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Abst r act

Met aphor analysis has traditionally treated its subject as a figure of
speech, that is, as a purely literary device which may be replaced by litera
| anguage. Mbdre recent work suggests that netaphors shoul d be thought of as
figures of thought strongly based in cognition and, therefore, with
inmplications for action. This article exam nes a particul ar organi zationa
net aphor, created by founders and used by nenbers, which hel ped forma new
organi zation. Tacitly known, it shaped buil di ng design; program offerings;
managenent, staff, and client behaviors; and criteria for evaluation. But it
al so fueled conflict with one subdivision of the organi zati on whose
prof essional practice was not in keeping with the actions suggested by the
net aphor. The case exanple, then, illustrates a netaphor which was both a
hel p i n shapi ng organi zati onal action and a source of difficulty.

Wil e netaphors may blind sight while they highlight sone features of
organi zational life, it is not clear that this pitfall can be elimnated by
substituting either literal |anguage or other netaphors. Counter to the view
that netaphors are decorations or unclear thought and thus unproblematically
i nterchanged, this article argues that organi zati onal netaphors are
cognitively grounded and cannot be replaced w thout changi ng the way peopl e
t hi nk about and understand the nature and m ssion of their organization. The
article explores the argunent that netaphors should be nade explicit and
suggests sone concerns raised by this position.



The analysis of netaphors has, especially in the |ast decade, expanded

beyond the real m of nmetaphor as a literary device -- a figure of speech -- to
examne its role in cognition and reasoning -- a "figure of thought" (Lakoff,
1986) underlying even that |anguage we regard as conventional. Appreciation of

the cognitive role of metaphor allows us to attend to the relationship between
net aphor and action in organizational settings, which is the concern of this
article.

In the social sciences, recent netaphor analysis has focused on matters of
both theory and practice. The forner concerns netaphor's epistenological role
in creating researchers' theoretical categories and concepts: dom nant
net aphors are seen to underlie the theories of the field and to structure
researchers' creation of new know edge and categories of analysis. VW find
this concern in sociology (Brown, 1976); in political science (Landau, 1964
Myrdal, 1968; Rayner, 1984; Yanow, 1987a); and in organizational studies
(Bourgeois and Pinder, 1983; Keeley, 1980; Manning, 1979; Mrgan, 1980, 1983
1986; Pinder and Bourgeois, 1982; Yanow, 1987b).

The second focus of analysis has been on the ways in which netaphors used
in daily life shape public thought about and action towards the subject of the
net aphor . Traditionally, nmpbst work on netaphors and general social life has
been done by anthropol ogi sts studying geographically renote societies (e.g.,
Fernandez, 1972, 1974). Attention to the role of netaphors in directing
everyday life in a Wstern or Anerican context has been undertaken typically in
ot her di sciplines. Political science and policy analysis have been concerned
with rhetorical devices in public language (such as social policies or

politicians' speeches) which categorize political events and direct public



perception of them and action in their regard (Bosman, 1987; Edelman, 1977;
Garrison, 1981; Howe, 1988; D.F. Mller, 1985 E F. Mller, 1979; Rein and
Schon, 1977; Schon, 1979; Stone, 1988; Titus, 1945). And organi zati onal
studies has focused on the connection between organizational netaphors and
organi zational action (Donnellon, Gay, and Bougon, 1986; Krefting and Frost,
1985; Merten and Schwartz, 1982; Pondy, 1983; Snmth and Simons, 1983;
Srivastva and Barrett, 1988).

This article follows in the tradition of examining the inplications for
action of a netaphor created by nmenbers of an organization, |ooking at a case
exanple drawn from field research. The focus here is not on how netaphors
structure disciplinary thought, nor does the article explore political
rhetoric. Rather, its concern is a netaphor which was born publicly and
functioned as a figure of thought in directing organizational action, including
action relating to the inplenentation of a policy nandate.

The article presents the case of the creation of the Israel Corporation of
Comunity Centers (1CCC), a government corporation, at a tinme when "commnity
center" was a vague notion. Early in its history, the ICCCs comunity center
cane to be seen as a "supernarket." Al though public and comonly-held, the
net aphor was not explicitly exam ned; yet it helped, tacitly, to shape the path
of a new organization, to focus other ideas influencing the agency's
devel opnent, and to determine appropriate and inappropriate nmnagenent and
staff behavior. Adoption of the netaphor made it possible for the organization
to proceed with its tasks and created criteria for evaluation. At the sane
time, the netaphor came to bear radically different neaning for another
division within the sane organization. It fueled a crisis wthin the
organi zati on between adm nistrators and a division of professionals. Unli ke

the Runpelstiltskin nyth discussed by Smth and Simmons (1983), which was



identified by nenbers and analysts after several nonths of organizationa
action and used by them explicitly in a metaphoric manner to explain preceding
events, the supernmarket netaphor in this case was created early in the history
of the agency by nenbers only and tacitly suggested how the organi zati on shoul d
devel op. Unlike the community nental health case analyzed by Mrten and
Schwartz (1982) where conflict developed anong three sub-groups of a single
agency, each supporting its own netaphor, the |ICCC case describes a single
net aphor whi ch was understood differently by two agency divisions.

The article begins with a discussion of what netaphor is and follows wth
the presentation of the case and its analysis, drawing on Polanyi's (1966)
notion of tacit know edge to explain how the organizational netaphor in the
case worked epistenplogically to determine admnistrative action. |In the end
guestions are raised about naking netaphors explicit or replacing them with
ot her met aphors. Mich has been witten about what netaphors are and how they
wor k. [1] Lakoff and Johnson (1980) offered the view that netaphors are an
expression of a culture's basic ideas; they determne how we see the world
whi ch we experience, as well as how we act in that world. This paper presents
a case exanple which denonstrates that netaphors "are necessary, and not just

nice" (Ortony, 1975).

How does a netaphor nmean?
"When | use a word," Hunpty Dunpty said, "it neans just
what | choose it to nean -- neither nore nor less." [2]
What exactly a netaphor is, and how it works, has |ong been the subject of
debate in circles of philosophy, linguistics, psychology, and literary theory.

Mich of this debate is captured in Black (1962) and Otony (1979) and will not

be repeated here. Part of the history of the debate, however, is germane to



the subject at hand. Metaphor has for a long time been treated as a figure of
speech or literary device reflecting inprecise thinking or added on to
non- net aphori cal speech for decoration. As far back as Plato and Aristotle,
net aphoric | anguage has been contrasted with literal |anguage. According to
the theory which prevailed, netaphoric |anguage was the inferior of the two
(being less precise, less scientific, appealing to the enotions, and so forth)
and could be elimnated, leaving only literal figures. Tradi tional netaphor
anal ysis has focused on how these ornanental figures of speech work.

Newer devel opnents treat netaphor nore as a way of seeing and/or |earning
and as such, as an elenental part of |anguage and thought, rather than as
decoration which can be elimnated. In this approach netaphors as literary
devices constitute a subset of the nore general human cognitive activity. As
Lakoff and Johnson (1987, p. 79) wote, "Metaphor is not a harnless exercise in
namng. It is one of the principal neans by which we understand our experience
and reason on the basis of that understanding. To the extent that we act on
our reasoning, netaphor plays a role in the creation of reality." It is this
approach which constitutes the backdrop for this article.

Foll owi ng Bl ack (1962, 1979) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980), let us define
net aphor as the juxtaposition of two superficially unlike elenents in a single
context, where the separately understood neanings of both interact to create a
new perception of each, and especially of the focus of the netaphor. Subjected
to analysis, the surface unlikeness yields a set of criteria which both
net aphoric vehicle and focus share.3 Sone sinple exanples might be, "The grass
is always greener in the other person's yard;" or, "green with envy;" or "the
greenhorn fresh off the boat." |In each of these exanples, what we mght take
to be our "common sense" notion of "green-ness" is brought into four different

settings, illumnating both the concept of green (the vehicle) and its focus in



new ways.

When we consider the link between perception and action, netaphors which
initially appear to be nerely descriptive often acquire a prescriptive aspect.
No longer are we only presenting new insights into a situation; we are also
suggesting the possibility of action in response to the situation described by
t he net aphor. In tal king about the economic situation, for exanple, we m ght
say:

Inflation has pinned us to the wall.

Qur biggest eneny right nowis inflation.

Inflation has robbed nme of ny savings. (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980, p. 33)
"Inflation," itself an ol der netaphor which presents the state of the econony
as blown up like a balloon, distorted by swelling fromsone nore natural state,
is here presented as a street fighter, an eneny seeking to destroy, a robber.
Putting nonetary swelling in such a context suggests the possibility (indeed,
the necessity) of response: one does not turn the other cheek to a fighter;
rather, one searches for vulnerable places and plans a counterattack. These
net aphors preclude the possibility that inflation mght be immune to planning
and policy. If, for exanple, inflation were part of an inevitable cycle, the
best defense would not stave it off, nor the best offense rid us of it.

Sone of the attributes of netaphors are illustrated in this exanple.
Met aphors direct vision and thinking. Wiile they give new insight into and

understanding of sone things, they can blind us to other aspects of the

situation. By highlighting some aspects and obscuring others, they organize
perceptions of reality and suggest appropriate actions in light of those
percepti ons. In the sane way, organizational netaphors nmy suggest a

perception and a course of action for administrators and other organizational

menbers to foll ow



Met aphors, then, are neither true nor false. "The nore inportant
guestions," wote Lakoff and Johnson (1980, p. 158),

are those of appropriate action. In nost cases, what is at issue...

[are] the perceptions and inferences that follow fromit and the

actions that are sanctioned by it. ... W draw inferences, set

goal s, nmake conm tnents, and execute plans, all on the basis of

how we in part structure our experience, consciously and

unconsci ously, by neans of netaphor.

Moreover, the know edge which |inks netaphoric perception with action is
| earned and known tacitly, wthout being nade explicit to ourselves or to
others. As noted earlier, the concept "inflation" itself is a nmetaphor which
suggests that sonething has been blown up and thereby distorted fromits nornal
condition. Yet, we use it in common parlance (as we use the fighter netaphors)
wi thout explicit cognizance of its metaphoric nature. W have nade inflation
part of our econonmic reality and developed theories to account for it and
strategies to prevent it. "Inflation" is an old, or conventional, netaphor.][4]
It is their conventionality, and the tacit know edge nutually shared and
comunicated in their use, that nask the power of netaphors to shape action,
since we are not in the habit of nmaking explicit the inplications for action
whi ch are enbedded in the netaphors we use.

In addition, netaphors may also give expression to sone prior
unarticulated understanding of a situation. In a culture which values
governnental planning and policy-nmaking, it would not be unusual to create
net aphors for the econony which suggest action rather than passive acceptance.
That is, netaphors can be nodels of a situation as well as nodels for it, in
Ceertz's phrase (1973, p. 99).

Met aphors, then, are not commonly understood according to the literal



neani ngs of their words. To talk of "housing decay", for exanple, is not to
nean literally that the wood is rotting or that the bricks are deconposing. The
decay netaphor is understood through inplicit analysis of its neaning in a
particul ar context of reference (in this case, the deterioration of a typically
| ower - cl ass nei ghbor hood) .

On the other hand, netaphorical neaning presupposes an understanding of
its literal sense in sone context. |If we did not know the ordi nary neani ng of
"decay", we could not apply it sensibly to deteriorating houses. I n other
words, for netaphors to be understood as part of public discourse, rather than
private nusings, their literal neanings nust be part of a shared context -- "a
set of standard beliefs...([or] <current platitudes) that are the comon
possessi on of the nenbers of sonme speech community" (Bl ack, 1962, p. 40) or, we
m ght add, thought community.

When the interpretive context changes, the neaning of the netaphor nmay
change as well. In this way, netaphors entertain the possibility for multiple
neani ngs. [ 5] In the Arabic of sonme Mddle Eastern countries, for exanple,
"green" connotes maturity, ripeness; in which case a "greenhorn" would not
carry its Anmerican English connotations of new, bunbling, unknow ng, and our
other green netaphors would acquire new neanings or becone altogether
sensel ess. To the extent that we can explicate the organi zational contexts in
whi ch metaphors have been used, we can attend to potential differences in
neani ng and interpretation.

This analysis inplies two cautions in analyzing the role of netaphors in
organi zational settings. First, if netaphors have capacities for mltiple
neani ngs, and neanings are dependent on contexts, we cannot assune that an
organi zational netaphor holds the same neaning for all nenbers of an

organi zation unl ess we can denonstrate that the entire organization constitutes



a single thought community. Second, and deriving fromthis, the organizational
anal yst or researcher needs to develop the ability to elicit the organizational
contexts in which netaphors are used.

Thi s approach to the anal ysis of organizational netaphors suggests that we
cannot elimnate them as though they were nere decorative additions. W also
nust be cautious against the thought that in discovering the neaning(s) of the
organi zational netaphor, we wll be able to get down to the root of the
organi zational problem and thereby elimnate the "hidden" source which directs
organi zational action. If metaphor is indeed a figure of thought, reflecting
thought as well as shaping it, attenpts to elimnate the netaphor nay not
elimnate the thought. In finding another expression of that thought, we may,
as DD F. Mller (1985) notes, be sinply substituting one netaphor for another.
In ferreting out one netaphor, we mght only discover that it stands on the
shoul ders of another, nuch as inflation, the eneny, rests on an older
convention of a msshapen, bloated econony. Wiat we may discover in analyzing
organi zational netaphors are ways in which |anguage both shapes and reflects
our thinking and our action, rather than that we are getting to the final core
of an issue. Met aphors and their neanings are potentially always evolving,
with inherent inplications for the analysis of admnistrative behavior and

organi zational action. [6]

Met aphors in Use: GCreating the Israel Corporation of Community Centers
"Wien | nmake a word do a lot of work like that,"
said Hunmpty Dunpty, "I always pay it extra."
In 1969 Israel's Knesset (Parlianent) passed the statute creating the

I srael Corporation of Community Centers (1CCC). [7] According to prelimnary

governnent studies and agency docunents, its purpose was, anong other things,



to provide leisure tine recreational, social and cultural activities to
residents of rural towns and urban sluns. It intended to serve all ages within
a town or nei ghborhood; to provide a wide variety of prograns and services; and
to be non-partisan. Agency founders saw these three elenents of its design as
di stinguishing the 1CCCs comunity centers from all other activity centers

The Executive Director portrayed the community center as filling an
i nter-agency coordinating role, integrating at the local |evel services for the
elderly, for juvenile delinquents, and for others which were funded by
Departrments of various national-level Mnistries. In this he also saw the
centers' uni queness.

To acconplish its goals, the agency needed to establish a presence in each
| ocation and hire program staff for these sites and for its headquarters. The
Executive Director and the Board of Directors would have to be able to convey
to potential enployees what a community center was and did. They would have to
project these meanings to potential clients, as well, in order to create a
constituency for their services.

"Community center" was an Anerican concept. Inspiration for the
devel opnent of the ICCC idea cane, in part, from people with experience in
Anerican comunity centers who discussed their experiences with the ICCC s
founders. According to several of his assistants, in the Fall of 1966, Zal nan
Aranne, then Mnister of Education and CQulture, received three American
visitors who told him they thought "comunity centers" would be a reasonabl e
solution to sone of Israel's social problens. The next day, Mnister Aranne
called Dr. Ya'el Pozner, head of the Mnistry's Conprehensive Schools Program
into his office. She recalled that he told her about the visit. "Do you know
what a community center is?" he then asked her. "I don't know what this thing

is. Wy don't you set up a conmttee and decide ... whether this would be a



good idea."

There was no equivalent to "community center" either in the Hebrew
| anguage or in Israeli society. Although there were entities performng
simlar functions in Israel (the urban "Y', the "Bet Am on the kibbutz -- a
hall where neetings were held, where nenbers gathered to read the papers,
listen to radio, watch novies, etc.) and in overseas Jew sh comunities other
than in the U S., they were known by other nanes. This neant that unless a
potential center director or staff-person had been to comunity centers in the
United States, he or she had little commpbn-sense understanding of what the
comunity center was to do or of what his or her task should be after unl ocking
the doors at 8 o'clock in the norning. Moreover, since there were other
recreational centers for youth, center staff thenselves needed to understand,
as well as to communicate to potential clients, how their center was going to
be different: why go to the community center instead of to the Labor Youth
recreation hall around the corner? This was especially inportant to the |ICCC
since other centers were typically sponsored by political parties, while its
own nandate was to provide a nonpartisan alternative.

The nature of the community center concept was not nmde any |ess abstract
by its nane. There were linguistic problens with the direct translation of
"community center" into the Hebrew | anguage. "Community" ("kehilla") in Hebrew
historically meant a self-governing congregation of Jews, a political wunit

organi zed to provide civic, educational, and ritual services. A kehilla m ght

have a synagogue, but it had no "center," physical or spiritual. That nade
"comunity center" linguistically suggestive of a place for religious worship,
rather than for nusicals or karate classes. In addition, the literal Hebrew

translation was awkward to say and sounded like a translated foreign phrase

rather than |ike an indigenous concept. The phrase nmde little sense,



conceptually or linguistically, in the Israeli context. [8]

A further problem with the literal translation was that the term
"community" as a program concept fell in the domain of the Mnistry of Wl fare,
whereas the 1CCC was set up under the aegis of the Mnistry of Education and
Cul ture. The Welfare portfolio and the Education and Culture portfolio had
traditionally been held by two different political parties, the National
Religious Party and Labor, respectively. According to one of his Special
Assistants, Mnister Aranne, in fathering the comunity center venture,

i nsi sted on choosing a nane which would ensure the agency an identity separate

from a conpeting Mnistry and party. Anot her source wote, the Mnister
"refused to use the term ' community center' only because the word ... had been
pre-enpted as a term by the Mnistry of Social Wlfare." |In choosing a nane

whi ch had no associations with a conpeting party, the Mnister would create a
clear address for attributing whatever political kudos mght be forthcom ng
fromthe new agency's activities.

Since the new agency was initiated by the Mnister of Education and
Culture and sone of his division heads, and would be funded primarily by the
Mnistry's Departnents of Culture, Youth, and Sports, the ICCC was created in
Hebrew as the "Corporation for Centers of Culture for Youth and Adults and for
Sports" -- "matnasini, in its Hebrew acronym -- thereby creating a new Hebrew
word, "matnas" (singular, accented on the second syllable). As nore and nore
people used the word to refer to the new center buildings which were built
t hroughout the country, it gradually caught on (although often with variant
pronunci ati ons, such as "neknas").

Though sounding nore like a native word, "nmatnas" was equally as new a
concept as "comunity center”, and it carried no nore substantive neaning than

"community center" did. The newness of the "matnas" nane addressed, in part,



the political need to differentiate anong sinmilar centers; but it still did not
provi de an image of an operational nodel

In an early neeting of the Board of Directors, one of the founders
referred to the community center as "a functional supernmarket." The netaphor
entered the oral and witten traditions of the organization: it was spoken in
interviews and conversations, it appeared in witten docunents of the tine, and
it also figured in discussions at training sessions for directors. The sense
of the netaphor, as used by founders, administrators, and staff in interviews
and in witing, was that the center would be a multi-faceted facility providing
a wide variety of prograns at the local level, prograns that supposedly were
not already available to residents locally through other agencies or
commerci al | y. Dr. Pozner, who becanme Vice-chairperson of the Board of
Directors, Chair of the Executive Commttee, and later Chair of the full Board,
recalled in an interview that her early planning conmttee which was charged
with inventing the nodel community center tried to design a building that woul d
be a "functional supernarket" in that it would neet the nmaxi num nunber of
residents' desires. It would contain space for performances and sports, for
different clubs or classes, as well as a "nenbers' |ounge." (Lavi, 1979) The
ICCCs 1974-75 Annual Report refers to the community center/matnas as a
"supernmarket of ideas and programs for all ages, at all levels." The netaphor
appears in subsequent years in docunents and conversations as a "supernarket of

cl asses" and a "supernmarket of services."

The supernmarket netaphor gave form to what wuntil then had been a
relatively shapeless concept. It provided a focus for other ideas influencing
agency devel opnent: it articulated a specific context within which natnas

bui | di ng design could be envisioned; it created a sense of what natnas prograns

should include, in terns of their variety and scope; it included ideas about



neasures of success; and it suggested appropriate roles for staff and
expectations for clients' behavior. Moreover, it did none of this explicitly;
t he know edge about all these things was | earned and comunicated tacitly.

In explicating what "supermarket” can nmean analytically, it is possible to
see how the netaphor shaped the concept of a matnas. Just as a supermarket
offers an endl ess variety of prepared nerchandise all available in one place to
a broad range of consuners, the matnas would "neet the maxi num nunber of
desires expressed by residents for progranmmatic activities," in the words of
one of the I1CCC s brochures. Just as a supernmarket is a large, centrally-
| ocated, spacious building providing nmany things under one roof, the matnas
woul d contain space for performances and for classes, for a library and a snack
bar, for photography and for football.

In anal yzing the supermarket netaphor, it is possible to generate concepts
or "labels" from supernmarket |anguage which accurately describe the |ICCC and
its activities as they were devel oped. For exanple, the matnas would offer a
full array of "pre-packaged goods": prograns, activities, and clubs running
the ganut fromsports to crafts, fromrenedial education to nusic and dance, to
be organized by matnas staff and offered "ready-nade" to those who would sign
up. Success would be evaluated on the basis of "volume of sales": attendance
rates and the nunber of program activities offered. The netaphor placed a
value on the "high turnover of goods": large nunbers of local residents
participating in the wide variety of activities. Local residents would devel op
"shopping lists" of what they would like to "buy" in the matnas and conmmunicate
this to the director, who would "stock" his shop with program "supplies" from
various Mnistry departnents, "advertise" his "wares" in the neighborhood, and
wait for "custonmers" to sign up. New matnas buil di ngs thensel ves, while not

identical, shared such design features common to supernmarkets and different



from other buildings as a large scale and sense of expansive space. They had
high ceilings, large roons, often two floors, were typically located on or
adjacent to the central town plaza, and were nmarkedly distinct fromboth public
and private local architecture.

In addition to shaping thought and action about program offerings and
bui | di ng design, the supernmarket netaphor also guided thought and action about
admnistrative and staff roles. Li ke a supernarket nanager, the matnas
director would be on hand in his office for clients/custoners to cone inside
the building to shop for available products and to request others. Mat nas
staff -- sports directors, adult education coordinators, children's activities
programers, librarians, and so forth -- were cast in the role of "sales
clerks" or "cashiers". They were expected to be inside the building and to
pronote the "pre-packaged" activities of the natnas. But, this role
expectation and the progranmatic inplications of the netaphor contradicted the
training of one particular unit of professionals hired by the ICCC to performa

key role in the centers: comunity organi zers.

Prof essionals in the Supermarket: Appropriate and | nappropriate Behavior
"The question is," said Alice, "whether you can
nake words nean so nany different things."

In 1972 the Executive Director of the ICCC accepted funding to create a
unit of comunity organizers (COs) within the agency, hiring an initial dozen
COs for placenent at the centers and a Division Head based at centra
headquarters.

The professional practice of community organization (CO, one of the
traditional divisions of social work practice, is based on the principle that

| ocal residents can and should determne and articulate their needs vis a vis



governnent agencies (Batten, 1971). COis a process-oriented practice, and the
process of developing comunities requires a long lead-tine to pay off. For
exanple, a community worker mght spend nore than two years getting town
residents to coalesce in the building of a dam The worker's field notes m ght
reveal a series of daily neetings with town |eaders, teachers, and various
commttees, all oriented toward building nutual trust and reaching the goal.
Progress is difficult to nmeasure on a weekly or nonthly basis; it may be seen
in retrospect, as the coalition gels or after the damis built. But "being in
the street"™ -- being visible, easily accessible, neeting with residents
formally and informally in their hones, cafes, neighborhoods, etc. -- is a
strong part of COs' professional identity.

Cxs in the ICCC found that they, too, were expected to work in keeping
with the supernmarket netaphor -- inside the matnas building, pronoting its
"pre-packaged" prograns. But this role expectation clashed with the norns of
their professional practice, which required the organizer to be in the
nei ghborhoods neeting with residents or calling on them in their hones.
"Shopkeepers" don't leave the store; but expecting the organizer to remain
inside the matnas building, as the supernarket netaphor does, challenged the
prof essional identity and principles of the organizer.

O her inplications of the supernarket netaphor affected their work and
simlarly contradicted the norns of CO practice. CO activities (such as
strengthening comunity ties by organizing neighborhood councils) are not
typically oriented toward residents' attendance of concerts and photography
courses inside a comunity center building. |In addition, organizers expect to
interact with residents in their natural settings; they go out to residents,
rather than waiting for residents to cone in to them El even years after the

agency's founding, one director -- the only wonman -- expressed this idea



herself: "There's no subject that we can 'push’' only as supernarket owners or
clerks," she said in an interview. "W mnmust also be outside [the building]."

Eval uation neasures indicated by the supermarket netaphor -- high
attendance rates, rapid turnover -- conflicted with these elenents of CO
practice; yet the netaphor provided no way of evaluating the effectiveness of
CO practice on its own ternms. For exanple, supermarkets in the Israeli context
are nore regionally oriented, |ess neighborhood-based; and nost matnas
directors were initially highly reluctant to establish the nei ghborhood-based
extensions requested by nmany residents and prombted by CGs in keeping wth
their practice, where internal attendance m ght have been quite high.

The idea of pre-packaged prograns was simlarly inconpatible with the
prof essional CO orientation toward prograns devel oped according to | ocal needs.
This, in fact, had been enbodied by the ICCC as its first Operating Principle:

that center prograns "will be derived from the needs of the comunity" in
which the center was |ocated. Follow ng such a principle, one would expect to
find different progranms in different comunities, rather than conmmon,
pre-fornmed, centrally-distributed prograns (as was nonetheless typically the
case in the matnasim. However, the supernarket netaphor enphasized the
operational needs of the agency's planning, budgeting, and eval uation divisions
for centrally-produced and distributed prograns -- "pre-packaged" units which
could be nore easily dispensed and nonitored from central headquarters --
rather than individually-tailored ones developed locally in response to
residents' ideas and in accordance with the first Principle. As the Assistant
Director noted, "I nust believe that they [a local matnas staff] arrive at
their [proposed progran] idea by researching |ocal needs, although |I know that

usually the idea cones directly from the director or his staff without their

havi ng ascertained local needs." H's sense was corroborated by the organizer



who said, "...there were certain packaged prograns that everybody was supposed
to be doing, or that's what you were led to believe...."

These two contrasting nodels of community center action are sunmarized in
the Table. The different ideas about daily operations, professional roles and
ef fectiveness, presence within the matnas, attitudes toward narketing matnas
activities, and program evaluation fostered conflict between commnity
organi zers and their colleagues in the centers and the center directors, as
well as between the CO unit and |CCC executives. The two cultures -- the
supermarket culture of agency admnistrators and the culture of the
prof essional practice of the community organizers -- clashed. Activities
neani ngful for the one culture had no neaning for the other culture or
conflicted with values held by the other culture. Nei ther group saw the
conflict in terns of a clash between netaphoric interpretations reflecting
different cultures. Each "read" the netaphor -- tacitly -- in terns of its own
culture and assuned that reading to be the way to understand its neaning.

In the process of negotiating these conflicts, non-COs found a way of
interpreting CO activity which fit in with their interpretation of the
super mar ket netaphor. The first order of business for a COnew to a particul ar
comunity was to study the comunity: to survey residents, human service
agenci es, |local governnent officials, comunity |eaders, and so forth to find
out what the local "felt needs" were, as well as to introduce oneself to the
new comunity. Wen it becane apparent that residents were not coming to the
centers in the nunbers that were anticipated, center directors and |CCC
executives began to see CO nei ghborhood-based activity as a marketing device.
In terns of the supermarket netaphor, the C0s canme to be seen as "door-to-door
sal esnen"” or "street peddlers" instead of "in-house sales clerks" or

"shopkeepers." Part of their work then becane taking a list of programs with



them into the neighborhoods to "advertise" and "sell" to residents, while
hel pi ng residents develop their "shopping lists." One director recalled that
the ICCC viewed the organizer as a sales agent of clubs and prograns. An
organi zer said, "Directors took on COs because they think the C0s are going to
fill up the matnas.” And a foundation offered to fund early CO work in order
to bring those "unaccustomed to institutional activities" (e.g., school
dropouts, returning soldiers, the unenployed) into the centers.

The activity of being-in-the-neighborhood, in other words, while neaning
sonething different to each culture, could be accommbdated within the netaphor.
On the other hand, while non-COs' reinterpretation of organizers' roles nade
sense to themin terns of the netaphor, it was not a confortable fit for the
COs thenselves, for whom selling prograns which had not energed from | ocal
expressions of need continued to clash with their professional principles.

Al though adm nistrators' success in re-interpreting CO activity in light
of the netaphor |essened their estrangenent from the organizers, the latter
continued to feel as though they were living in an alien, and sonetines
hostile, culture. As directors pushed for organizers to conform to the
implications of the netaphor, the clash between adm nistrators and organizers
deepened. In 1977, the Executive Director froze the budget and activities of
the CO Division for a year and forbade themto neet for their annual in-service
training sessions. He argued that there was too much "process," too nuch
running around in the neighborhood. As the then Assistant Director said, "W
need to see projects, activity groups, people inside the matnas" (enphasis
added) . The Executive Director subsequently did not rehire the CO Division
Head. By 1981, only one of the original COs remained in the field (the only
one wthout wuniversity-level training); two others had becone regional CO

supervisors following a national reorganization. CO practice within the agency



remai ned uncertain up until the Executive Director's untinely death in 1984.
H's successor, the former Assistant Director, was perceived by C0s as nore
favorably di sposed to the idea of professional CO practice using the centers as
a base of operations. Unlike the founding Director, the successor had not been
involved in the adoption of the supermarket netaphor; he joined the agency
later, on his return from graduate studies in the U S. where he had had sone

COrelated training and exposure to Anerican community centers.

Met aphors, Tacit Know edge, and Organi zational Learning
"The question is," said Hunpty Dunpty,
"which is to be nmaster -- that's all."

The ICCC in its founding period needed to create its identity as an
organi zation, both externally -- to attract sources of funding, to rally
supportive publics, to attract clients -- and internally -- to design and
construct buildings, to fornmulate prograns, to develop staff, to evaluate
pr ogr ess. The task was conplicated by the fact that neither the Anerican
"community center” nor the newy coined "matnas" represented widely familiar
concept s. Into this void the netaphor of community center-as-supermarket was
i ntroduced and grew. It suggested a way of thinking about natnas prograns,
buil di ngs, and staff that allowed the organization to get on with business. It
provided a way of developing categories of appropriate and inappropriate
action. What worked was what fit the netaphor.

The netaphor juxtaposed the supernmarket with the comunity center/natnas.
It brought the greater detail of a nore famliar concept together with a
fuzzier notion, and in the interaction of the two created a way of seeing the
matnas and thinking about what it should be. The netaphor was not taken

literally: no one ordered freezer cases instead of desks and chairs. But



agency nenbers' understandings of the netaphor depended on a common literal
sense of supernarkets.

For nore than the first decade of the ICCC s existence, the supernarket
net aphor was an active figure of thought. It becane an organizational
net aphor . It was not the private nusing of the founder who first uttered the
phrase, nor was it restricted to the donain of the Board of Directors where it
was initially expressed. It was available throughout the organization to
nenbers of the Board, agency executives, and center directors and staff, and to
any nmenber of the public who read agency brochures released at that tine or
attended di scussi ons at Annual Meeti ngs.

The netaphor was unexamined. It was introduced in a nonent of netaphoric
insight, and once on the table, it guided thought and action tacitly. No one
said, "I think a comunity center is like a supermarket.” Neither did anyone
play out the netaphor after it was introduced by asking, "In what ways is a
matnas |ike a supernarket?" Aspects of appropriate supernarket behaviors were
known and |l earned tacitly. They were available first to the agency's founders,
Board nenbers, and Executive Director, who initially adopted and used the
net aphor. The know edge about how centers were |ike supernmarkets -- a piece of
cultural organizational I|earning (Cook and Yanow, 1990) -- was passed on
tacitly to center directors by the Executive Director when he hired them
through the Training Program