
experiential way (mundane reason) have very different implications.  

 
In interactions between groups in organisational settings, there is no awareness of the 

need to penetrate the factual world of others. The assumption is that ‘we all share the same 
one’. We just see things differently within a shared world – not of meaning but of fact 
(Whiteley and Whiteley 2004). 

 
In summary: Mundane reason throws into the ‘spotlight’ the difference between 

perception and factuality. Theories of perception assume that we ‘see’ the world differently 
but mundane reason assumes, and has the mechanisms for ‘proving’, factuality in the ‘world 
out there’. The idiom of mundane reason posits that there is a ‘factual world’ common to all 
of us. As this ‘factual world’ is constructed, any differences in individual understanding of 
this world are due to imperfections of communication. 

 
The phenomenon of Epistemic Culture was first described by Knorr-Cetina (1999) as: 
 
those amalgams of arrangements and mechanisms – bonded through affinity, 
necessity, and historical coincidence – which, in any given field make up how we know 
what we know. Epistemic cultures are cultures that create and warrant knowledge… 
(Knorr-Cetina, 1999: p1). 
 
Knorr-Cetina (1999) used a form of conversation analysis and documentary evidence, 

to determine the ‘construction of the machineries of knowledge’ in two groups of scientists. 
She concluded that there is a wide diversity in the ways in which epistemic cultures create 
knowledge. She found that the notion that there is only one kind of knowledge is no longer 
plausible and she switched the definition of knowledge to “knowledge as practised within 
structures, processes and environments that make up a specific epistemic setting” (Knorr-
Cetina 1999: p8). 

 
Within our mundane reasoning worlds how do we know what we know and what sort 

of knowledge is valued over others? According to Knorr-Cetina (1999), one of the ways we 
might know is to view knowledge through an epistemic lens. Knorr-Cetina, working within 
the sociology of scientific knowledge found that scientists acquire their knowledge using the 
lens of their scientific disciplines. Descriptions that match the ‘rules’ of scientific method 
would be accorded the status of objectivity and factuality. Those that do not, for example 
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subjective or interpretive knowledge would not be considered as ‘real’ and would not be 
valued. 

 
Within the mundane reasoning world of scientists, objective, factual concrete 

knowledge is highly valued whilst for the subjective, perceptual kind, this is not usually the 
case. Whiteley (2003) proposed that the study of mundane reason and epistemic culture taken 
together had the potential to explain and understand situations in organisational behaviour 
similar to the problem described above which initiated this research. 

 
The term ‘cultural reasoning’ evolved from an idea that the two contributions to 

knowledge, mundane reason (Pollner 1987) and epistemic culture (Knorr-Cetina, 1999), when 
used within a particular context, such as that of organisational communication may be 
considered as a meta-ontology. In other words, there was an idea, germinating out of the 
empirical findings of these two authors, that was more than the sum of the theoretical parts 
suggested by their studies. The idiom of mundane reason takes the study of communication 
away from perception. The attribution of fact to organisations is created by mundane reason 
realism. Yet, in organisational life we know little of the process by which descriptions are 
selected for their value to the extent of being accorded factual status. In other words, and in 
terms of this study, how do human resource professionals and team leaders assign factuality 
to the ways in which they see their respective roles in the organisation? 

 
Knorr-Cetina’s (1999) work provides a springboard from which to launch the idea of 

cultural knowledge. She was not interested so much in the product of scientific knowledge but 
in how scientists discover for themselves how they know what they know. She called this the 
machineries of knowledge. This stimulated the idea of valued knowledge (Whiteley and 
Whiteley, 2004). It raises the question: Is there, within a group, some knowledge that is 
valued over other sorts of knowledge? If there is, does this valued knowledge inform the basic 
procedures which group member’s use when deciding which descriptions to accord the status 
of factuality? In other words, if we can ascertain which knowledge is valued over other 
knowledge, will this give insight into why certain descriptions are accorded factual status 
whilst others are not?  

 
In the idea of cultural reasoning, mundane reason as identified by Pollner (1987) still 

plays a pivotal role as the notion of factuality and it has become central to the concept of 
cultural reasoning. However linking valued knowledge in a systemic way to factuality 
migrates from Knorr-Cetina’s (1999) original thinking so that the concern is more about the 
sort of knowledge that is valued rather than how knowledge is created (Whiteley and 
Whiteley 2004). 

 
Whiteley and Whiteley (2004) present a research design that illustrates the challenges 

of applying theory from other disciplines to organisational research. The design is interested 
in communication in the workplace at a deep, processual level and it is concerned with the 
problems of groups with definable identities understanding and communicating with each 
other. Their research focuses on the application of mundane reason and the effect of valued 
knowledge on the process of reality construction by identifiable groups. 

 
Method 

 
This is a qualitative case study (Stake 2000) and is ethnographic in nature (Tedlock, 

2000). Scholars from an ethnomethodology domain are interested in examining how certain 
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things, such as work or play, get done in everyday life (Garfinkel 1967).  Researchers 
spending extended time reflecting, exploring and revising meanings of what is going on 
characterise a qualitative case study. The case study method was chosen for this study, as the 
idea is to study deeply the social space of two research groups, human resource professionals 
and team leaders. The research was conducted within a state government department, which is 
designed on traditional functional lines with human resource professionals functioning within 
a human resource department. The organisational structure is hierarchical with a Director 
General, An Executive Management team, Divisional Heads, Team Leaders and Operational 
Staff. The organisation works in an environment where it has to bid for resources to fund its 
services. There is an onus on staff from corporate services (including human resources) to 
demonstrate the value they add to the organisation and a continual review of their services 
with a view to re-directing resources from corporate areas to direct service delivery where 
possible.  
 

The data collection methods used for the study are broken down into three segments 
(figure 1): 

Figure 1 data collection methods in 3 segments 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The first method of data collection was GSS Electronic focus groups for both human 
resource professionals and team leaders to gain insights into inter group communication.  
Group Support Systems technology was developed to enhance the interaction of group 
members by taking advantage of available technology and local area networks. The GSS 
environment resembles a board room with seats around a table and laptop computers at each 
seat. Input of meeting members is processed in parallel, thereby gaining efficiency and also 
immediacy. Typically, a ‘script’ or format is developed and operations such as generate, 
discuss/organise, measure can be chosen to suit the needs of the meeting. Importantly, for 
some types of meeting, anonymity can be managed by the software. 

 
For the kind of data needed for this study, anonymity was a distinct advantage in the 

sense that issues rather than personalities could be addressed.  (Lewis 1995; Lewis and 
Keleman 1990). Also, the  ability to generate high volumes of quality responses in relatively 
quick sessions was attractive in asking respondents to give up their time. 
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Much of the literature on GSS focus groups stresses the importance of using an 
independent and experienced facilitator and chauffeur (Lewis 1995).  The quality and volume 
of ideas generated is enhanced where a skilled team controls the process.  The role of the 
researcher was therefore to design the agenda in consultation with the facilitator and 
chauffeur.  The researcher did not participate in the GSS focus group as he is known to the 
respondents so as not to influence the outcomes. The facilitator had no knowledge of names 
and did not ask respondents to identify themselves (Tsoukas 1998). 

 
The researcher designed the key questions for the GSS Focus Group. These were 

designed to be as open as possible to encourage maximum idea generation. 
 
The aim of the GSS focus groups was to generate grounded interview questions to 

discover: 
 

• Why Human resource professionals and Team leaders don’t understand each 
other?; 

• How could Human resource professionals and Team leaders understand each 
other better?; 

• Stereotypes of each group; 
• Values of each group; 
• What do they think of each other?; 
• What would they say and what would they not say?; 
• Why would they not say things to each other?; 
• What is guaranteed to put the two groups in conflict with each other? 

 
Two focus groups consisting of ten participants for each group type were scheduled.  

These were both one hour sessions and participants were randomly chosen from the 
organisations employee database. A Strategic Communications laboratory at Curtin 
University Business School was used for conducting all sessions.  This facility allowed for 10 
individual participants per session.  Five questions were used to generate ideas followed by 
one question which was discussed and analysed.  

 
The insights into inter group communication obtained from the GSS Focus Group were 

used to form the basis of the second method of data collection using semi structured 
interviews with both Human resource professionals and Team leaders to ask respondents to 
theorise and thereby identify mundane reasoning and cultural reasoning sets. 

 
The facilitator provided the data from the GSS Focus Group responses for the two 

groups to the researcher. 
 
The researcher then used Atlasti WorkBench™  to break down the data from the GSS 

Focus Group session into the following categories that provided insights that the two groups 
believed caused conflict between Human resource professionals and Team leaders: 

 
• Problem with sharing information; 
• Different priorities; 
• Building Relationships and Both sides of the picture; 
• Lack of Time; 
• Work Pressure; 
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• Legislation and Policy; 
• Out in the Field and Face to Face Contact; 
• Understanding each other’s roles; 
• Not Following Human Resources Advice; 
• Lack of Human Resource Knowledge 

 
The researcher then used the insights to generate questions for Study 2: the semi 

structured interviews which were used to generate mundane reasoning and cultural reasoning 
sets of the two groups. 

 
The interview method was used to explore the mundane reasoning sets and valued 

knowledge aspects of the study. A total of twenty interviews was conducted; ten human 
resource professionals and ten Team leaders. The interviews were typically around one hour 
in length and interviews were conducted in the participant’s workplace. All interviews were 
recorded on audio tape and later transcribed. A semi-structured interview was adopted for the 
interview using the questions developed as a result of the GSS Focus Group Session. The 
researcher provided the focus and the participant provided the conversation and content. 
Participants were encouraged to ‘open up’ and to provide ‘their’ perceptions. For the purposes 
of this study the researcher used a semi structured interview format where the same set of 
questions developed from the GSS Focus Group were put to participants however the 
researcher used a ‘complete the sentence’ approach which afforded  some flexibility for 
respondents to answer in varying ways. 

 
The central method of data collection for Study 2 was a semi structured interview 

based on the questions the researcher derived from the GSS generated insights into human 
resource professional and team leader conflict. These are used to identify the mundane 
reasoning sets of the two groups. Interviewing provided the participants the opportunity to 
describe in their own words their perceptions of the opposite group. In each interview the 
researcher ensured that there was ample time for interaction so that clarification of meaning 
could be sought and dealt with in ‘real-time’. Recording of the session allowed a free flow of 
dialogue and enabled the researcher to concentrate and to jot down observational notes during 
the interview. Interviewing provided the participants the opportunity to describe in their own 
words their perceptions of the opposite group. In each interview the researcher ensured that 
there was ample time for interaction so that clarification of meaning could be sought and dealt 
with in ‘real-time’. Recording of the session allowed a free flow of dialogue and enabled the 
researcher to concentrate and to jot down observational notes during the interview. 

 
Interviews were analysed in two ways. First content analysis followed Grounded 

Theory protocols (Glaser and Strauss 1967). Open coding used a piece of meaning as the unit 
of analysis, the meaning ‘code’. Codes populated the larger units of categories developed 
from the questions arising out of the GSS Focus Groups. Constant comparison was conducted 
until concepts emerged and sub categories developed. Secondly interview data were analysed 
for any emergent themes that linked to Mundane Reasoning sets and Cultural Reasoning and 
sub categories being developed. Those sub categories and emergent categories developed 
were subject to theoretical sensitivity. The third level of analysis was to confirm the narrative 
supporting the valued knowledge component of the study. 

 
The data is displayed in the form of cognitive maps. These maps are the result of 

extensive coding, categorising and constant comparison activities. The focus of the map is 
shown in the centre and surrounding it are sub categories of meaning, elements, developed 



 10

from the data. Supporting the category and sub categories are sample verbatim quotations 
from the respondents. 

Results 
 

There were a number of insights provided by each of the two groups (HR Professionals 
and Team Leaders) which indicated what was causing conflict and therefore impacting on 
inter-group communication between the two groups. One of the major insights provided by 
the two groups was that of ‘Building relationships to get both sides of the picture’ and was a 
fundamental aspect of the different cultural reasoning of the two groups. 

 
For Human Resource Professionals there were three sub-categories revolving around 

the category of ‘Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture’ which came from the HR 
Professional group. (Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3 Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture Sub Categories (HR Professionals) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

‘Achieving Departmental Goals and Objectives’ was found to be a sub category in the 
Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  

 
//aim of being able to share information and get Team Leader’s on side is basically to 
enable human resources and whatever aspect of the team leader role they do is to 
incorporates what the department does//by working together and establishing a good 
relationship and that each one getting a common understanding of what the total goal 
is of the department that would be more effective in actually achieving, it//a team 
within the organisation itself// 
 
The Human Resource Professionals sees that the benefits of building relationships and 

sharing information are to ensure that Team Leaders understand the needs and the goals of the 
organisation. 

 
‘Working together as a team and supporting Team leaders’ was found to be a sub 

category in the Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  
 
//You cant be at loggerheads with different teams within the organisation, you have to 
be able to work with them//we should be at least out there and seeing the sort of 
emotional struggle there put through, you know with fieldwork//if they just shared that 
information with us I am sure we could be able to you know help them instead of them 

Building Relationships Both Sides of 
the Picture 

Achieving Departmental goals 
and Objectives 

Working together as a team and 
supporting team leaders 

Important to understand different 
perspectives 
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saying we never get this or we never get that//if we just shared those ideas as to how 
we can make it easier for them then I think we could probably have a better 
relationship//only through that sharing of information and each providing their 
information and what knowledge they have and what they want, and then together you 
can actually get to where you want to go//through building those relationships and 
sharing information between the two areas you get an opportunity to identify how 
your various objectives can be worked together to achieve both of those or how you 
can work to assist them to achieve their objectives//good that we try and relate to what 
their needs are so that we can help service them better//. 
 
The Human Resource Professionals see that the point of building relationships is to 

find out how mutual objectives can be achieved and how they can best support the Team 
leader. 

 
‘Important to Understand Different Perspectives’ was found to be a sub category in the 

Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  
 
//people have a different perspective//good to try and within human resources for us to 
understand where they are coming from because their perspective is different to 
ours//there are always more sides to a coin its not just two sides if you look at it three 
dimensionally or whatever// 
 
Human Resource Professionals see the understanding of different perspectives as 

important in sharing information and see teamwork and supporting Team Leaders as 
important elements of building relationships and sharing ideas. 

 
For Team Leaders there were three sub-categories revolving around the category of 

‘Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture’ (figure 4). 
 

Figure 4 Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture Sub Categories (Team Leader) 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

‘They Don’t Know What We Do and We Don’t Know What They Do’ was found to be 
a sub category in the Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  

 
//Human resources would not know what our needs are and what needs to happen for 
our clients and our team members//the field really aren’t clear what they do//we don’t 
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understand what the people in the human resources does//Human resource person 
that actually knows your system, knows your world vision//Human resource does it , 
don’t understand what we do//coming more often to see us and try to, in a way to help 
us in understanding what the human resources does//crisis under which we are 
operating//unless we’ve got some respect and that’s mutually for what we are doing 
we are never really going to understand where the other side is coming from// if you 
can function quite well without knowing what the hell they do its almost a sense of its 
almost an irrelevance even though people will know if their pay doesn’t arrive and all 
that sort of thing// 
 
Team Leaders do not understand what Human Resource Professionals do and they do 

not believe that Human Resource Professionals understand their role and their pressures. The 
aim of building relationships for Team Leaders is really about Human Resource Professionals 
understanding their world and they are not necessarily interested in understanding the Human 
Resource Professionals world. 

 
‘Better Relationships Better Outcomes’ was found to be a sub category in the Building 

Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  
 
//we are a partnership we depend on each other so it is important to build 
relationships and share information in the hope that by doing that things will improve 
and they will understand our needs better and we will also understand and respect 
their needs and somehow maybe we can work it through together to get, to get a better 
way of working//to have a knowledge and a relationship//having contact and having 
and getting to know, some, some person in this area, an human resource person that 
actually knows your system, knows your world vision and you get to know them and 
share those ideas has been actually really, helpful//building of relationships between 
human resource and field staff would enable a better working relationship//working 
together better we get better outcomes//I would say it’s really important. If you don’t 
do that then you are not talking the same language so, so yeh its about a common 
understanding// 
 
Team Leaders believe that the point of building relationships is so that Human 

Resource Professionals can better understand how they can help Team Leaders in the field. 
 
‘Managing Staff and Human Resource Issues’ was found to be a sub category in the 

Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  
 
//managing staff issues and performance issues, and so on, human resources really 
are, more expert at that performance issue for example. So I really need something 
from them in terms of being able to manage that//by doing the stuff that human 
resources require//to first to work with our staff so that staff are getting a good deal 
and also for, for us to make sure that we get the right people in place to work with 
us//Human resources really are, more expert at that, and often, we don’t often deal 
with those issues on a day to day basis// 
 
Team Leaders believe that Human Resource Professionals are there to provide them 

with expert advice on how to deal with people issues and that is the whole point of building 
relationships so they can handle these issues for them. 
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‘We Are All Working Towards The Same End – The Client’ was found to be a sub 
category in the Building Relationships Both Sides of the Picture category.  

 
//we are all working about providing a service to clients//because in the end well I 
guess we are all working towards, to the same end//we are working towards the same 
thing, we have got a common understanding of what, the issues about//we are both 
providing a service to the same customers and clients// 
 
Team Leaders believe that both groups are there to support the client and that is the 

point of building relationships. 
 
In summary in relation to ‘building relationships’ the Human Resource Professional’s 

cultural reasoning is one of helping Team Leaders to achieve departmental goals, they want to 
work together with team leaders to support them in their work and they think that it is 
important to understand different perspectives and the role that Team Leaders play. In 
contrast the Team Leaders cultural reasoning in relation to building relationships is one of 
Human Resource Professionals needing to understand their world and that they are there to 
support the clients not necessarily achieve organisational objectives, they want Human 
Resource Professionals to help them get better outcomes for their work and they want to 
utilise Human Resource Professionals to manage their staff and human resource issues for 
them. Both groups have different cultural reasoning in relation to the need to build 
relationships. They have different world views in relation to the point of building 
relationships. This is causing conflict between the two groups and impacting on inter-group 
communication. 

 
Conclusion 

 
The first major finding of this research is that of support for the theory of Cultural 

Reasoning. Cultural reasoning can influence an organisation’s identity and the extent to which 
an organisation is holographic or idiographic and cultural reasoning is also an important 
aspect of a person’s identity. 

 
Both human resource professionals and team leaders are operating according to their 

own mundane reason and whilst they assume they are operating in the same world they have 
developed their own set of structures and procedures of a particular nature to which they 
afford ‘factuality’ which enable them to operate within the organisational environment.  

 
Human resource professionals and Team leaders do not share the same world – they 

both have their own ‘partial view of the world’ which is contributing to inefficiencies in inter-
group communication.  There are two distinct epistemic cultures for Human resource 
professionals and Team leaders. They come from different professions and backgrounds, have 
different and conflicting priorities and live in different worlds.  

 
Both groups have distinctive epistemic cultures. Human resource professionals 

construct their reality through a factual world of administration, compliance with rules and 
procedures and the achievement of business outcomes as their major priorities. Both human 
resource professionals and team leaders value knowledge differently. Team leaders construct 
their reality through a factual world of social justice, client needs, casework and keeping kids 
(respondents term for children) safe.  
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The second major finding is that Cultural Reasoning is directly impacting on inter- 
group communications in an organisation in the following ways. As evidenced from this 
research both groups afford ‘factuality’ differently and value knowledge differently. This 
directly influences their respective roles within the organisation and how they communicate 
with each other. Human resource professionals’ roles are aligned to administrative processing, 
compliance and governance. Team leaders’ roles are aligned to the professional identity 
associated with that of the social work profession with social justice at the heart of their role. 
Risk management has been clearly defined as a function of the Team leader role with 
responsibility for keeping kids safe being paramount to the role. Cultural reasoning is 
impacting on how groups and teams operate and directly impacts on how each group 
perceives they ‘add value’ to each other.  
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