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Abstract: The areas within public administration have been subject to change 

and restructuring for some time. Contemporary literature and political reforms in the 

previous decade sought to de-bureaucratize and introduce less and simplistic control in the 

public sector leaning away from new public management and into the era of new public 

governance. Contemporary concepts, especially in public management academia and 

practice, have seen trust as the main center of attention following the publication of reports 

and governmental guidelines. To accommodate the requirements of the new political 

reforms, the management book Management in Real-Life suggests that public organizations 

introduce the ideas of passion, freedom and independence from management to facilitate 

trust in their organizations. However, the dominant discourse on public management in 

contemporary literature and organization studies is primarily concerned with the normative 

questions on how to establish trust and on the relationship of the trust/control-nexus. By 

taking a stance of philosophical critique through the introduction of the radical thinkers Kant 

and Nietzsche, we will put forward new areas of problematizations within the contemporary 

understanding of trust-based management. We hereby argue that the idea of passion and 

freedom is in itself a paradox in public organizations and should be acknowledged in context 

of the widespread appraise of trust-based management. This master thesis contributes new 

perspectives on how the idea of a good employee can be conceptualized in trust-based-

organizations. Based on our analysis, we argue that the good employee in trust-based 

management can contribute to the organization by self-overcoming and thus every employee 

has the opportunity to develop themselves, make decisions based on negotiating, and 

acknowledge themselves as value-creating individuals. Following this, we suggest that 

employees who do not achieve self-overcoming become counterproductive and restrained 

by the dogmatic norms of the organization. 
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1. Introduction 

For a long time, public management has been an area of continuous political and public scrutiny, 

and subject to many reforms. The way public organizations are managed and driven has a 

profound impact on how society works. The welfare state in Denmark that we rely so heavily 

upon is dependent on how well the organizational framework and management systems are 

designed and approached. In recent years, a move towards a more holistic approach to public 

management has gained ground in both academia and in a practical sense. Many political 

reforms favor de-bureaucratization, simplistic control, and passionate employees, but fails to 

provide a sound method of achieving a well-balanced public sector without the use of control 

and monitoring. Trusting employees to act freely and meet the organization’s requirements 

without interference from supervisors has become the main ambition of public management. 

This idea of trust has become the cornerstone of political reforms and has received wide critical 

acclaim. As a consequence, more public organizations have begun to introduce trust-based 

management as their main managerial framework. However, academic scholars within 

managerial studies have raised critical questions regarding the widespread de-

bureaucratization, suggesting that a de-bureaucratized public sector still need control in order 

to live up to the expectations and requirements of public organizations. Likewise, these new 

reforms do not provide the necessary tools and suggestions for such a transition to be successful, 

leaving many public sector managers and organizations without concrete guidance. The 

question of how public organizations rise above the stigmas of bureaucracy and succeed in the 

new era of public management is of the greatest importance for the future of our society and 

our welfare state. 

This leads to the subject of trust and its role in the public sphere of Denmark. Trust-based 

management has primarily been introduced in the Scandinavian countries. Scandinavian 

countries often operate on a high level of trust among its people, making the model a suitable 

match (Fukuyama, 1995; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017). High trust and the idea of free decision-

making within the public sector help reform the structure from a top-down management to a 

flatter and more bottom-up structure with the mantra that “the job decides the team” (Kamp, 

Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017). In this context, we have identified 

“passion” and “freedom” as the two key elements within trust-based management that we will 

examine through a Kantian and subsequently Nietzschean conceptualization. 
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1.1 Towards De-Bureaucratization and Trust in the Public Sector 

The Danish political and public landscape has been subject to various political proposals (see 

Regeringen, 2011; 2019; Finansministeriet, 2017; 2018) in the last decade, and efficiency reports 

(see Kamp, Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013; Ledelseskommissionen, 2018). The many statements 

and reforms sat out to optimize, streamline and transform the public sector by de-

bureaucratizing it. The government therefor wanted to break away from the bureaucratic 

stigmas that have saturated the public sector and commissioned a group to find out how to do 

this best. The result was a mantra that read “more trust and greater freedom in the decision-

making in public sectors” (Rasmussen & Holst, 2018; Ledelseskommissionen, 2018). 

The political landscape and academic research saw to it that a paradigm shift led public 

organizations away from the classical bureaucratic forms and towards flatter structures with 

holistic approaches to managerial and practical problems. In the front of this paradigm shift, we 

find the advocates of “post-bureaucratic organizations”, “human relations”, and “human 

capital”, which have paved the way for “trust-based management” (see Jagd, 2009; Six, 2013; 

Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017) in contemporary organizations. This movement in public 

organizations has been dubbed “new public governance” (see Osborne, 2010) and has taken a 

critical stance against the movement of the past, i.e., “new public management” (see Hood, 

1991; cf. Osborne, 2010; Hood & Dixon, 2015a; 2015b). In this new era, social relations between 

manager and employee, public servant and citizen, and the organization and the public are 

prioritized over formalities, procedures, and rigid structures. Reading the reforms and many 

political papers, we see that the general thought is that solutions and actions taken by 

employees should be as free as possible from management interference. The guiding principle 

in new public governance is that the employees closest to the citizens know best how to come 

up with new solutions and ideas for how the organization approaches their tasks. There is a lean 

towards trust as the main element of the framework in this new public sector, instead of control 

mechanisms. The idea of trusting the employees to have passion for their work has become the 

key element when decision-making, and the quest for achieving a well-balanced and efficient 

organization is driven by the idea of passionate and free employees. 

The concern of de-bureaucratization in the public sector was addressed in the Danish 

government platform of 2011 (Regeringen, 2011) presented by the then-government. The paper 

consisted of ways to reverse the growing sense of distrust, inefficiency, and neglect that the 

public sector has fought in the bygone years as the stigmatization of the public sector steadily 
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grew (Regeringen, 2011, p. 47; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017; see also Lauth, 2013; Bøttcher, 2014; 

Middelboe, 2016). The government introduced “trust-based management”, “less bureaucracy”, 

and a “hands on” approach (Siegumfeldt, 2016), as the main elements in the new, more efficient 

and stronger public sector. Revolving around this, Denmark saw an upheaval in the former rigid 

and bureaucratic management systems which, for many years, had bred distrust and poor work 

environments (Svendsen, 2014; see also Hood & Dixon, 2015b). With the new agenda, the public 

sector was guided towards less bureaucracy, more trust, and better collaboration between the 

state, municipalities, and their citizens (see Kamp, Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013; Siegumfeld, 

2016). Research and writings (both academic and practical) followed by immense political 

awareness on the subject suggests that trust has anchored itself into the understanding of how 

to handle public administration (see Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017; Siegumfeld, 2016; cf. 

Lykkeberg, 2018). 

These initial papers led to the development and publication of a report designed to address the 

growing demand for a better and clearer direction for public organizations to follow. The new 

report set out to create a framework from which the public sector could develop its path to the 

new organizational structures. In 2017, the government addressed four key areas that needed 

improvement in order for the public sector to become more efficient in the era of new public 

governance. The four points were: 1) the employee must have more time for key assignments, 

2) creating better welfare across different sectors, 3) the government wants a more 

contemporary public sector, and 4) the government has to provide support for better 

management (Finansministeriet, 2017). In context to these four points, it was noted that the 

“silo mentality” of public management should be broken down by introducing “less and more 

simple control” as this was “expected to increase productivity”. Furthermore, the government 

suggested that changes were made to the management and boardrooms of public organizations. 

The government proposed that the contemporary public sector must be equipped accordingly 

to deal with innovation and new technologies and acknowledged that these new points were 

best realized insofar there was a baseline from which the organizations could start. 

Based on the reforms, the government formed a “Leadership Commission” to identify how the 

contemporary management styles centered around trust and simple control would best fulfill 

the needs of a public organization in the era of new public governance (Ledelseskommissionen, 

n.d.). The commission provided the government with cases of private and public organizations 

that had successfully managed to transform into trust-based organizations. One of the 
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successful cases was the public organization JAC in Gentofte (see section 8 in this thesis for 

further elaboration). Based on their success of de-bureaucratization, the director of JAC wrote 

a book called “Management in Real-Life” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018) with the management 

coach Alfred Josefsen. By examining their book and past literature, we have identified “passion” 

and “freedom” as our primary points of focus in the following problematization. These concepts 

will be our departing point from where we will use Kant and Nietzsche to examine the context 

of trust-based management further. 

1.2 Problems Within Trust-Based Management 

The past of management studies often focused on the role of the manager rather than the 

employees. In a Tayloristic organization we see that the role of the manager was to improve the 

efficiency of the “lazy worker” through closely studying of work processes (Taylor, 1911). The 

good employee in this perspective is an employee who receives instructions and follow them 

effectively. However, in contemporary studies and reforms of de-bureaucratization we see that 

the employee has become the main focus point in contemporary organizations (Reed, 2011). 

Instead of following instructions the employee is trusted to be productive on their own, 

improving the overall performance of the organization (Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 2015).  

Several private organizations have experimented with “boss-less” and autonomous employees 

as a way to de-bureaucratize their organizational structures and become more efficient (e.g., 

the online gaming platform “Valve” or the Dutch private elderly- and homecare company 

“Buurtzorg”, see Nandram, 2015; Silverman, 2012; Spicer, 2018). However, public organizations 

are approaching it differently, as they must follow politically-motivated guidelines of how to 

manage and implement task-solving protocols that need to comply with the applicable laws and 

rules in place (Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017). Employees in public organizations with trust-based 

management are expected to act independently and with “less” and “simpler” control. 

We argue that contemporary scholars fail to include an in-depth conceptualizing of freedom in 

trust-based management studies, as their main interest has been on the contrast between 

“control” and “trust” in organizations (see Fleming & Sturdy, 2011; Fleming & Sturdy, 2009; 

Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017; Jagd, 2009). This leaves a gap within contemporary studies as past 

scholars and concepts have neglected the contradicting idea of employees being free and 

productive while they have to follow a specific framework and goal. Josefsen and Andreasen 

suggest in their management book (2018) that trust-based management can solve these issues 
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by introducing the ideas of “passionate employees” that act upon their “own free will” while 

following the “shared direction” set by the organizations mission statement.   

Our observations made us wonder how employees can act freely while being expected to follow 

specific rules and guidelines of the organization. In the context of de-bureaucratization, we can 

therefore contemplate on the normative question of: 

❖ What is a good employee in public organizations with trust-based management? 

There are many perspectives one could use to answer such question, but we have chosen to do 

a critical management study through the philosophical reading of the management book 

“Management in Real-Life” by Josefsen and Andreasen (2018). By doing so, this master thesis 

will answer the question by taking a philosophical and critical stance towards the ideas of 

passion and freedom.  

From this perspective, we set out to accomplish two things. First, we want to understand the 

problems concerned with what it means to be “a good employee” in a public organization with 

trust-based management. Second, we set out to unfold the paradoxes of how the good 

employee in trust-based management is expected to be both passionate and free, as Josefsen 

and Andreasen (2018) argue. Using the philosophical distinction of the concepts of “passion” 

and “freedom”, we seek to investigate new problematizations and areas that have been left 

untouched by previous studies.  

Throughout this paper, we see that the good employee is one who contributes to the 

organization through their own self-awareness. However, we argue that Kant’s concept of 

passion and freedom is required in addition to Nietzsche to understand the problematization 

fully. Based on Kant we argue through the dogmatic view that passion and freedom are two 

contradictory concepts, as passion is based on affects and deeply rooted desires that corrupt 

our ability to reason. Following this, we hold the position that Kant’s critique is not radical 

enough, as it does not explain the whole problem. Kant fails to acknowledge that employees can 

strive to control their passion and thus become a productive element in the organization. As we 

will argue throughout this thesis following Nietzsche, the default state of mind of individuals is 

influenced by the dogmatic norms that are imposed by society and organizations. Thus, before 

we can be free in the eyes of Nietzsche, we have to understand that we, as individuals in society, 

are being restrained by dogmatic norms. When employees have acknowledged that dogmatic 

norms are restraining them, it is possible for them to strive to be free from these restraints and 
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thus expand their cognitive capacity. In other words, Kant illustrates how the employees that 

fail to be free can be influenced by passion and dogmatic norms and thereby not be free. On the 

other hand, based on Nietzsche, we see that the good employee can be both passionate and 

free, and thereby develop themselves to become productive individuals in the organization. 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) suggest that organizations should trust the employees by 

involving them in management tasks such as budget allocating, while the manager must 

encourage them to be passionate. However, at the same time, Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) 

argue that the role of the manager is to make employees “do things that they would not do 

themselves” (2018, p. 27) while employees should follow the shared direction of the 

organization. Thus, the employees are both expected to act both independently and 

passionately and to follow the organization’s specified direction or goal. In relation to the above 

question, it becomes evident that there is a need to take a close look at what it means to be a 

good employee in such contradicting circumstances. See section 8 in this thesis for a more in-

depth look at the problematization of trust-based management based on Josefsen and 

Andreasen’s work (2018). It is important to emphasize that our findings should not be 

considered as skeptical towards organizations, managers, or managing coaches. Instead, we 

seek to unfold contradicting aspects of trust-based management with a philosophical critique 

and, through that, gain a better understanding of what it means to be a good employee in trust-

based management. Thus, we discern our analysis from the traditional common-sense 

skepticism towards de-bureaucratization and NPM (e.g., du Gay, 1994) and instead provide a 

nuanced perspective. 

The above question should be seen in the context of de-bureaucratization and new public 

governance. Our study combines organizational studies with philosophy in order for us to make 

the argument that passion and freedom are essential concepts in relation to the conflict 

between trust, control, and freedom that one can derive from past and present political reforms 

and literature. This combination of freedom and passion can furthermore provide insight into 

the problematizations that we identify within trust-based management.  

The scope of the master thesis is limited, and we will not go into depth with how trust is built or 

maintained; rather, we will conduct a philosophical analysis based on passion and freedom as 

components of trust based on Deleuze’s understanding of concepts (see section 4). Additionally, 

it is out of the scope of the master thesis to assess whether or not the de-bureaucratization of 

the Danish sector was a success. Similarly, we do not attempt to identify whether or not Josefsen 
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and Andreasen’s (2018) implementation of trust-based management at JAC was a success. 

However, we believe that by doing a thorough examination of trust-based management in 

relation to past literature and Josefsen and Andreasen, it becomes possible to deduce some of 

the problems that may occur in the process of de-bureaucratization. As we will elaborate on in 

our method section, this master thesis aims to deliver insight into organization studies with the 

use of philosophical concepts; it is, therefore, also out of the scope of this thesis to contribute 

new philosophical insight or a definitive conclusion on the problem. However, this master thesis 

will provide insight on the problematizations that managers and employees may want to 

consider before, during, and after introducing trust-based management to the organization. 

1.3 Outline of the Master Thesis 

The master thesis consists of 10 sections, that proceeds in the following order: 

Section 2 describes trust in organization studies and its place in the academic discussion 

between new public management and new public governance. Also, we touch upon what it 

means to de-bureaucratize and how a paradigm shift has paved the way for trust in 

organizations. 

Section 3 reviews the main arguments of critical scholars of de-bureaucratization and new public 

governance. The main view of the critics is that the amount of control in de-bureaucratized 

organizations is similar to that of bureaucratic organizations while the complexity of the control 

has increased. 

Section 4 reflects upon our methodical approach of the master thesis and the connection 

between organization studies and philosophy. 

Section 5 provides an overview of how our thesis are structured around a critical management 

study. We undergo a philosophical critique based on Kant and Nietzsche in contrast to a 

common-sense critique. 

Section 6 and 7 introduces our theoretical concepts based on Kant and Nietzsche, mainly 

focusing on our topic of passion and freedom. We highlight how the two concepts are 

interrelated and how the two concepts can be contradicting from a Kantian perspective and 

value-creating in a Nietzschean viewpoint. 
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Section 8 introduces our example based on JAC in the book “Management in Real-Life” by 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), and their conceptualizing of trust-based management. This will 

be the base of our analysis as we set out to discuss the problems and contradictions based upon 

their definition of trust-based management. 

Section 9 provides an in-depth analysis of the paradox of the good employee in trust-based 

management being expected to be free and passionate in the light of Kant’s dogmatism. 

Section 10 analyzes the problem of what it means to be a good employee in trust-based 

management based on Nietzsche concepts of self-overcoming and perspectivism. We will 

provide insights on how the employees can be value-creating individuals while they are both 

free and passionate. 

Section 11 discusses and outlines the implications of our findings in context to passion and 

freedom, and public organizations based on trust. We will compare our findings to the critique 

found in section 3 and discuss how our analysis has implications for the idea of control and de-

bureaucratization in the public sector. 
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2. Towards Trust-Based Management 

The Danish government wants to modernize and de-bureaucratize the public sector. The term 

“de- bureaucratize” is often used by contemporary organizations, but what does it entail? This 

section will elaborate on how organizations de-bureaucratize, thus leading up to how trust 

became a relevant topic in new public governance. Organizations have not always been 

considered as social systems, and scientific management greatly influenced how management 

was approached and perceived from the 1910s into the 1950s. The Hawthorne Studies (see 

Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939; Baritz, 1960) and the human relation movement changed the 

way that employees and management were approached, and, additionally, the general view of 

humans and employees was greatly influenced by the notion of “human capital” (see Becker, 

1976; 1993).  

The framework of trust-based management is based on these discoveries, which paved the way 

for social science studies in management. The change from the industrial revolution into the 

human relations movement introduced employer well-being and social values as ways to 

increase the productivity of organizations (Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 2015). It became more broadly 

acknowledged that organizations are complex social systems where tweaking the production 

facilities isn’t necessarily enough to increase productivity (Wren & Bedeian, 2009).  

2.1 The Evolution of Public Management in Literature and Practice 

The paragraph below will help to give a comprehensive understanding of how the study of 

mostly private organizations are the backbone of academic and practical understanding of 

management and leadership, “borrowing” concepts and ideas from the private sector and 

applying them to public settings. Furthermore, this section will help us to illustrate what exactly 

is meant by the idea of the “new public governance”-era, how the paradigm has changed toward 

trust and what these perceptions consist of.  

The question of how to manage the public sector has long been a discussion point for scholars 

and practitioners within the field of public administration (PA), but after the post-WWII 

economic boom stagnated in the 70s, we saw the rise of a new paradigm in PA and management 

– the rise of “new public management” (NPM) (Osborne, 2006, p. 377; see also Hood, 1991). 
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Osborne (2006; 2010) argues that NPM has been a step forward in the evolutional plan from 

traditional PA to what he calls “new public governance” (NPG).  

NPM was coined as an umbrella term within the public sector to include new management 

initiatives and political reforms designed to revise the public institutions’ illustration and 

perception as bureaucratic and ineffective (Hood, 1991, p. 4). NPM is based on the liberal idea 

that employees are human capital that can be managed and moved around by different 

leadership models heavily inspired by the private sector. The core of this is leadership rather 

than management or administration. This involves an update of the strategic approaches of the 

organization/institution – e.g., stronger leadership teams through upper management groups 

(Hood, 1991, p. 5; Osborne, 2006; see also Kamp, Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013). The core idea 

within the NPM studies and thoughts are that the market is more effective and well-equipped 

to dictate the private as well as the public organizations. Thus, the implementation of tools from 

the private sector was heavily enforced during the 80s and 90s in European and later Nordic 

countries with the UK, with Thatcher as Prime Minister, as the prime example for NPM (Osborne, 

2006, p. 379). In the 1990s, Denmark followed the trend and succus of NPM in surrounding 

countries and started implementing NPM (Kamp, Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013). 

The philosophy behind NPM was to implement a rational and sound framework for public 

organizations to regain the financial and managerial control in the public sector, decreasing 

spending and maximizing effectiveness. NPM thus promoted rational choice and used the 

market and classical or neo-classical approaches to businesses and management as the main 

governance mechanism with a focus on input/output-measurements (Osborne, 2006). 

Paperwork and the due-diligence needed to process request were shortened or removed 

completely from the equation when tasks were to be dealt with; the idea of managers solving 

tasks doing decision-making was based on the notion that actionable plans are better than long 

bureaucratic processes. Skills and tools from the private sector, i.e., strategic-, team-based, and 

entrepreneurial-leadership, key performance indicators, new economic-, financial- and budget 

management systems were implemented in public management, and NPM were hailed as the 

savior for the rigid and close-to-financial-ruin public sector that for many were ineffective and 

overstaffed with unqualified workers. With one of the “megatrends” of PA being halting the 

growth of the public sector (Hood, 1991, p. 3), the NPM led to a heavily downsizing of the public 

sector both in terms of employees and budget, leading to decentralization and deregulation. 
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For many decades, until the mid- to end-2000s, the public sector ran on the ideas of NPM with 

a growing level of control and bureaucracy, as the idea behind NPM was that the “top 

management” was to be “free to manage”, therefore focusing more on how to maximize the 

financial profits/budgets rather than deciding on what would be best for the public/citizen. 

Through so-called “contract and control systems”, top-management was to decide which team 

and how to handle different situations, e.g., contracts with external partners (Osborne, 2006). 

However, a rising movement against NPM has, since the 2000s, grown into an opposition, 

especially within the Scandinavian public sector. A growing pool of public managers and leaders 

are perceiving the NPM-systems as ineffective and calls for a new way of managing their 

institutions in relation to its users/citizens. Some of the critiques revolves around what by 

Osborne (2006, p. 380; see also Osborne, 2010, p. 5; 191) is described as the “black box” of NPM; 

there is a tendency to view the new reforms and implementations within the NPM paradigm as 

nothing more than managers way to “get their way” by “thwarting the resolve of their political 

masters and often subverting the intentions of new policy to their own ends” (Osborne, 2006, 

p. 380). People favoring a new take on NPM found that governments focus mostly on technical 

measures of efficiency rather than the citizens when engaged in high levels of privatization 

(Teicher, Alam, & Gramberg, 2006, p. 86) and that new ways to manage and coordinate public 

organizations needed to be found (Bovaird, 2006, p. 99). 

Therefore, many want to get rid of the rigid systems that NPM has spawned, thus turning 

towards so-called trust-based management and inter-organizational governance (Osborne, 

2006, p. 381ff.). This idea has been described as NPG (see above) and is viewed as a more holistic 

approach to PA, which allows for a more “comprehensive and integrated approach to the study, 

and practice, of [public administration and management]” (2006, p. 380). Likewise, as Teicher, 

Alam & Gramberg (2006) concluded in their paper; there’s an evident need for value-creation 

and the establishment of trust in the public sector to secure a high-quality service between 

contractors (external and internal) and service providers (the public organization or institution) 

(2006, p. 96). This claim is seen by Bovaird (2006) as if the processes of the market as a social 

construct were strategies planned from the bottom-up rather than an implemented top-bottom. 

The actors within such organizations “negotiate rules, norms and institutional frameworks 

rather than taking the ‘rules of the markets’ as given” (Bovaird, 2006, p. 98). The flatter structure 

and task-orientated teams are closely correlated to the field of human resources or human 

relations and can, to some degree, be seen as the replacement for classical autocratic top-down 

management model that critics revolted against (Nyhan, 2000). This can be seen as a form of 
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“trust” in public organization, as it is defined by Rempel, Holmes, and Zanna in Nyhan (2000); 

“trust develops from interpersonal relationships between supervisors and subordinates based 

on the mutual degree of reliability, confidence, and security” (Nyhan, 2000, p. 89). To further 

this argument, Nyhan uses the idea of an “image of the organization”. This is carried out by 

employees and is based on the actions of the management group, rather than the daily 

interactions and contact with the supervisor – i.e., negotiation. This idea is used by Nyhan to 

underline that trust goes both ways in public organizations: the employee and supervisor 

relationship builds on their mutual trust in one another to be and act fairly and ethically, the 

managers will support the employees action if legitimate, according to the organization, and 

neither party would withhold or manipulate information to accomplish the organizational goals 

(Nyhan, 2000, p. 90). 

2.2 The Path from Traditional to Contemporary Management Theory 

This section will go into depth with the research upon which trust-based management is based. 

The context between traditional understandings of management and organizational structure is 

relevant to understand why trust-based management has become such a sought-out concept in 

literature and in the practice of NPG. With a literature review focusing on this changing paradigm 

and understanding of the organizational structure, we set out to review how and when 

organizations became aware of the importance of human capital, and how to invest in it. These 

discoveries lead to a critique of the current management and organizational structures, which, 

among others, formed the idea of post-bureaucracy organizations and trust-based 

management. Thus, this section examine what de-bureaucratization is and how it paved the way 

for trust-based management. 

2.2.1 Scientific Management and the Hawthorne Studies: the organization as a Social 

System 

Taylor, the man behind scientific management (1911), wanted to make companies more 

efficient and productive by closely studying the interworking of work processes (1911). He 

discovered that workers used their own “rule of thumb” to decide how to problem-solve or work 

in the best way possible and in relation to themselves, not considering their surroundings (i.e., 

other workers and their processes). However, Taylor claimed this was not efficient, as it resulted 

in increased costs for the employer. Taylor (1911) concluded in his paper that work processes 

should be “standardized” and use the “division of labor” to maximize the output of every 
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machine. Scientific management proposes a clear chain of command where the manager is to 

design the work processes and make sure they are done correctly and in coherence with the 

other aspects of the organization, by enforcing it. This thus leaves workers only to follow the 

directions established by the manager (Taylor, 1911). The most efficient way to work is decided 

by the manager’s time and motion studies. The goal was that the worker had to complete the 

production of an object in the least amount of time with the fewest amount of motions. 

Scientific management was influenced by the industrial revolution and the increasing use of 

machinery. Studies within this field suggest perceiving the worker in a mechanical sense, that 

they, like machines, want to and can optimize the output of a production facility (Raffnsøe & 

Johnsen, 2015). 

In the 1920s, Elton Mayo and his protégé, Fritz Roethlisberger, conducted a series of tests and 

studies on human behavior in organizations centered around the Hawthorne Plant. These 

became known as the “Hawthorne Experiments”, as described by Roethlisberger and Dickson 

(1939; see also Baritz, 1960). The goal of the studies was to find out how to motivate employees, 

and if this motivation was connected to increased productivity. However, the results of the 

studies were misleading, as both the control group and test group had increased productivity. 

Thus, the Hawthorne studies’ findings could not be explained within the context of scientific 

management. Likewise, prior organization studies and theoretical approaches of scientific 

management seemed to come up empty-handed when trying to understand this behavior 

(Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 2015).  The original study was accompanied by several other studies, but 

Roethlisberger & Dickson (1939) concluded that the organization is a social system; scientific 

management will improve productivity to an extent, but in order to get the highest productivity, 

the organization has to take the social system and human behavior into account. Based on the 

Hawthorne studies, it was concluded that organizations have to think differently about 

management, hence starting the drift towards the human relations movement, which later was 

coined as “human resource management” (Wilson, 2016). This paved the way for the idea of 

“employer satisfaction” to become a more widespread concept, thus allowing the employees to 

address their concerns (Wilson, 2016; Wren & Bedeian, 2009) 

Scientific management was introduced to solve issues with lazy employees and inefficient work 

processes, as the employees were considered to limit productivity where machines could be 

introduced to solve the “social issues” and “laziness of people” (Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 2015). In 

addition to challenging the assumptions at the time, the Hawthorne studies contributed to new 
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understandings of employees and management (Wren & Bedeian, 2009). There have been 

several criticisms of the Hawthorne studies; concerning that several key circumstances have 

systematically been left out, among others (Baritz, 1960). However, the studies changed the 

view on organizations and how they should be managed (Wren & Bedeian, 2009), and the 

“human relations”-movement encouraged the focus to be on personal and social factors and 

the motivation of employees. Productivity was no longer merely achieved by improving working 

conditions and providing economic incentives; employer satisfaction became important, and 

organizations aim to improve productivity by having satisfied employees (Wren & Bedeian, 

2009). The Hawthorne studies initiated a more general paradigm shift influenced by human 

capital that would change the perspective of the worker.  

In the new paradigm, the worker is not seen as a lazy and easily replaceable, but rather as an 

individual who needs to be stimulated through development and devotion (Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 

2015). The Hawthorne studies and human capital concept part of a shift where employees are 

believed to be the key solution to contemporary issues.  By doing so, different tools are utilized 

to achieve increased productivity, and the goal of organizations and management is no longer 

to maximize output but to improve interpersonal relations in an organization consisting of social 

systems (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939; Wren & Bedeian, 2009). 

2.2.2 A New Paradigm: Human Capital 

Capital, in the neo-classical tradition of economics, mainly consists of physical assets like 

financial and fixed assets, whereas human capital, as coined by Nobel Prize winner Gary Becker 

(1976; 1993), is about improving economic and personal development through human 

recourses. Human capital, therefore, introduces elements such as knowledge, personal training, 

and social issues into economic theory, providing an important lesson in capital theory; 

knowledge and skills are the most significant resource in society. According to Becker, 

organizations can invest in human capital by using on-the-job training and improving the 

working and living standards of the employee (1993). Investments in human capital are often 

expected to result in economic growth; however, social growth is equally important (Becker, 

1976). 

Zingales (2000) views human capital as a monumental part of shaping a new paradigm, and he 

refers to it as the transformation from “the traditional firm” to the “new firm”. According to 

Zingales, due to the liquidity of financial capital, it has become easier for employees to acquire 

new jobs at competing organizations, thus leaving the organization with the issues of 
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maintaining their human capital. In other words, human resources have become equally – if not 

more – important as financial assets, by way of human capital being more valuable and difficult 

to get hold of for the new firm (2000). The challenge of the modern organizations, or what 

Zingales refers to as “the new agenda”, is to “explain what happens when there are no physical 

assets involved or when these assets are simple commodities and, hence, easily replaceable” 

(2000, p. 1644). 

A central part of contemporary organizations is to invest in its human capital by developing 

employees’ skills, leaving the organizations to focus on attracting and keeping employees, as 

they are not easily replaceable. Human resources encourage organizations to focus on 

investments in their human capital (i.e., their employees) by introducing training and skill 

development. The traditional scientific management approach and neo-classical economics 

have, therefore, been replaced by the economic approach outlined in human capital (Becker, 

1993) along with new management strategies such as trust-based management (Jagd, 2009). In 

this sense, both the view of the employee and the role of the manager has changed significantly, 

and the main goal has become job training and development of the employees (Raffnsøe & 

Johnsen, 2015). Being dynamic and innovative is, in many situations, considered to attribute 

more value than prior working experiences. Thus, being able to adapt to new circumstances is 

valued more than knowledge from experience, as the world around the contemporary 

organization is changing rapidly. So, by investing in employer development, the organizations 

help to make sure that the employee becomes “the right fit” and that the employee is 

motivated, and their full potential are fulfilled. 

2.2.3 De-Bureaucratization in Contemporary Organizations: Post-Bureaucracy 

This paradigm shift within management and organization studies called for a new way to 

understand organizations; a changing paradigm that we, in the following paragraphs, will 

elaborate through the perspective of Reed (2011) and his term of “post-bureaucratic 

organizations”. The overall organizational structures of organizations have faced the arrival of 

new perspectives through the course of the 20th century, and with the latest movements within 

organizational studies in the 21st century, seek out to comply with the ideas of human resources 

and human capital. The characters of the classical bureaucracy have several critics. One of the 

main criticisms is that the classical bureaucracy is a constraint on the “human capital” and 

“human relations” movements. Consequently, this has led to post-bureaucracy gaining footing 

in the contemporary organizational setting (Reed, 2011). Thus it is necessary for the 
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contemporary organizational structure to embrace the qualities from the fields of human 

relations and human capital. In traditional literature, “bureaucracy” is compared to the 

industrial era’s Taylorism and Weberian ideas of hierarchy and bureaucracy (see Weber, 1958). 

Hence, contemporary studies must look at different capabilities. As shown above, the 

contemporary organization should be a place based on investment in the social relation of 

employees. The structure of the organization facilitates innovation and the personal and 

professional development of the employee. 

In the standpoint of Reed (2011), the bureaucracy has been through a control revolution – a 

transformation from the Weberian bureaucracy towards a subject-driven control regime. This 

leaves us to distinguish between two organizational structures; the rational bureaucratic 

organization (RBO) and the post-bureaucratic organization (PBO) (2011, p. 231ff.). The RBO ideal 

type consists of a top-down approach to management, similar to the Weberian model of 

bureaucracy, where decision-making and general commands are given within the scheme of a 

vertical structure and are legitimated by a firm set of rules (2011, p. 233). On the other hand, 

the ideal post-bureaucratic organization is one that, in contrast to Taylorism and Weber, focuses 

on “flexibility” rather than “standardization” (Reed, 2011, p. 233; see also Sennett, 2006), 

“collaboration” versus “specialization”, “negotiation” rather than “formalization”, and 

“personalization” versus “depersonalization” (Reed, 2011, p. 232ff.). These structures are 

coordinated “between discreet decision-making levels and powers become much more blurred 

and open to a process of, almost continuous, bargaining and interpretation” (2011, p. 233). 

As a result, decision-making and power relations are shared between employees where 

decisions must be negotiated and interpreted; there is no “one best way” to do work, and the 

management cannot study or enforce a way to do specific work tasks. Instead, it is up to the 

employees to find and interpret solutions in collaboration, hence a “bottom-up” approach to 

management and problem-solving rather than the traditional approach of “top-down” vertical 

structure. In the realm of PBOs, we see that the individual’s opinion is valued to a greater extent, 

in contrast, the RBO views personal beliefs as a negative quality that constrain the productivity 

of the organization (Reed, 2011). Following this, Reed argues that the post-bureaucratic 

organization is equipped to cope with “discontinuities”, “uncertainties”, and “globalized 

capitalistic competition” – qualifications that are required in order for the contemporary 

organization to deal with the complexity of innovation, technology, and social organizations 

(2011, p. 230). The essence of these structural changes can be described as “non-hierarchical” 
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(Reed, 2011) and “decentralized” (Alvesson & Thompson, 2006) led by (semi) autonomous- and 

self-managing teams (Reed, 2011; see also Adler, 2001). 

2.3 Trust in Organization Studies 

As the above sections have showcased, NPM seeks new ways to organize and manage public 

organizations. There is a shift in how control is perceived in organizations and the Danish 

Movement want a public sector with “less and more simple control”. We will elaborate on how 

trust-based management is one way to achieve that goals of NPG.  

Trust-based management is about the social relation between the manager and the employee 

and the overall culture in the organization (Jagd, 2009). In order for trust-based management to 

work, there has to be trust on two levels; the first level of trust is between the manager and the 

employee, and on a second level, trust has to play a key factor in the organization and culture 

(Jagd, 2009). The manager and organization have to provide a framework where it is possible to 

form trust-based relations. Serval studies have shown that trust is an alternative to control in 

organizations (see Fox in Jagd, 2009, p. 12). However, this view argues that the organization has 

to choose between trust and control, where the more recently complementary view argues that 

trust and control can be seen as a duality (Möllering, 2005, Six, 2013; Vallentin & Thygesen, 

2017). The productiveness of trust is caused as trust “reduces complexity – and enables action” 

(Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017, p. 154). 

Alan Fox, in Jagd (2009), argues that there are two kinds of organizations, “high trust and low 

control” or “low trust and high control” organizations. High trust organizations benefit from low 

overhead costs, and they are more productive and effective (Jagd, 2009, p. 12). The employees 

in low trust organizations are not considered to be trustworthy, and they are strictly monitored 

by the manager. According to Fox, systematic control, monitoring of employees, standardized 

routines, and impersonal rules limit social interaction and communication. On the other hand, 

the organization can improve its productivity with the use of trust. This view breaks down 

organizations into two kinds of organizations; “control based” and “trust-based” (Jagd, 2009, p. 

12). 

However, others argue that trust and control are complementary in organizations (Edelenbos & 

Eshuis, 2012; Six, 2013; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017). According to Vallentin and Thygesen’s 

extensive review of the complementary view, we see that this approach is more suited for the 
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public sector, as the Scandinavian sector has a relatively long history of internal trust and 

reforms being implemented by the government. There have, in more recent times, been 

substantial empirical and theoretical evidence to suggest the same (see Vallentin & Thygesen, 

2017, p. 153f.). The complementary view is not about replacing control with trust as believed by 

Fox and Jagd; rather it aims to make the two co-evolve over time (Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017) 

– hence, trust and control are considered to be different while they also influence each other 

(Edelenbos & Eshuis, 2012). 

In both the substitutive view, where trust and control substitute each other each other, and in 

the complementary view, trust is considered to be the key element to increase productivity. 

Organizations that fail to include trust also fail to realize a potential increase in productivity (see 

Fox in Jagd, 2009). Among the key characteristics of trust-based management are that it is 

dynamic (Armour, 2007), authentic (Mishra, 2008), and include decentralized power relations 

(Jagd, 2009; Ludwick, 2005). In other words, employees are expected to take control over their 

own work and managers have to build up trust by giving the employees an increased amount of 

decision-making power. The trust has to be authentic; otherwise it could transform into 

mistrust. In contrast to the common belief, close social relations will not always result in trust 

relations (Granovetter, 1986). According to Granovetter, trust is one of the most difficult social 

relations to build. Mistrust can intervene in the trust-building process and cause conflicts, as 

explained: 

[W]hile social relations may indeed often be a necessary condition for trust and 

trustworthy behavior, they are not sufficient to guarantee these and may even 

provide occasion and means for malfeasance and conflict on a scale larger than 

in their absence (Granovetter, 1986, p. 491) 

People are vulnerable when they trust someone, and it is possible to take advantage of that 

vulnerability. Mistrust between employees will cause conflicts in the organization, and trust will 

have the opposite effect. Similarly, there has to be trust between management and employees 

in the organization. 

Summing up the above, the complementary view requires a duality between control and trust. 

Trust and control have to co-evolve, and in conjunction, develop the organization and its 

employees with the goal of increasing productivity. Trust-based management is based on the 

belief that the employee should have the freedom to build trust and be innovative. However, at 
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the same time, it is expected that the employee follows the guidelines of the organization and 

management. Thus, not every scholars and academic works are equally thrilled about this idea 

of trust in public organization; in the following section we will therefore introduce some of the 

critical voices within the field of de-bureaucratization and new public governance. 
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3. Critical Scholars Within 

Contemporary Organization Studies 

In the above section we clarified some of the key directions within organization studies and 

public management. The following section set out to highlight some of the criticism that have 

been posed towards these ideas of de-bureaucratization in public organizations.  

3.1 Autonomy in Neo-Normative Control: The Worker-Monad 

According to Fleming & Sturdy (2011), neo-normative control creates a tension between 

“freedom from control” and “freedom around control”. Organizations with neo-normative 

control tend to let employees “just be themselves”, however, employees can only be themselves 

within the underlying cultural framework of the organization. As they point out, the managers 

hire employees that they believe will live by the cultural values of the organization (Fleming & 

Sturdy, 2011, p. 191). Hence, the employees have limited freedom that is controlled by the social 

values of the organization or “cultural controls”. In the normative control regimes, Fleming and 

Sturdy argue that there is more focus on implementing normative norms and discipline, hence, 

making the employees align to the organizations rather than contribution with their own 

perspectives. Furthering the argument, Fleming and Sturdy find that the employees in 

organizations with neo-normative control “ought to express more of their true selves by 

breaking the traditional work/non-work boundary” (2009, p. 570), hence the employees are 

expected, nay encouraged, to be themselves rather than adhering to the normative norms and 

conformities of organizations.  

Fleming and Sturdy thus pose the differentiation between normative and neo-normative control 

as “a strong emphasis on the expression [in neo-normative control] – rather than suppression 

or transformation [in normative control]” (Fleming & Sturdy, 2009, p. 577). The difference 

between the normative and neo-normative control regimes is then that the “real-life” (i.e., 

private sphere) of the employee is not externalized to be homogenous in the realm of neo-

normative control. In neo-normative control, the two become interchangeable; the private 

element of the individual is expected to be shown and to contribute to the organizational life 

and world. In the normative control regime, however, the employees own self (private sphere) 

are shuffled away or externalized so that it matches or conforms to that of the organization 
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(when the individual are at work at least), thus leaving somewhat of a separation between the 

private and public sphere in organizational settings (Fleming & Sturdy, 2009; 2011). 

In the neo-normative control regime, the employees are expected to open up and share their 

personality and private sphere with the organization; if they do not agree to do so, the managers 

demand the employee to take part of the activities intended to get the employee to “be 

yourself” (Fleming & Sturdy, 2009). Following this mindset, the neo-normative control view 

become just another way of controlling the employees, hence there is not any less control in 

contemporary organizations than in that of bureaucratic or Tayloristic organizations – rather, 

they argue that there is different form of control compared to the traditional thought of control. 

Fleming and Sturdy (2011) further makes the distinction between “freedom from control” and 

“freedom around control”. The former is the distinction that are used by management 

commentators and advocates of the newer forms of organizations (i.e., PBOs and organizations 

with non-formal structures) as they portray them as organizations without control; hence the 

employees are free to do what they want. However, this form of freedom is not that which 

occurs in organizations with neo-normative control; here it is the latter, laced with “identity-

orientated detractions from control” (2011, p. 194 emphasis added), that appears as activities 

and exercises in the organization (that are about “showing who you are”) is designed to distract 

the employees from the influence that these very activities have on the individual. As Fleming 

and Sturdy conclude, “the freedom to ‘just be yourself’ is not freedom from control […] but 

managerially prescribed freedom around control” (2011, p. 195f.; see also 2009, p. 580).  

Lazzarato’s (2004) concept of “worker-monad” is an example of how organizations both are 

subject to normative- and neo-normative control. Lazzarato bases his idea of “monadology” on 

this perception to form a picture of the relationship between the organization and the subject(s) 

(i.e., worker). He argues that the control regimes of the Western world are no longer confined 

to the classical dogmatic thinking, e.g., confined to the ideas of being “factory worker”, “mad” 

or “sick”. In the contemporary world control is imposed through the marking of the soul and 

body by signs and images from companies and organizations (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 191). Hence in 

organizational settings, the organization cannot create the objects that the subjects should 

adhere to, but only “the world within which the object exists” (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 188), thus, in 

the view of Lazzarato, the social reality is formed by how one’s common sense is composed. And 

by following the idea of the worker-monad one would be able to argue that the social reality is 

formed by the organization as they are creating a sphere where right and wrong is determined 
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through the social norms that in turn are created by the organization itself (see Lazzarato, 2004) 

– hence the organizational controls the individuals that are within its world. The autonomy of 

the subject in contemporary organizations is a paradox in the view of Lazzarato as the employees 

get more autonomy, while being subjects of the world created and attained by the organization: 

“to work within a contemporary organization means to belong, to adhere to its world, to its 

desires and beliefs” (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 194). 

Organizations create the world within where the employees exist. The employees have 

autonomy and independence, but, on the other hand, they are part of the organizational world 

(Lazzarato, 2004, p. 188). Based on the view of the worker-monad, it is impossible to separate 

the world of the employee and the organization. The values and beliefs of the organization will 

affect employees – often unconsciously. Lazzarato points out that the conflicts within the 

worker-monad are neither worse nor better than Taylorism (which contemporary organizations 

claim to be) (2004, p. 194). The control is only different insofar, as he explains; “[if] the worker-

monads are open, […]: from the inside towards the outside and from the outside towards the 

inside” (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 193). Thus, the worker-monad, as a subject, is influenced by the 

world of the organization. Meanwhile, the worker-monad influences the world within which it 

exists itself. The worker-monad is part of the creation of the organization, while it, at the same 

time, works within the organization and is influenced by it. As a result, the boundaries of 

individuality and the holistic approaches posed by organizations are blurred to a point where 

they do no longer exist in their traditional form – they are replaced by the worker-monad, a 

subject who is both individualistic and holistic (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 193). 

3.2 A Critical View on De-Bureaucratization 

The bureaucratic organization, as Weber (1958) proposed, was that of a modern and hierarchical 

organization; it has rules and principles both in reference to workflow and office hierarchy with 

a clear distinction of super- and subordinates, while the management is based upon written 

documents and specialization through training. The idea of “one best way to do things” however 

has a tendency to move in both practical and academic faculties and though many critics of the 

bureaucracy pinpoint documentation, the complex rank of order, and rules as the main gadfly 

of progress and efficiency, Weberian schools of thought argue that the distinction between 

private and the public sphere is crucial for the workers and the organizations’ productivity (see 

Cummings & Bridgman, 2011; Pors, 2013; Weber, 1958; Hood & Dixon, 2015b; du Gay, 1994). 
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Paul du Gay is one of the scholars who advocate for the bureaucratic organization. He argues 

that the separation between the private and public or professional sphere is an essential 

distinction between worker and organization (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013). One must have a certain 

distance to the work one is doing in order for it to be done in compliance with the applicable 

standards and rules. The members of the bureau (i.e., organization) acts in a specific way in the 

organization in order for them to achieve something (i.e., the organizations’ goal). Personal 

affections or engagement could render this impossible or even immorally, as personal 

involvement in organizational operation could lead to discrimination. Thus, an impersonal, 

stable, and hierarchic approach to work and organizational life are more favorable as it reduces 

the risk of, i.e., corruption, disclaiming responsibilities, or nepotism (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013). 

The critique of bureaucracy, Weberian, and Tayloristic approaches to organizational life is 

worrisome for du Gay and “should be treated with profound skepticism” (1994, s. 672). An 

important notion in relation to du Gay’s take on de-bureaucratization and anti-Weberian 

bureaucracies in general is that he is not only confined to the private sphere; in fact, du Gay uses 

a significant amount of intelligent energy to point out that public servants – whatever their 

position –should avoid being too passionate or personally involved in their work (Pors & 

Jacobsen, 2013; du Gay, 1994; see also Cummings & Bridgman, 2011). Thus, the idea of de-

bureaucratization in the public sector for the cause of savings is worrying in the eyes of du Gay 

because the bureaucratic form of management is in some ways the best suited for work relating 

to other human beings. Said in other words, du Gay makes the differentiation that “the 

contemporary “subjectification” of the workplace places considerable responsibility on the 

shoulders of individuals” (du Gay, 1994, s. 671). In the realm of NPM, we see leaders and 

politicians that pardoned when they say, “we don’t know that – it’s not on our table” displacing 

their responsibility and taking the credit for others’ work when credit is to be given. The concept 

of action-oriented plans as a way of adding value to a discussion, decision-making process, or 

organization has, for some time, grown into the one quality that a person must possess (Pors & 

Jacobsen, 2013). 

In his works, du Gay argues that the Weberian approach to bureaucracy is not a symptom of a 

moral deficiency in the organization, but rather a sign of the organization having its own distinct 

ethic of existence; the organizational life is only within the organization. Said otherwise, the 

things happening within the bureaucracy (e.g., paperwork and hierarchy) allow it members to 

do their work efficiently, and for others, it means they have somewhere to place the 
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responsibility (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013). The thing that constitutes the foundation for most critical 

thought toward bureaucracy is that bureaucracy has an impersonal feel to it; it has rigid 

formalities, dulling slowness, and inflexibility (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013). Contemporary literature 

appraises de-bureaucratization rather than bureaucracy which is laced with rigid structures that 

are viewed as “old” and “bad” (Cummings & Bridgman, 2011, p. 91). Regardless of how critical 

of the critique of bureaucracy is, du Gay also accepts that not every aspect of bureaucracy is set 

in stone – nor is every aspect of NPM. Elements from each school of thought can be used to 

benefit each other; digitalized monitoring and reporting can, for instance, give way for other 

organizational tasks in the bureaucracy – for du Gay, it’s all about the context in which 

bureaucratic elements operate. The overall fear and skepticism of bureaucracy are redundant 

in the eyes of du Gay; instead, we should be “skeptical of the people who claim to have 

reinvented something or those who constantly demand others to reinvent” (Pors & Jacobsen, 

2013, p. 32). 

The train of thought in NPM where “change” and “new” is viewed positively, whatever it may 

be, is somewhat challenging the “contract and control systems” and top management that exist 

in the same spectrum. Administrative tasks do not take care of themselves, nor does 

coordination and foresight, and thus, the free structures of NPG and trust-based management 

are not a favorable option in the eyes of du Gay. The notion of “less paperwork equals more 

freedom” is simply not realistic following du Gay; working, living and being in a content blur 

between the private and public sphere (i.e., personal and organizational life) leaves incoherent 

and inconsistent decision and (evidently) leaves the human more stressful (Pors & Jacobsen, 

2013, p. 35f.). Autonomy, freedom, flexibility, and compassion are not the result of de-

bureaucratization, but rather, the consistent training of people, frameworks, and structures in 

public organizations are the keys to the future of public management as it permits rightful and 

fair approach to the functions of public organizations. 
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4. Method 

The purpose of this section is to clarify our methodical reflections on how philosophy functions 

in organization studies. We will review some of the most central philosophical directions 

departing from a Deleuzain perspective of philosophy and “concepts”, as presented by Spoelstra 

(2007) and Deleuze and Guattari (1994). We will explain the methodical connection between 

the concepts of “trust”, “passion” and “freedom” and their connection to Kant and Nietzsche. 

In addition, we will share our considerations on the use of examples and to what degree our 

findings can be generalized. We will begin this section by introducing Josefsen and Andreasen 

(2018) as a relevant example and thereby show how it contributed to the writing process of this 

master thesis. 

4.1 Why a Book About Management in Real-Life?  

We came across the public organization “JAC” 1 at a news-spot in Danish national TV about the 

“best public workplace in Denmark” (TV2 Lorry, 2018a; 2018b). In here they claimed to have 

“cracked the code of de-bureaucratization” and “trust-based management in the public sector” 

and explained how they did that on a day-to-day basis through “passionate” and “free” 

employees. This sparked our philosophical curiosity because how could a public organization 

who claimed to have passionate and free employees still function in the light of the 

requirements that the public sector is imposed by? We decided to look into that, and we learned 

that JAC is a public organization that provides educational and professional training, guidance, 

and activity courses for people with physical and mental disabilities (i.e., “citizens”2). 

The importance of efficient public administration and organization is also an important theme 

throughout public management as it impacts the Danish welfare state. This further stress the 

relevance of this book, as Josefsen contributes with concepts and ideas generated mostly from 

the private industry, thus combining private with public following the idea from NPM-reforms 

and transgressing the line between NPM and NPG schools of thought within the public sector.  

                                                           
1 JAC is an acronym for Job-, Aktivitets- og Kompetencecenteret (English translation: “The Job, Activity, 
and Competence Center”) 
2 JAC’s approach to disabled people are that they are citizens like everyone else, which is why we have 
chosen to use the term “citizens” instead of “disabled” 
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Our learning process towards that of problematization in context to Josefsen and Andreasen 

(2018) has been to read and identifying statements that seem paradoxical in and of themselves, 

and then reflect upon these contradicting statements made by the authors in the light of 

philosophy. Rather than reading the book as philosophical or academic piece, we have 

interpreted it based on theoretical concepts. Through this, we have constructed a general 

understanding of trust-based management and identified specific components that has 

contributed to a new understanding of trust and its components. We thus engage in the reality 

– or sphere – of organization studies by evolving and nourishing the concept of “trust” effectively 

exploring new aspects of this managerial phenomena. Our path to understand trust can thus be 

seen as similar to Deleuze’s notion of “learning as a gathering of knowledge” (Deleuze, 1994); 

we see passion and freedom as components that complete the concept. However, we also 

acknowledge that the components are concepts in and of themselves; one concept cannot 

consist of all components and neither can one component stand alone to a concept (Deleuze & 

Guattari, 1994, p. 15). 

4.2 The Power of Example 

This master’s thesis aims to do an in-depth analysis of how trust works in relation to itself and 

the organizational setting that it is in. To do that, we turn to Josefsen and Andreasen as the 

underlining example of how trust-based management in a public organization are being used 

and what elements it consists of.  

It is often mistakenly believed that a single example cannot contribute with general knowledge 

about a topic and, thus, an example cannot be scientific (Flyvbjerg, 2001). One of many ways 

that examples can contribute with general knowledge, and social science can be considered 

scientific, is to use “critical cases” – a case that “can be defined as having strategic importance 

in relation to the general problem” (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 78). The use of concrete and context-

dependent knowledge through specific cases can be just as helpful in giving a general 

understanding (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 73f.) – examples provided through in-depth knowledge about 

the field of study can strengthen the analysis (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 75). Further, such examples 

allow us to develop the necessary skills “to do good research” (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 72) and move 

to the higher levels of learning where we can develop and advance our own skillsets. The use of 

a single example can, in some cases, be viewed as an insufficient base for further analysis and 

examination (Flyvbjerg, 2001, p. 80ff.; see also Easton, 2010; Maxwell, 2011; Fletcher, 2016). 
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The underlying argument for the use of a critical case, according to Flyvbjerg, is that the 

problems within a critical example also exist in other cases, however, with some elements that 

have changed. Thus, Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) and the example of JAC used in the book 

can be considered exemplary examples on how to de-bureaucratize and implement trust-based 

management as such as the problems that they face also are present in organization other 

organizations. In the light of Flyvbjerg’s argumentation of critical cases, we argue that Josefsen 

and Andreasen (2018) can be considered as a critical case as they have been chosen as the best 

public organization in the Danish public sector that have successfully de-bureaucratized and 

transformed into NPG. Furthermore, as we pointed out earlier, the book is aimed toward other 

public managers, servants, and institutions that are the midst of transforming into an NPG-

scheme or to those who need to see how trust-based management is done – in real-life. Thus, 

the example can be considered the ideal public organization based on the view of the 

correlation- and the trust-reform. According to Deleuze, philosophy should investigate topics of 

interest (Carnera, 2015; Deleuze & Guattari, 1994). The critical case of Josefsen and Andreasen 

becomes interesting in the sense of Deleuze, at is provides us with the possibility to investigate 

philosophical paradoxes with rea-life implications – in our case for organizations studies.  

Several managers and management coaches have studied and written books about trust-based 

management – these writers and coaches are often referred to as “management gurus” (as in 

the case of Josefsen). Even though the perspective of the coaching sessions given from Josefsen 

to Andreasen in JAC, is based on real-life examples and experiences (rather than academic 

writing and studies) it still brings us a useful insight into how organizations understand and deal 

with trust. The advantage of using examples this way is more direct access to the understanding 

of how trust-based management is perceived and used in a real-life example from the public 

sector. However, we acknowledge that Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) cannot be held 

responsible for every approach of trust-based management in public organizations. Thus, we 

use the example to emphasize a problem, that we believe could be present in more public 

organizations in Denmark in general; i.e., something that is relevant not only in the case of 

Josefsen and Andreasen, but relevant in context to the contemporary academic and public 

debate and discussion.  

It is here important to emphasize that trust and trust-based management are dependent on the 

cultural and political climate in which they exist. The question of trust in public organization and 

managerial literature is, therefore, different from country to country, and thus from case to 
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case; it is dependent on the previous reforms, political climate, and general discourse towards 

the public sector. Thus, trust research in Denmark can often not be generalized onto an 

international level as Vallentin and Thygesen (2017) point out: “Any national case will be a 

special case. The Danish case is special in the sense that problems of (dis)trust have been 

explicitly problematized by national and local governmental bodies and have become manifest 

in reform effort” (Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017). Denmark is a special case for trust, as the country 

has paved the way for trust-based management on a governmental level, as we have elaborated 

on in the introduction (section 1) to this master thesis. 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) provide us with possibilities to understand how coaches and 

managers in trust-based-management understand their own approach to management. The 

downside of this is that the management gurus portray it how they want to. In other words, it is 

not possible for us to know if they have interfered with the “reality” of their statements, 

successes, and techniques by changing relevant information or fail to disclaim relevant 

information. For instance, the managers can leave out unhappy employees or situations where 

trust-based management caused conflicts. Likewise, this approach also lacks insight into how 

the members of the organization react, think, and feel about trust-based management, as the 

book only provides a one-sided perspective.  

The points boil down to management gurus coach organizations for a living and, thus, their 

books and public appearances can be seen as a way to market themselves as valuable coaches 

to the organizations. Meanwhile, as our study is about the conceptualization of trust and not to 

argue whether they are wrong or right, the goal of our examination is not to argue whether or 

not their implementation was a success or not. In reference to our problem statement and 

research question, this lies beside the scope of our master thesis, as we concern ourselves with 

the organizational relations and not the everyday life of the employees. Neither is it our goal to 

criticize trust-based management or management gurus and their work or guidance – rather, 

the aim is to get a deeper understanding of the new areas on which such a problematization 

arrives within trust-based management.  
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4.3 Philosophical Problems in Organizations 

Though philosophy is often viewed as an academic practice with complex concepts, abstract 

arguments, and little application to the “real-world”, Deleuze saw himself as part of a tradition 

of philosophy that not only challenged or disrupted life but saw it as a way of paving new roads 

of possibilities by laying down new concepts and ideas. For Deleuze, the core of philosophy is 

indeed to shed light on paradoxes; it is through paradoxes philosophy reveals its use (Deleuze, 

1994, p. 227). A perspective on philosophy that coincides with Spoelstra’s (2007) notion that 

philosophy consists of two distinctions; “philosophy for organization” and “philosophy of 

organization” (2007, p. 16). Hence, philosophy is characterized more by its methodological 

approach and methods than by the object of study. In context to Deleuze’s notion paradoxes, 

we set out to investigate the paradox of passion and freedom. For Kant, these two concepts are 

contradictory and thus impossible for them to co-exist. The paradox enables us to get insight 

om the normative and real-world problem of “what is a good employee”. 

The main elements in Josefsen and Andreasen’s (2018) approach to trust-based management is 

“passion” and “freedom”, and it is these components of the concept that the theoretical 

framework of this master thesis will be based on. We set out to investigate the real world and 

normative problem of what it is to be a good employee. Thus, as Deleuze argues philosophy 

should not stand alone, rather it should be used to understand real world and normative 

problems. This is similar of Nietzsche’s conception of perspectivism (which we will introduce 

later), where it is believed that sciences should not only be applied to one field, rather sciences 

should be combines in other to get multiple perspectives and to discover new problems (Gemes 

& May, 2009). Thereby, following the philosophical method suggested by Deleuze and Guattari, 

we set out to give new insights and philosophical perspective to organization studies. We do not 

propose to find problems that resemble that of the real-life world, but rather, we set out to find 

problematizations which allow us to think beyond practical experience and solutions onwards 

to unknown territories (Spoelstra, 2007, p. 25). To avoid falling into the pit of heterogeneity by 

copying or mimicking the methods of Deleuze in his understanding of organization studies 

(Deleuze, 1994, p. 23), we intend to take an “experimental approach to the methods of 

philosophy” (Deleuze in Spoelstra, 2007, p. 25). By the means of breaking down the components 

of “trust” and create junctions from where we can perceive the idea of trust-based management 

in a new light, effectively building upon the concept of trust. 
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This also relates to Spoelstra’s (2007) idea of philosophical problems “inside” and “outside 

organization. Philosophy has in the past been seen as a passive and separated element in 

organization studies, or as Spoelstra says; “philosophy as the under-labourer for social sciences” 

(2007, p. 16). However, Spoelstra argues through Deleuze, that philosophy’s aim is to create a 

relation between normative questions and philosophical paradoxes, as Spoelstra points to the 

Deleuzian quote; “[p]hilosophy offers a breath of fresh air that allows us to think or see think 

differently […] : a philosophical concept of organization makes us think and see organization in 

ways we hadn’t before” (Deleuze in Spoelstra, 2007, p. 26). Through Spoelstra and Deleuze, this 

thesis aims to offer of a “breath of fresh air” by creating connections between the organizational 

world and that of philosophical paradoxes – it is in this space that philosophy comes to its rights 

as a conception of philosophy is philosophy as the creation of concepts (Deleuze & Guattari, 

1994; Spoelstra, 2007). Our use this conception, philosophy takes on a positive dimension, 

according to Spoelstra (2007), as it becomes based on organization studies (philosophy of 

organization) rather than as passive and contributing forces outside of the study area 

(philosophy for organization). Thus, the problematization of our master thesis have normative 

implications for organizations, employees, and managers. We incorporate philosophical 

problems and paradoxes to real-world issues in trust-based management and philosophy. As an 

example, we deal with the paradox of the good employees in trust-based management is 

expected to both being passionate and free. Thus, the role of the good employee can be related 

to a normative and real-life issue, where the latter is of metaphysical character. 

The Deleuzian approach to concepts is to see them as “moveable bridges” that resonate with 

each other while on the verge of digressiveness of itself. The bridges that give content to the 

concepts are also detours on which components can form other concepts (Deleuze & Guattari, 

1994, p. 23). As concepts become active productions in themselves, they continually affect and 

becomes affected by other concepts; the components, representations, images, language, etc. 

that lies within each concept (see Carnera, 2015). In a Deleuzian sense the idea of a concept is 

to view a problem in new perspectives; to give insight into a problematization through the 

introduction of a concept that consist of different components. Philosophy can only be 

philosophy if it confronts the “plane of immanence” – it should not accept defined, dogmatic, 

modes of thinking, but instead build upon it (Colebrook, 2002, p. 80; Carnera, 2015). For 

Deleuze, the difference is the primary key to understanding the world as it is; life itself is 

differential and does not rely on relations, identity, or similarities – even difference is 

differential. The difference is, according to Deleuze, the constitutional force of identity – 
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difference is not influenced by identity but vice versa. Diversity is given, but difference is that by 

which the given is given – diversity is given by the difference in the world (Deleuze, 1994, p. 

222). In a similar fashion, concepts are different rather than similar. Each concept consists of 

different components that relate to other concepts.  As an example of how we use this mindset 

in our master thesis, we use Kantian concept of passion to look at how it can constrain the 

freedom of the employees and, from there build upon this conceptualization and view it in the 

light of Nietzsche. Through Nietzschean philosophy and concept we propose a new 

conceptualization to the problem posed by Kantian philosophy, and then change the perspective 

of “what is considered to be a good employee”. Thus, as we argue, there is no clear conclusion 

to the problem. Instead, we seek to point out paradoxes in the analyzes while we connect it to 

additional problems in the implications section. 

This master’s thesis aims to make a philosophical critique on the concept of “trust” outside the 

common sense that is the social world of the organization. By doing so we intent to 

conceptualize the components of trust-based management, thus raising the problem at hand to 

be differentiated from past literature. Similar to Deleuze’s idea of concepts, we set out to think 

differently about management studies. This thesis will provide more than a solution, instead we 

set out to provide a new conceptualizing and understanding of trust-based management in 

public organizations and contemporary studies. That is, we use the approach to philosophy as 

part of, or within, the organization; we propose a direction that emphasizes the need of 

philosophy of organization. To avoid the pitfall of using philosophical concepts to “simply point 

at things that are happening in the world” (Spoelstra, 2007, p. 38), we intend to bring the 

variations of the philosophical components resonating within “trust” forward, effectively 

forming a plane of concepts that help us avoid the “two extreme dangers; chaos and common 

sense” (Spoelstra, 2007, p. 27).  
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4.4 Philosophical Concepts Within Management Studies 

Our aim of the research is to analyze passion and freedom as components of trust and how they 

relate to trust-based management. The philosophy therefore contributes to our take on trust-

based management by providing new perspectives and approaches to the problem at hand; how 

employees can become good in the public trust-based organization. 

The Deleuzian understanding of concepts, however, is that they should be a moveable force; 

concepts and ideas must be in a constant movement and not only between two points or 

problems, but rather as an absolute and forceful movement that shatter the dogmatic thought-

patterns and mindset (Deleuze, 1994; see also Carnera, 2015). Concepts are a condensation of 

the problem it appeals to; it is absolute in the sense that it carries out to answer one problem. 

However, specific concept that are used to answer a problem consists of other fragmented 

concepts – i.e. components – that by themselves would not be able to answer the problem. The 

concept itself is then fragmented as it is relative to other concepts, ideas and problems (Deleuze 

& Guattari, 1994, p. 21; Spoelstra, 2007). In context to the problem at hand, we will use Josefsen 

and Andreasen not merely as an empirical object of investigation, but also as the base for our 

conception of trust in managerial studies. We acknowledge that trust in and of itself is a concept, 

but we see it as a relative to the settings it is in; trust in public organizations is perceived 

differently compared to trust in private organizations. This is why we use Josefsen and 

Andreasen as the foundation of breaking trust into the components of “passion” and “freedom”.  

We see the concept of “trust” as consisting of other elements relative to the sphere of trust-

based management, thus our theoretical framework intends to examine “passion”, and 

“freedom” as components to fulfill our understanding of trust in the public sector.  

We propose a critical stance between Kantian and Nietzschean philosophy in relation to current 

trends in organization studies, thus we build upon their philosophy to pose a radical 

understanding of passion and freedom in public organizations (see next section for an 

elaboration on critical management studies). To provide a philosophical and nuanced approach 

the problematization, we therefore introduce the thoughts of Kant and Nietzsche in relation to 

their critique. For instance, both Kant and Nietzsche have a concept of effects and, on the 

surface, they might seem similar (e.g., they are both described through the ideas of “anger” and 

“love”), but nonetheless, they provide different perspectives and deductions, as they have a 

different understanding and relation to the concept of passion. For Kant, passion is a product of 

“affects” and therefore as an inclination, Nietzsche believes passion enables us to see 
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phenomena from different perspectives and thereby making us self-conscious and free. On the 

other hand, they both have different conceptions of freedom; both concepts are closely related 

to passion, effects and self-consciousness. 

This showcases how concepts in this master thesis are intertwined and relate to each other. We 

consider passion and freedom as a component of trust that relates to each other. However, 

passion and freedom are in itself concepts by Kant and Nietzsche. In the light of Deleuze, it 

becomes our task to relate and differentiate the concepts of Kant and Nietzsche to each other 

and through this process create an understating of trust-based management in public 

organizations, thus building upon the current literature and understanding of the subject 

through connecting bridges and junctions, as Deleuze propose. In an extension to this, it 

becomes relevant to make the distinction that our theoretical considerations thus also have an 

effect on how we perceive the given subject or object, but the reality in a practical sense does 

not change. Hence, the organization stays the same, but our methodical and theoretical 

approach nonetheless has an implication on the findings we present. Our approach to the 

problem merely affects how we interpret what we have observed. 

Thus, the theoretical approach in the analysis are formulated as a critique on passion and 

freedom in the light of Kant where we then use the critique of Kant presented by Nietzsche and 

based on readings of Deleuze, to argue that Kant’s conception of passion and freedom is not 

radical enough. To fully understand the complexity and contradictions of the paradoxes within 

trust-based management, freedom and passion, we argue that Nietzsche critique can be 

understood as complementary to Kant’s concept of passion and freedom. Rather than relying 

on one theorist to understand a concept, our thesis will benefit the perception from two points 

of view. Nietzsche will be used to shed light on more complex sides of the problematization, that 

Kant fails to acknowledge. Thus, in some areas Nietzsche can be argued to be continuation of 

Kant’s concept, where they seem to disagree on other topics. We will elaborate on connection 

between Kant and Nietzsche and how this impacts the problem and analysis in the following 

section 5 of this master thesis. 
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4.5 Business Administration and Organizational Philosophy 

This master thesis combines the two academic disciplines of business administration and 

philosophy, where organization studies is part of business administration. The research is based 

on a philosophical problem within business administration. We are investigating trust-based 

management as an object within organization studies where philosophy can shed light on new 

areas of problematization. Thus, the two disciplines are both equally important for the master 

thesis. Our research on past literature is based on organization studies where our philosophical 

approach contributes with a theoretical framework and as a methodology to shed light on 

problems within organizations. In addition, our example of Josefsen & Andreasen (2018) is not 

academical, however the topic of management is within organization studies and business 

administration.  

The term “organization studies” covers topics such as bureaucracy, de-bureaucratization, 

control, and management; topics in which we set out to use the terms of passion and freedom 

as philosophical concepts to understand the organizational changes occurring within the realm 

of public administration and NPG. The results of the master thesis have characteristics of 

organization studies; however, it is not based on theoretical findings within philosophy but 

rather on insights into new nooks of organization studies. Our approach enables us to discuss 

problems in business administration by combining organization studies with philosophy. Our 

examination is based on a philosophical problem within business administration and, therefore, 

we present a thesis that produces knowledge by applying theories and concepts to the topic of 

trust-based management.  We set out to contribute to the contemporary discussion of trust in 

organization studies and de-bureaucratization of public organizations by adding a philosophical 

aspect of freedom and passion to organization studies. 

As Deleuze and Guattari argues “criticism implies new concepts” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 

83). As we set out to take a critical stance towards the idea of trust in public organizations, we 

therefore need a new conceptualization of trust. Hence, in the foregoing section we set out to 

show that the understanding of the concept “trust” can be divided and re-built on the grounds 

of other concepts and components. This new conceptualization posed by Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018) is then used in our theoretical and analytic framework. Before we indulge in 

our theoretical framework, a closer review of our understanding of critique in correlation to this 

thesis is needed – the following section elaborates this. 

  



39 
 

5. Critical Approach to Management 

Studies 

The following paragraphs intend to give an adequate idea of this master thesis’ point of 

departure as we intend to illustrate how we use and apply the idea of critique deriving from two 

significant, but, at first glance, different philosophical thinkers; that of Kant and Nietzsche. We 

do that through Deleuze’s readings of Kant and Nietzsche as presented in Nietzsche and 

Philosophy (1983) and his examination of their different approaches to critique. We argue that 

philosophical critique serves the purpose of elevating and showing how a given problem or idea 

may be perceived differently and, in sum, give a new understanding of the world at hand. In the 

below sections is therefore intended to give reason as to why we propose a distinction of critique 

as a philosophical and common-sense.  

5.1 Para-Sense Critique 

In the light of Kant and Nietzsche, critique enable us to provide a response to the paradoxes and 

questions that we will pose throughout this master thesis through our analysis and discussion. 

To provide an insight to these questions, we will use the idea of para-sense to critically track 

down the components of trust (i.e., passion and freedom) in public organizations. The Kantian 

perspective gives us the ability to view how the employee act in the realm of freedom and how 

the dogmatic norms of the organization may influence their mindset. As a continuation of Kant’s 

critique, we turn to Nietzsche who is critical and radical in his approach to these dogmas of past 

philosophers and society.  

To get an understanding of what common-sense is, we once again turn to Spoelstra (2007). He 

defines common-sense through his readings of Deleuze as “appearing under the guise of nature” 

(2007, p. 17), i.e., as something that is a sense that we all have in common (2007, p. 16). The 

common-sense creates a social reality, as it is the common-sense, we all refer to, which, as 

Spoelstra points out, is a paradox in itself because he common-sense “is abstracted from the 

social reality it creates” (2007, p. 17). For Deleuze, the paradox is dealt with through the idea of 

“philosophy as para-sense” (2007, p. 24). Through the use of para-sense we can “create the 

conditions from which new forms can emerge without spelling out exactly what form the new 

could take” (2007, p. 24). For this master thesis, para-sense gives us an opportunity to divide 
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and see the idea of trust in a different light. It enables us to break up and group the idea of trust 

into a concept that then can be divided into the components of passion and freedom and 

analyzed through philosophical critique. Using the philosophical ideas of Kant and Nietzsche we 

set out to highlight the areas of problematization within trust-based management in public 

organization and how the ideas of passion and freedom influences each other. We set out to 

provide contemporary literature and understanding of trust-based management with a 

philosophical critique and a thorough discussion of the implications on public management in 

general. The idea of para-sense allows us to offer a new form of understanding of trust in public 

organizations without necessarily giving a solution to the paradoxes that arise in the realm of 

trust-based management. 

5.2 Critical Philosophy 

In this context a short distinction of the critique and the philosophy around it is needed. The 

Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary & Thesaurus (Cambridge Dictionary, 2020) provides 

us with condensed meaning of critique; “something (i.e., a report, writing or view) that provides 

judgment (often negatively charged) on a specific subject or object through examination or 

interpretation” or in a much shorter-term; “skepticism towards a given subject or object”. The 

definition of common-sense critique is then based on the idea of critique as “a form of 

skepticism as a negative perception of a given subject or idea”. This, however, only applies when 

critique is used in the world of everyday language – i.e., common-sense, the definition or 

understanding of critique that is the most sought-out when the layman is faced by the question 

of “what is critique”.  

In relation to critique and its notion of skepticism we turn to Kant for his idea of critique. Kant 

saw himself as being part of the “age of criticism” where the idea of critique was characterized 

as that “to which everything must be subjected” (Kant in Raffsnøe, 2017, p. 29). Hence, critique 

in a Kantian perspective is not an effort to define mistakes made, but rather a path of discovery; 

the excavation of “something important that presents itself and that we are part of” (Raffsnøe, 

2017, p. 30). From the readings of Kant in a Deleuzian perspective critique must be seen as a 

“critique of reason by reason itself” (Deleuze, 1983, p. 91, original emphasis), meaning that 

critique consists of an immanent critique that must not be predisposed by factors other than 

critique itself by “any kind of external instance” (1983, p. 91). Critique must not be based on the 

idea of something but rather on reason; free will and a will under moral law is one and the same. 



41 
 

The art of critical thought becomes philosophy by the idea of re-shaping and creating new modes 

of living for human beings. Thus, the act of philosophizing is acquired through the act of exercise 

and one’s own use of reason (Raffsnøe, 2017, p. 49), rather than outside forces.  

However, together with Nietzsche, Deleuze discard this Kantian view by saying that truth is not 

merely an element of thought, but rather the element of thought is sense and value; everything 

depends on these elements as they form our thoughts (Deleuze, 1983, p. 104). 

[P]hilosophy has an essential relation to time: it is always against its time, critique 

of the present world. The philosopher creates concepts that are neither eternal 

nor historical but untimely and not of the present (Deleuze, 1983, p. 107) 

From this interpretation, we are left with the understanding of philosophy not only as something 

that must put the contemporary problems of its time to the test, revealing the value of truth in 

and of itself but also as an activity that is driven by thought itself. Thinking comes second to the 

power of thought itself, leaving the philosopher and his philosophy to uphold many things at 

once and not only submit to one idea. This corresponds with the general methodologic direction 

set for this paper and therefore also provides us with proven grounds to thread when 

proceeding with the subsequent analysis. 

The main reason as to why an abrupt and philosophical take on critique is needed when 

examining public organizations is that critique in a common-sense understanding has led to a 

constant criticism of human practice, as noted by Raffsnøe in the following quote; “as a 

consequence [of criticism], the various forms of human practice only become acceptable and 

reputable to the extent that they take on a self-problematizing and self-critical form” (Raffsnøe, 

2017, p. 32). Here, Raffsnøe argues that we have reached a point where the actions of people 

can only become legitimate insofar, they are critical of themselves, a practice that raises the 

question of how to function as an employee and/or public institution when faced continuously 

with scrutiny and evaluations formed by rules, laws, and norms (see Raffsnøe, 2017). On the 

other hand, critique in organization studies often take the role of skepticism to a certain problem 

or subject. One such example is the critique of bureaucracy in the eyes of Reed (2011) and the 

subsequent critique of this standpoint as posed by du Gay (1994; see also Pors & Jacobsen, 

2013). The de-bureaucratization of public organization is in the light of du Gay a dangerous trend 

as he takes a critical stance against the criticism of bureaucracy that is dominant in 

contemporary literature. He instead argues that the separation of private and public sphere in 

bureaucracy has the advantage of securing a fair and nonbiased conduct of public servants. In 
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the view of du Gay, the elements of post-bureaucracy are rendered meaningless and 

treacherous as he is skeptical of consequences that may follow a de-bureaucratization.  

5.3 Critique as Base for our Theoretical Framework 

For his time Kant posed a radical philosophy that set out to understand how humans ought to 

act morally without the being in the realm of religion; Kant saw humans as appalling in the sense 

that they were easily corrupted and therefore he suggested that one should follow moral 

reason. Consequently, Kant is therefore seen as the initiator of critique as idea and concept that 

serves as an important feature, constituting the defining moment in Western society, thought 

and culture (Raffsnøe, 2017). Nietzsche, on the other hand, perceive critique in the Kantian 

perspective as lacking because of his overseeing of emotions and the self as a factor in the 

understanding of these universal laws that are bound in reason (Deleuze, Nietzsche and 

Philosophy, 1983, p. 91f.). Thus, when following Deleuze’s interpretation of the two (Kant and 

Nietzsche), we get a sense that the critique as posed by Kant is not radical enough, leaving 

Nietzsche trying to find the true critique; a critique and truth that involves everything, by an 

attempt to rewrite the idea of critique. In Nietzsche’s critique of truth, he questions the value of 

it and if we will ever find it: “There is something to ‘truth’, to the search for truth; and when a 

human being is too humane about it - […]  I bet he won’t find anything!” (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886], 

p. 35). 

Nietzsche, therefore, poses a radical alteration to the Kantian idea of critique in his works as 

viewed by Deleuze (1983). Through the standpoint of Deleuze, one can say that the Nietzsche 

wanted to rewrite the Kantian critique (Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, 1983, p. 88). 

Furthermore, their understanding of critique is radically different while still being 

interconnected and relevant to each other, as the critique of Nietzsche can be understood as a 

subsequent philosophy of Kant. Following the argumentation of Deleuze we see that Nietzsche 

offers a significant extension and understanding of Kantian critique. The correlation between 

Kant and Nietzsche is not to be overlooked as it provides this master thesis with the important 

philosophical tool that is critique. The critique of Kant and Nietzsche are related to each other, 

as Nietzsche’s concept of freedom are based on a critique of the dogmatic view posed by Kant. 

As a result, to this, Nietzsche argues that we should strive to free ourselves from the dogmatic 

norms. In addition, we are unfree, when we are influenced by the dogmatic norms in the view 

of Nietzsche. This idea will be examined further in the following section. 
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6. Kant: Dogmatic Freedom 

Kant saw himself as a critical voice in the age of enlightenment and through his works, he sought 

out to contest what he saw as the doctrines of the society that he lived in. In his Critique Kant 

therefore sat out to formulate a set of rules that enabled humans to act accordingly to common 

rational and moral maxims rather than the rules posed by one set of rulers (see editors 

Introduction in Kant, 2002[1788]). However, Nietzsche saw Kant’s philosophy and critique to 

become dogmatic in and of itself (see Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]; Gemes & May, 2009), but not only 

Nietzsche saw Kant as a dogmatic thinker; Kant himself acknowledged that he had fallen into a 

“dogmatic slumber” (Kant, 2002[1788], p. 20n). We therefore categories our Kantian approach 

as the “dogmatic view” based on our distinction of past philosopher through the lenses of 

Nietzsche.  

6.1 Passion, Inclinations and Heteronomy 

Kant argued that reason should be determined through pure rational reason rather than 

experience – that is, reason is determined before experiences and not by the doctrines of society 

(see Kant, 2002[1788], p. xvi). Kant defines pure reason as a prior transcendental reflections – 

reflections that are before experience, hence free from experience. His view on reason was 

influenced by the age of enlightenment, in which philosophies began to question the senses that 

guided man previously (i.e., thought and reason) and if we really could believe in them or if they 

betray us (see editors Introduction in Kant, 2002[1788]). The Age of Enlightenment was built 

among other things and ideas, on the well-known dreaming argument by Descartes (2002 

[1641]), where he points out that a dream can feel real at the moment that we wake up and 

shortly after we realize that it was a dream – how can we know what is real life and what is the 

dream? The dream could in reality be the real life. In a similar fashion, Kant’s notion of reason is 

based on the belief that the senses can create illusions and mislead us and, thus, we should 

strive to only reflect based upon a priori knowledge. Likewise, the critique must be based on the 

idea of rational reason and not reason in and of itself, but rather reason in relation to the 

understanding of reason itself or said in other words; “reason is free to reject those standards 

(at whatever level) that do not make sense to itself. Reason is its own last court of appeal” (see 

Kagan in Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 116). 
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In the opposition to the rational actions of Kant, we find that of a “moral evil” – an action that 

“is without any reason” (Kosch, 2006). When inclinations interfere with the reason of an action 

the free will of the individual becomes compromised and actions based on their affects and 

passions becomes nonrational. As explained by Kant, individuals should strive for reason as it 

enables us to reflect upon what is good: 

Nevertheless, reason, in representing the morally good by connecting its ideas 

with intuitions (examples) that have been imputed to them, can produce an 

enlivening of the will (in spiritual or political speeches to the people, or even in 

solitary speeches to oneself). Reason is thus enlivening the soul not as effect but 

rather as cause of an affect in respect to the good […] (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 152). 

In the eyes of Kant, passion is an inclination that prevent individuals from reflection based in 

reason. Passion is then a “heteronomy” that best can be described as “an action which is 

influenced by an outside force” (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 59f.); in other words, heteronomy is the 

state where the acting person is being ruled, governed, or any external force (Kant, 2002 [1785]). 

Following this line of thought, heteronomy can be further described as inclinations of the human 

being and thus a contrast to reason and rational actions. Thus, by definition, rational beings must 

be free from the laws of heteronomy; i.e., they act, or the action is done without influence from 

an outside force of the subject. The action is non-moral and not possible to be judged because 

the morals, of which judgment rely, are defined not by the subject but by an outside force. 

Evidently, there is a distinction between affects and passions in the realm of Kantian thoughts; 

affects are feelings and emotions like anger where passion is a sensible desire (Kant, 1991 

[1797], p. 208). Affects can be controlled, for instance, in situations where one is in full of anger 

and are told to calm down by “counting to ten”; in such cases, one is able to change their state 

of mind, hence controlling the affect. The “good will” then becomes good only insofar there is a 

“[m]oderation in affects and passions” (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 10). However, passions are more 

deeply rooted in the mind, hence they influence our reflection and takes time to control. As 

passions are more deeply rooted in us, they are more difficult to be aware of as Kant points out: 

“Affects are honest and open, passions, on the other hand, are deceitful and hidden” (Kant, 2006 

[1798], p. 151). 

While affects and passions are not the same, an affect can be become a passion; anger can 

become a passion when it turns into hatred. Thus, an affect becomes a passion when it “has 

become a long-lasting inclination” (Kant, 1991 [1797], p. 208), or said otherwise; “affect [works] 
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like an intoxicant which one has to sleep off, although it is still followed by a headache; but 

passion is looked upon as an illness having resulted from swallowing poison” (Kant, 2006 [1798], 

p. 252). Affects is something that passes over time; one can experience to be out of one’s own 

rational mindset, thus acting immorally or non-rationally, but it passes over time, either into 

nothing or unto a state of passion. From this, we can see that in Kant’s view, passion prevents 

us from acting rational, as it is deeply rooted inclinations that influence our reflections 

unknowingly. Thus, a desire that is only happening momentarily is an affect, where if it the 

affects does not surpass it becomes a passion. 

The inclinations that follow affects and passion are deeply rooted in the mind; laws will be made 

within the realm of the inclinations rather than in a rational state. Thus, an inclination that is not 

in accord with the universal law will be evil and prevent us from acting autonomously; passion 

and affects, therefore, prevent us from reflecting (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 149). However, we are 

often unaware of our passion and how it influences us; it thrives in a state of unwantedness; “no 

human being wishes to have passion. For who wants to have himself put in chains when he can 

be free?” (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 151). Hence, affects can become passions that limit our freedom 

and should be prevented. For Kant, passion and affects takes the role of a force outside our own 

control; passion is preventing us from having rational self-control, consequently leaving passion 

is an inclination that interferes with our reason:  

Inclination that can be conquered only with difficulty or not at all by the subject's 

reason is passion. On the other hand, the feeling of a pleasure or displeasure in 

the subject's present state that does not let him rise to reflection (the 

representation by means of reason as to whether he should give himself up to it 

or refuse it) is affect (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 149). 

Following that argument, we should avoid affects and passions as they are seen as an illness of 

the mind that prevents us from being reasonable, hence being free (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 149). 

Passions and affects are not something that the clean and good human being should adhere to, 

as they are non-rational elements that are controlled not by the natural laws but by feelings and 

desires.  
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6.2 Compatibilism and Negative Freedom 

We see Kant’s “comparative concept of freedom” as “compatibilism” (see Allison, 1983; 

Watkins, 2005; Xi, 2009). Kant introduces compatibilism in order to criticize it, and thus 

showcase the relevance of transcendental freedom. According to Kant, freedom in the 

compatibilist view is when an action is “internally” (Kant, 2002[1788], p. 122). Hence, an unfree 

action will be controlled by outside and external factors. Such an outside factor can be described 

as involuntary body movement i.e., when an actor is being controlled with force (e.g., a physical 

push from another being or a storm raging outside forcing you to stay inside). In Kant’s reading 

of compatibilism, the actions of a thief are based on freedom, as the choice to steal comes from 

within (Kant, 2002[1788], p. 95f.). In other words, the thief is in control of his actions as no other 

man has decided that he must steal; thus, there are grounds for a moral judging of the thief. 

However, Kant raises a critique of this view on compatibilism, as the problem is not only 

concerning internal or external freedom; freedom is a question of transcendental freedom and 

autonomy. However, from a Kantian perspective, the thief is not acting freely, as his actions are 

based on the past determination circumstances. Rather, Kant views freedom as being 

transcendental, as he explains:  

[T]ranscendental freedom must be thought as independence from everything empirical 

and thus from nature as such, whether this nature is regarded as an object of inner sense 

merely in time, or also of outer sense in both space and time (Kant, 2002[1788], p. 123) 

Thus, freedom is a priori – something that one knows before experiencing – otherwise, there 

will be no universal moral law to follow (Kant, 2002[1788], p. 119). Kant raises the concern of 

when we can argue that an action is internal or external. In his view, compatibilism has provided 

a simple concept of freedom, whereas, on the other hand Kant’s problem of external freedom 

also includes our inclinations (i.e. affects and passions) (Kant, 2006 [1798], p. 149). Hence, action 

can be considered external when our heteronomy interferes with our actions, as we will see in 

his concept of negative freedom. 

Following this, Kant suggest a concept of freedom both being negative and positive. Negative 

freedom is present when rational beings are free to act from heteronomy like inclinations; 

actions in this freedom are based on reason, hence only free humans are rational beings (Kant, 

2002 [1785], p. 63). So, negative freedom can be described as being free from inclinations or 

external forces. Positive freedom is when an agent acts based on the moral law. Hence, the free 

choice to choose differently is comprised of factors other than reason. Kant, however, strives 
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for something that “tells us whether or not we may act on any plan of action” (Kant, 2002 [1785], 

p. 89), and for this Kant comes up with the concept of categorical imperative as a set of rational 

and moral rules that sits within the subject, telling us – or commanding to some degree – how 

to act; what is morally permissible contra impermissible (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 69f.). Actions, 

according to the categorical imperative, are always free in the negative freedom, as Kant 

explains it: “thus a free will and a will under moral laws are the same” (Kant, 2002[1785], p. 63). 

In short, autonomous actions are free the from laws of nature and the influence of others but 

are subject to moral law; that is that their actions adhere to the categorical imperative.  

Only the power of choice can be considered free or unfree, as the will itself is not an action. 

Thus, freedom requires actions of which only these actions can be considered free or unfree 

(see Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 64). In this view, rational beings are not autonomous – it is their 

actions and the will of them that are autonomous and free. This is an important distinction, as 

people can both do free and unfree actions while not being restricted to either. Hence, 

autonomy requires actions to be done based on free power of choice under moral maxims (Kant, 

2002 [1785], p. 63). Autonomous actions are governed by the laws of their own will, which is 

adhering to the maxims of moral; the subject decides the morals of which the subject is to act 

by through the categorical imperative (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 63). The goal of freedom is to be 

free to act according to the moral maxims; freedom becomes the will to free oneself from 

heteronomy, as will is under moral law and reason. Thus, rational beings can only be responsible 

for actions that are free.  

6.3 Freedom Legislated by Universal Maxims 

Kant’s concept of freedom is based on autonomy, the categorical imperative (universal law), and 

reason. His notion of autonomy centers around the idea of free actions and free will; one is 

autonomous when one can act freely, hence for clarity, we will be using “autonomy” 

indistinguishably from the idea of “freedom” and free actions. The universal law is something 

that Kant argues as being condensed from the idea of a rational and moral law; something that 

must always be done the same in similar situations. It is through Kant’s idea of categorical 

imperative that “we can learn what acts we may or may not do” (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 89). The 

categorical imperative are commands that one must follow regardless of one’s inclinations; it is 

moral obligations that are derived from pure reason. Said in another phrase by Kant: “Act only 

in accordance with that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it become a 
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universal law” (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 37). The feasibility of a categorical imperative is correlated 

with the idea of freedom, as freedom makes us part of an intelligible world in which all my 

actions would always be “in accord with the autonomy of will” (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 70). 

The will is autonomous when it is determined by the maxims of the moral law, as explained by 

Kosch, as rational beings “we simply do know the moral law, and likewise simply do take an 

interest in its requirements” (Kosch, 2006, p. 34f.). Hence, universal laws in accordance with the 

freedom is not something that needs to be discovered. Kant’s example of “the lying promise” 

explains how the maxims of morality are a universal law (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 19). Kant 

considers a case where a man attempts to borrow some money with the promise to pay it back, 

although he knows that he cannot pay the money back. Kant elaborates the problem as the 

following: 

When I am in a tight spot, may I not make a promise with the intention of not keeping 

it? […] I ask myself: Would I be content with it if my maxim […] should be valid as a 

universal law (for myself as well as for others), and would I be able to say to myself that 

anyone may make an untruthful promise when he finds himself in embarrassment which 

he cannot get out of in any other way? Then I soon become aware that I can the lie but 

not at all a universal law to lie (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 18f.) 

Hence, the untruthful promise could never be a universal law, as if everyone would lie, there 

would be no such thing as a promise. The logic of the lying man is that everyone must act 

according to the moral law, where he acts immorally. By doing so, the lying promise will never 

be a universal law (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 19). Similarly, all universal laws must be something that 

can be universal, something that everyone can follow as their highest maxim. Rational beings 

are considered autonomous when they act accordingly to universal law, as the universal law of 

morality is closely tied to freedom (Kant, 2002 [1785]). 
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7. Nietzsche: Perspectivism and Self-

Overcoming 

Kant’s critique fails to recognize the importance of overcoming and self-consciousness, whereas 

the critique of Nietzsche is not restrained by a universal morality and judgment (Deleuze, 1983, 

p. 89). The Kantian idea of critique is a critique of morality; a characterization of critique by Kant 

can be viewed as that to which everything must be subjected. This leads to the question asked 

by Nietzsche; why is truth better than untruth? (Deleuze, 1983, p. 95; see also Nietzsche, 2002 

[1886], p. 5). Following the readings of Deleuze, Nietzsche argues that Kant fails to account for 

why truth and morality are needed, hence critique for Nietzsche is not about universal truth or 

facts, but an interpretation of phenomena (Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, 1983, p. 90). The 

following section is based primarily on our readings of Nietzsche’s original works though we will 

not solely rely on our interpretation of Nietzsche, and thus we have also taken great inspiration 

from Gemes and May (2009).  

7.1 Beyond the Constraints of Dogmatic Norms: Freedom as the Power to Will 

The following paragraphs elaborates on the Nietzsche’s critique of Kant and from there 

introduces the concepts of “the power to will” and “free spirits”. This relates to the former 

section on critical management studies and introduces Nietzsche as a critique of dogmatism. 

According to Nietzsche, dogmatism is an evil of society as it diminishes the power of humans; 

one’s thoughts and instincts act upon foreign forces that is morality, or what Nietzsche refers to 

as slave-morality. In turn, morality is not confined to a universal truth, but rather a cultural 

construct that differs from each culture or each society (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]). 

Nietzsche view feelings and passions as a vital part of human beings and their development of 

knowledge. The new philosophers must strive for an “improved future”; man must be able to 

reach his full potential to avoid the spread of slave morality (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886], pp. 40, 

153f.; see also Nietzsche, 2007 [1887], pp. xxi, 10, 100f.). This refers to the creation of ways of 

punishing those who do not follow the moral rules of society, created by the masters to impose 

them on others (see Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]; 2007, [1887]). The moralities of society pressure 

the masses (of the population) – those who do not have the means to achieve the artistic form 

of human beings, those who do not have the self-discipline to become free of reign – to be 
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subordinates (i.e., slaves) of the higher classes (i.e., the noble or master) (Nietzsche, 2002 

[1886], p. 89). Nietzsche argues that individuals in this dogmatism become restrained and 

thereby “punish ourselves by distrusting our feelings, we torture our enthusiasm with doubts, 

we experience even a good conscience as a danger” (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886], p. 32); it is first 

when one is able to overcome this that one can become free. The idea of what is good in the 

dogmatic sense is thereby shattered by Nietzsche’s philosophy, as he says: “’Good’ is no longer 

good when it comes from your neighbor’s mouth. And how could there ever be a ‘common 

good’! The term is self-contradictory: whatever can be common will never have much value” 

(2002 [1886], p. 40). Nietzsche then asks the nihilistic question; what does the law build upon, 

and why should one follow that idea rather than something else? This illustrates that for 

Nietzsche it is all about “perspectives”, whereas for Kant, it is about the law itself as a “fact 

generated through reason" (see Gemes & May, 2009).  

The will in a Kantian perspective is based on our duty that is good in itself; thus, beings of reason 

strive to do good (Kant, 2002 [1785]). Individuals thus have the burden to uphold the moral 

standards of themselves. Nietzsche, on the other hand, view will as an internal force within the 

agents to accomplish something; the will to power, as he coined it, is about looking into and 

reflection upon oneself, learning and trying to see where the boundaries may lie (which lie in 

the internal will and not in the restraints of society) (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]). The will to power 

thus takes the form of an insatiable desire to manifest power; a desire to live that is the guiding 

principle of every material and thing; reality is therefore composed of elements that have an 

inner will and not, as Kant proposes, guided by an imperative of universal truth.  

Building upon Kant’s radicalism of his times, Nietzsche embodied an even more radical approach 

to society, morals, and freedom; autonomous beings no longer ought to do good or act in 

accordance with laws moral maxims rather, they should self-overcome and discover the will to 

power, overcoming the restraints that society has put on the individual (see Nietzsche, 2002 

[1886]; 2007 [1887]). Thus, in a Kantian perspective, as Nietzsche criticize, moral and morality 

are seen as neutral capacities driven by the rationality of human beings; they have the unique 

power of the individual to decide whether or not he should act (insofar it is according to the 

categorical imperative). In Nietzschean philosophy, these capacities of the agents propel the will 

to power; the drive of the self as a self-responsible being rather than a socializing function of 

the herds (see chapter 7 in Gemes & May, 2009). People, in this sense, create a new 
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understanding of what is good and “then accept them as eternal and unconditional” (see editors 

introduction in Nietzsche, 2007 [1887], p. xvi).  

This leads to Nietzsche’s perceptive on sciences as a form of depression; concepts try to explain 

a phenomenon through the idea of reactive and dogmatic forces; however, philosophy must 

instead take an active role before it becomes capable of interpreting real activities and relations 

(see Deleuze, 1983). These reactive and active forces is by Nietzsche himself described as a drive; 

a “will to power” (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886], pp. xxv, 11) that drives the human to overcome the 

slave morality and thereby become “free spirits” (2002 [1886], p. 37). The will to power is a drive 

that attempts to lure the individual to become free spirits through overcoming of the dogmatic 

norms in society. As Nietzsche says; “‘what characterizes the free spirit is […] that he has 

liberated himself from tradition’” (see Nietzsche in Gemes & May, 2009, p. 147). Thus, a free 

spirit is an individual that is freed from the dogmatic norms and strive to self-overcome. 

7.2 Affects, Passion and the Self 

According to Janaway in Gemes and May (2009, p. 51), the mainstream philosophical view 

considers affects and passion to obscure and falsify knowledge. Thus, Kant and the philosophers 

before Nietzsche saw affects, emotions, and passion as something that restrain us from being 

reasonable, hence free, as seen by Kant’s concept of negative freedom (see section 6.2 of this 

master thesis). Those philosophers refer to affection and passion as “inclinations and aversions”, 

for instance, fear, anger and love and can, in general, be described as emotions and drives 

(Gemes & May, 2009, p. 52f.). In contrary to Kant’s concept of affects and passion, affections 

are the very thing that creates knowledge, according to Nietzsche: ”But to eliminate the will 

completely and turn off all the emotions [affects] without exception, assuming we could: well? 

would that not mean to castrate the intellect [knowledge]?” (Nietzsche, 2007 [1887], p. 87). Said 

in more simplistic words of Nietzsche; “our world of desires and passions is the only thing ‘given’ 

as real” (2002 [1886], p. 35). 

Thus, Nietzsche provides a more radical view on affects where he reverses the problem. Rather 

than considering affects to obscure knowledge, they can create it.  Nietzsche’s view on emotions 

relates to his concept of perspectivism; hence knowledge is about interpretation and multiple 

perspectives (see the section below). Rather than considering emotions to restrain our mental 

capacity and ability to act based on universal facts, it enables us to see things through several 

perspectives. In contrast to Kant, desire is considered as a drive rather than, an inclination and 
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therefore it is not considered a limitation.  Thus, Nietzsche’s view on emotions and desire is 

based on a belief that truth must be interpreted rather than sought through universal laws, 

which provide us with the two following claims: “that it is impossible for there to be any knowing 

that is free of all affects, […] and that multiplying different affects always improves knowing” 

(Gemes & May, 2009, p. 54). 

Affects are relevant to the understanding and revaluation of the self, as we have to be aware of 

our affects and “control them ‘within one’s control’ and manipulate them in ‘accordance with a 

higher goal’” (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 57). In contrast to Kant’s view, it is possible to be aware 

of both our affects and passions and therefore, to an extent, control them. As a result, we should 

strive to be in a healthier cognitive state and therefore being self-conscious about our affects 

and passions. Passion is part of what Nietzsche refers to as “tension of the spirit” that consist of 

a commitment to an ideal (a passion), and the capacity and willingness to overcome the 

commitment in order to improve ourselves. Being autonomous in this context is being able to 

acknowledge that affects and passion provides knowledge, rather than destroying it, and that 

they are part of the self. We should strive to improve our cognitive state by being aware of our 

affects, and then we can attempt to each a cogitative state where we can control them. Hence, 

the self is not merely a metaphysical matter; rather, the self is both metaphysical and a product 

of affects (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 59). We shall not fear our affects and passions, but rather 

embrace them as a step towards self-overcoming and becoming the overman. Following this, 

Nietzsche argues that we have overlooked our drives and inclinations as the “deeper kind of 

control we are subject to, through our values” and that “[w]e need to uncover […] the interest 

that lie behind our values” (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 147) before we can become free spirits. 

7.2.1 Perspectivism and Re-Evaluation 

Following the critical and radical train of thought in Nietzsche, the idea of critique becomes a 

concept that puts on the mask of “destruction of joy” (Deleuze, 1983, p. 87)– a nihilistic 

approach to philosophy and that of society. A critic is not purely a destroyer, but, rather, he 

takes on the role of reactivating the values and baseness; thus, the creator of values is 

inextricably connected with the destroyer (1983, p. 87). Nietzsche’s view the very elements that 

are set out to create value and sense as critical elements (1983, p. 86). Critique is, therefore, 

only relevant and feasible insofar it realizes itself and rise above the domain of critique; 

“Nietzsche, […] thinks that he has found the only possible principle of a total critique in what he 
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calls his ‘perspectivism’: there are no moral facts or phenomena, but only a moral interpretation 

of phenomena” (1983, p. 90).  

This idea of perspectivism and defecting moral facts as only interpretation allowed Nietzsche to 

ask the question of why? to every aspect of society; why do we value truth so dearly? Why are 

the norms of society the norms of which we must confine our lives? These questions capture 

the essence of the Nietzschean critique; they represent an indifference towards the values of 

society or, further, as Simon May presents in Chapter 5 of Gemes and May (2009); a “will to 

nothingness” (2009, p. 100). Thus, the desire for liberation from a life of suffering in the 

restrictive world that dogmatism present “is what nihilism is most fundamentally about—what 

the ‘will to nothingness’ most fundamentally expresses” (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 100; Deleuze, 

1983, p. 97). This emptying the world of meaning and human existence of purpose through the 

will of nothingness is what Nietzsche characterizes as “nihilism” (see Deleuze, 1983; Gemes & 

May, 2009; Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]); truth and knowledge derive not from one or something, but 

rather from the perspectives of others or oneself. A true nihilist is therefore a person who 

constantly perceives the world and judges it for what it ought not to be; nihilism is, in its essence, 

the task of not accepting the social norms of the world for what it is, but rather being critical of 

them. 

Dogmatism becomes a problem for Nietzsche as the truth is considered to be universal. 

However, he questions the value of universal truth, as humans only seek it in order to do good. 

His claim is that the truth cannot be found as it is not universal. Truth is not a static fact as the 

Kantian perspective may suggest, but rather it is something we need to interpret from different 

perspectives. Hence, Kant’s critique is based on the search of a universal truth based on 

rationality (e.g., morality), whereas Nietzsche criticizes the value of universal truth, and thus he 

approaches critique by finding the value of a phenomenon, e.g., morality:  

As strange as it may sound, the problem of morality itself has been missing from 

every ‘science of morals’ so far: there was no suspicion that anything was really a 

problem. Viewed properly, the ‘grounding of morals’ […] was only an erudite form 

of good faith in the dominant morality (Nietzsche, 2002 [1886], p. 76) 

Thus, the value of phenomena should never be taken for granted; we should ask ourselves, “why 

do we need it, and how does it benefit humanity”. Moreover, the goal of Nietzsche’s critique is 

to transcend humans into the ideal form of the overman. The process of improving man is never-
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ending contrary to how Kant portrays truth, morality, and critique as one universal truth – a fact, 

Nietzsche questions the value of universal truth and laws (Deleuze, 1983, p. 91). 

This is a radical step away from the “mere facts” of which Kant argues are the essence of 

knowledge and truth; Nietzsche uses perspectivism as the argument against the Kantian 

approach to knowledge. The point of critique for Nietzsche then is not to overcome something, 

but rather a “different way of feeling”; likewise, it is a thought against that of the universal ideal 

of reason that Kant proposes; hence it is something that generates and give an account of the 

sense and value of beliefs (Deleuze, 1983, p. 94; see also Chapter 1 in Nietzsche, 2002 [1886]). 

Said in other words, critique in the Nietzschean perspective is some broader and more absorbing 

understanding of what things consist of; critique is the essence of a reactive man that serves 

himself to understand the relation of current values as he is on a quest of truth. 

7.2.2 Freedom as Self-Overcoming 

[F]ree will, then, involves acting fully within one’s character, knowing its limits and 

capabilities and valuing oneself for what one is rather than for one’s conformity to an 

external standard or to what one ought to be (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 62) 

By starting with this quote, we dive right into the concept of “the overman”3 and the essence of 

freedom, according to Nietzsche (Gemes & May, 2009). The overman is “the lord of the free” it 

is the ideal type of being – a being that does not obey society nor to its norms. It is a man that 

is capable of following and creating his own values, thus the overman is somebody that are self-

responsible, self-judging, and self-creating rather than punished and judged by norms of society 

(e.g., morality and universal laws). The overman is free from guilt and the slave morale; thus, it 

becomes possible for the overman to interpret and revaluate phenomena without the influence 

of others. In other words; he achieves true self-expression. Hence, autonomy is that of being 

able to interpret one’s values and become “who we are” rather than something portrayed or 

expected by dogmatic norms. However, as Nietzsche puts it: “The path to ‘becoming what one 

                                                           
3 We have chosen the translation of the German word “Übermensch” as “overman” (see also Nietzsche 
2002 [1886], p. xxv). Over the years there have been serval different translations, including terms such as: 
“superman”, “beyond man”, “superhuman” and “sovereign individual” (see Gemes & May, 2009; 
Acampora, 2006). However, we believe that the term “overman” captures the essence of Nietzsche’s 
concept, as terms such as superhuman is often mistaken with a human with supernatural powers. 
The most common reading of Nietzsche is that the “overman” and “sovereign individual” are the same 
thing, due to their similarities (Acampora, 2006). Acampora (2006) argues that it is faulty reading and the 
two cannot be connected. However, the overman and sovereign individual are considered to be the same 
in our reading of Nietzsche, which is also the case for Gemes and May (2009). 
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is’ is usually not straight” (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 92). But once we free our spirit, it becomes 

possible for us to escape the restraints of the slave moral (i.e., Kantian morale). More 

importantly, the overman is aware of the value of and cognitive capabilities of the self; knowing 

of individuals can become i.e., knowing one’s potential, as Nietzsche puts it: 

We, however, want to become who we are—human beings who are new, unique, 

incomparable, who give themselves laws, who create themselves! To that end, we must 

become the best students and discoverers of everything lawful and necessary in the 

world  (see Nietzsche in Gemes & May, 2009, p. 65) 

Through, one does not “simply” become the overman – it is only the few who come close. The 

state of overman should be understood as a process rather than a state. Individuals should aim 

to reach the self-conscious state of the overman – thus, a transcendental process towards a 

healthier cogitative state, beyond the restraints of the slave moral society. The state can be 

understood as a utopian ideal, that the self can reach in degrees, instead of as a final state 

(Gemes & May, 2009, p. 65). As a result, the transcendental process of becoming the overman 

is a continuous process. Though, it is important to clarify that the process, in our reading of 

Nietzsche, is to be understood as cogitative rather than evolutionary (e.g., Darwinism or 

supernatural powers). 

The process of “becoming who we are” and transcend into the overman is described as a 

resistance that one must continuously overcome (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 77). Though, it is also 

necessary to “become who one individually is – ‘be yourself’” (2009, p. 77). It is implied that we 

become who we are while being ourselves; hence we are self-creating creatures. The process of 

transcending, thus, is also about discovering oneself while we affirm the past: 

[A]ffirmation of the causal chain of events that has led to just us. We are, in a sense, our 

pasts, and so to become who we are, we have to take ownership of our history, of the 

fate that has led to us and, in important ways, is us (Gemes & May, 2009, p. xvii) 

In that light, freedom is a capacity that went through a historical development, and freedom is 

a concept that is under continuous development. Furthermore, freedom can be considered as a 

phenomenon that makes the self “stable” and powerful rather than powerless (unfree) (Gemes 

& May, 2009, p. xvii). As a result, being autonomous concerns a state of being, rather than 

concerning our actions. We can strive to be in a state of being autonomous, in contrast to Kant, 

where it is our actions that are free or unfree. However, for Nietzsche, we are free once we free 
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our spirit and escape the constraints of slave morality. The question is then: why transcend? The 

answer is, according to Nietzsche, to achieve something (Gemes & May, 2009, p. 55). But what 

is this something? According to Pippin in Gemes and May (2009), it can be argued that it is not 

only an individual achievement; rather it is an achievement of society or civilizational character. 

Thus, one can argue that greater social communities can be improved through the self-

overcoming of the individual. Following that argument, self-overcoming is transforming the 

individual (the self) with the higher achievement of overcoming the overall society. In other 

words, the individualistic process of self-overcoming is transforming society or communities in 

a holistic sense, too. 

7.3 Distinction Between Passion and Desire in Current Academia  

In this section, we set out to give a theoretical understanding of the key concepts of passion and 

freedom that analysis will be based upon. It is important to clarify the connection to desire as it 

is related to passion and freedom. Desire is often defined as  something that we “want” 

(Schroeder, 2006, p. 632) – it is something that you have a desire for; it is something that you 

want to possess, experience, feel, taste, etc. However, desire is, according to Kant, present only 

when there are “reasons to have them” and these reasons are independent from any other 

desire (Kant, 2002 [1785], p. 161).  

The academic debate concerning desire is that of a distinction between a positive and a negative 

understanding of desire (Carnera, 2015). The negative take on desire is that desire is an 

inclination, a lack of something that hinders the individual in achieving something beyond it; it 

is a means to something rather than the goal itself. The positive discussion is that desire 

something of a drive; it is what pushes the individual to achieve what they want – i.e., what their 

inner self desires – it can be a means to an end or a means to another goal, but the point is that 

desire is a driving force. The Deleuzian understanding of desire is of “something creating and 

positive” (Carnera, 2015, p. 39), but the two perceptions of desire are also very much 

comparable to the ideas of Kant and Nietzsche and their concepts of passion and affects, as well. 

The negative interpretation of desire resembles that of Kant’s idea of passion as an inclination, 

and the positive interpretation resembles the notion of self-consciousness and -overcoming in 

the light of Nietzsche. In addition, there is a clear connection between passion and freedom, for 

Kant passion prevents individuals from being free, where passion for Nietzsche can enable 

individuals to be free. However, in the era of post-bureaucratic organizations, and to some 
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degree NPG, the negative and positive sides of desire is still debatable. One can see passions 

(desires) as a positive element in the organization, e.g., as something that must be let free and 

drive the organization, and on the other hand, it can be seen as a negative element that is 

influenced by the norms and overall goal of the organization hindering the employees to be free. 

This distinction between desire and passion becomes a relevant object in the following analysis 

(see sections 9 and 10), as it has consequences on the understanding of freedom and the will to 

power. Furthermore, it provides multiple perspectives on the problem of passion and freedom. 

Before we dive into this, we will elaborate on our example of trust-based management. 
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8. Conceptualization of Trust-Based 

Management 

The concept of trust and its many components of “passion” and “freedom” will be formed 

through the readings and analysis of the book “Ledelse i virkeligheden” (2018) (English 

translation: “Management in Real-Life”). We set out to provide a new perspective on how 

employees can become “good” in an organization based on trust, and how this affects the role 

of employee. In addition, we will investigate the contradictions of combining passion and 

freedom as a shared direction and common goal of the organization. 

8.1 A Real-Life Example of Trust-Based Management Life 

Our main example on trust-based management in the Danish public sector, is the book 

“Management in Real-Life” by Josefsen and Andreasen (2018). As we introduced in the 

introduction of the master thesis, the “Management Commission”, commissioned by the Danish 

government in 2017, concluded that JAC had one of the most successful management styles 

within NPG.  Hence, the book is the product of one of the most successful NPG organizations 

history in Denmark, as it follows their journey towards trust-based management with an 

experienced management coach to assist. JAC has also been bestowed a “Great Place to Work” 

award as the best public workplace in Denmark for two years in a row, and the best workplace 

in European public sectors in 2019 (Great Place To Work, 2018; 2019). The Great Place to Work 

institution concluded that one of most significant reasons that JAC won was due to their 

different management style.  

One of the two authors of the book, Alfred Josefsen (referred to by his last name or as 

“management guru”), is the former director of the Danish supermarket chain, Irma, and a former 

board member of “Ledelseskommissionen”. Since 2012, he has used his managerial insights for 

the inspiration of serval management books, and in his work as a management coach, 

consultant, and as speaker on the subject. The second author of the book is the director of the 

public organization JAC, Ann-Christina Matzen Andreasen (referred to by her last name or 

“director of JAC”). Andreasen approached Josefsen in 2016 to help her solve issues that arose 

when transiting from NPM to NPG with a new group of managers and employees. The move 

from traditional (i.e., “new”) public management to a more holistic approach (i.e., NPG) was a 
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tendency within the public sector that was spreading quickly. The quest for a perfect 

combination of high quality and low cost is a never-ending story in the realm of public 

administration. Thus, the goal for Andreasen was to be able to deal appropriately with 

government budget restraints while optimizing and improving the quality of their offers to 

citizens.  

As we presented earlier, JAC is a public institution that provides educational and professional 

training, guidance, and activity courses for citizens with special needs. The institution is in charge 

of more than 100 employees organized through 22 smaller teams, each overseeing different 

aspects, courses, or activities within the institution. The institution has more than 400 citizens 

who are assigned to 21 different activities or courses, which are organized into three main blocks 

of activities either inside JAC (e.g., education, physiotherapy, and visitations) or outside of JAC 

(e.g., job activities in private organization such as IKEA or movie theaters). They provide this 

form of visitations to citizens of other municipalities and public institutions, and through this, 

JAC receives funding, by providing the best quality visitation for citizens of other municipalities.  

8.2 The Paradox of Passion and Freedom Within Trust-Based Management 

The following paragraphs are intended to illustrate the pressing paradoxes within trust-based 

management in public organizations. We will do that through the readings of Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018) and by following the theoretical and methodical course we sat out in sections 

4, 6, and 7. 

According to Josefsen, trust-based management is the solution for problems within 

contemporary public governance. As he explains, the strategy behind trust-based management 

is “better welfare for less resources and through robust teamworking” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 

2018, p. 9). In other words, the goal is increased efficiency and better working conditions for 

employees, which is an interesting perspective of Josefsen’s, but not exactly new. As one recalls, 

the traditional school of thought in NPM was that the state should provide “higher quality for a 

lower price” (Hood, 1991)  – a perspective that since has failed (see Hood & Dixon, 2015) and 

now has led to the movement of NPG (Osborne, 2010; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). Josefsen 

suggests trust as the main driver behind efficient management in the public sector. 

In trust-based management, the employee should, according to Josefsen, develop themselves, 

experience success and pride, have energy and take initiative, follow the ethical boundaries of 

the organization, and be in a harmonic life with balance (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 24). 
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The employee is believed to increase efficiency of the organization through trust and passion 

rather than through force or power, as illustrated by Josefsen and Andreasen with the old saying 

of “carrots are better than sticks” (2018, p. 23f.). Thus, the employee should not be under 

pressure from management or be given commands – rather, they should take initiative 

themselves. The aim of trust-based management is therefore to “render all managerial power 

redundant” (2018, p. 27). 

Hence, trust-based management, according to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), is based upon 

the belief that employees perform better if there is a sense of trust between employees and 

management. The essential part of trust is to have trust in the employees when it comes to 

decision-making and actions. 

Within trust-based we see that the employee is expected to act independently in de-

bureaucratized organizations by adhering to the idea of being passionate and free which is 

possible because there are “less” and “simpler” control forms in trust-based organizations than 

in traditional organizations (as we elucidated in the introduction of this master thesis). We 

identify “passion” and “freedom” through our readings of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) as key 

concepts to understand the elements of which trust-based organizations are based. They 

identify the idea of passion as “being passionate about one’s work” and freedom as the ability 

act upon their “own free will” (2018, p. 27). However, they fail to define passion and freedom in 

context to the employee as an individual. Using Kant’s concepts, we get an understanding of 

passion as inclinations that hinder the rational actions and freedom of the employee; hence a 

problematic paradox arises. This problematization we be taken under Nietzschean treatment 

and examined in relation to the idea of if passion can become a productive force within the 

individual. Therefore, in this section we will raise the normative question of “what is a good 

employee in public organizations with trust-based management?” through the 

conceptualization of “passion” and “freedom”. 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) suggest that employees in trust-based organizations should not 

be monitored or forced to follow formal and bureaucratic rules; rather, trust should be the main 

driver in decision-making. Following Josefsen, employees in organizations with trust-based 

management are expected to follow the shared direction of the organization and its mission 

statement. This is seen in the beginning of the book by the phrase: “In order for us to work 

towards the same goal, I [the director of JAC] work by the mantra of we are co-creators in each 

other’s managerial space” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 45 emphasis added). 
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However, the idea of co-creation is reliant on a functioning group of employees. Thus, it is 

implied that the managerial elements of the organization are free from all forms of direct 

“control, coercion, and power as it results in fear” (see Josefsen in Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, 

p. 27). Thus, in order for employees to be autonomous, they need to be able to be independent 

and, from the standpoint of the book, “act upon their own free will” (2018, p. 27), i.e., be free 

to act as they please. In this perspective, the organization believes that the employee will be 

able to adapt to the contemporary state of the organization, as long as they are independent, 

thus leaving trust-based management to deal with social concerns of the organizations. 

Interestingly, however, the organization states that “no one achieves anything being exposed to 

power, fear, coercion and control” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 24) while arguing that 

management is an art of “[making] a success out of the phenomenon that is humans. […] 

Management consists of making people do things that they otherwise would not do by 

themselves” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 23).  These are seemingly two contradicting ideas. 

On the one hand, the organization promotes freedom from the traditional bureaucratic 

mechanisms (i.e., power, control, coercion, and to some degree, fear). On the other hand, it says 

that management is about making people do what they otherwise would not. 

A clarification of the four elements is needed before we dive into the question itself; Josefsen is 

himself aware of the two paths that one can go in the quest of making others do something. He 

clarifies; management is not to make people do “what they already intended to do”, as this 

would be “pointless management”, but rather to make them do “something they themselves 

would never do”, which by Josefsen is the “art form of management” in and of itself. Thus, the 

essence of trust-based management becomes that of guidance rather than force, making sure 

that the subjects are along the right path while otherwise acting autonomous based on their 

own free will. Josefsen and Andreasen’s philosophy on how to let the employees act and do 

what is best for the organization is by trusting them and give room for them to act upon their 

own free will (2018, p. 27). 

Having extracted this paradox and problematic idea, we set out to analyze exactly how these 

conceptions of passion and freedom fare concerning trust-based management in the light of 

Kant and Nietzsche. We set out to take a closer look at trust-based management in public 

organizations through the questions of; how do employees become good members of the 

organization and what does it mean to be a “good” employee in trust-based settings? 
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9. Dogmatism in Trust-Based 

Management 

According to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), a good employee should be passionate. However, 

how can the employees be passionate while expected to follow the shared direction of the 

organization through mission statements? We will use the concept of Kant to illustrate how 

passion can be a counterproductive and unknown force that neither the employees nor the 

management can control through organizational statements. However, as we will argue in 

section 10, the problem is more complex, as based on the view of Nietzsche, passion can 

contribute value-creation. 

9.1 The Kantian Contradiction of Passion  

According to Kant, affects is a temporary feeling that disappears by time and an overshadowing 

feeling; something that ignites the human being and leads them to irrational behavior. Affects 

are a feeling like anger or joy towards something. An example of an affect in organizational 

settings is the joy or contempt that work may give you; you either want to go to work because 

it gives you joy, or you don’t want to go to work because it gives you a feeling of contempt. 

These feeling of going to work, in Kantian thought, are an affect that either can go away or 

become more persistent. In trust-based organizations, following the readings of Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018), we can see that organizations feed on the employee’s feelings as they rely 

on the passion of the employee. The organization must, therefore, create a common direction 

for the rest of the organization to follow: "If you don't have a purpose of your work or if you 

can't see or feel the purpose, your work becomes meaningless" (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 

31). This quote by Josefsen and Andreasen has similarities to Kant’s conceptualization of 

passion. For Kant, passion is an insistent feeling that will not go away, and thus the joyous feeling 

of the employees can be seen as a desire for work; a joyful feeling that turns to a passion which 

drives the employees to go to work. For Josefsen and Andreasen, this idea becomes the very 

drive of the organization forward. Therefore, trust-based organizations need employees to be 

passionate and have a desire for the work. However, for Kant this is a contradiction; one cannot 

be driven by a passion whilst being a productive and rational individual. This problematization 

will be unfolded later in this section. 
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Following the ideas of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), one way of activating the passion of the 

employees in trust-based management is through involvement, e.g., the furthering of one’s 

desire to do a good job. Through involvement, Josefsen and Andreasen encourage employees 

to formulate their personal passion towards the organization. As Josefsen and Andreasen state, 

“passion is an enormously powerful energy that leads to more strength, more willpower, better 

learning, more joy and happier individuals” (2018, p. 32). As an example of this, we see that the 

first meeting between the new director and the employees set out to formulate a new and 

shared mission and vision statement. The meeting revolved around how best to describe the 

work done at JAC, but the employees and managers lacked interest and felt like the new director 

was “out of bounds when talking about her achievements and thoughts”. The director knew that 

she would be lucky “if even 20% of the employees would follow her and her views” (Josefsen & 

Andreasen, 2018, p. 36f.).  

To overcome the resistance, she decided to focus the meeting on creating a “shared direction 

for the whole of JAC” (2018, p. 38) rather than a direction just to have a direction. She wanted 

to bring the employees’ passion forward by involving them in the formulation of mission and 

vision statements. This resulted in the organization formulating four distinct yet very connected 

shared statements; a mission statement, the vision of the organization, its’ ambitions, and 

finally, a collective passion for the work they do (2018, p. 32f.). By formulating these statements 

in plenum, she allows the employees to be free going forward in their day-to-day organizational 

life, but only if they follow the statement and guidance agreed upon at the meeting. Hence, 

these initiatives by the director of JAC can (unknowingly) influence the decisions of the 

employees, as passion is rooted deeply within the individual. In Kantian thoughts, feelings and 

passion can corrupt the rational decisions of the individual. Hence, all decisions and actions can 

be influenced unknowingly by passion rather than based on reason alone, as Kant argues it 

should. This becomes a problem in relation to the freedom of the employee, as we will see in in 

the later sections concerning freedom.  

Kant argues that passions should not guide the action of individuals, as passions lead to irrational 

decisions; the individual cannot control passions, and thus the idea of passion cannot be directed 

to a productive element in organizational settings. However, in the case of trust-based 

management, the organization relies heavily on the employees to formulate a set of rules, 

guidelines, and norms stemming from a personal passion, an internally-manifested force to 

which they must adhere. The director of JAC puts it bluntly as if they do not succeed in 
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formulating a common opinion and direction they would end up “managing [the employees] 

independently of each other [in the management-team]” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 29). 

This standpoint is identified as the “base of existence” – their raison d’être. However, based on 

Kant, this intertwining of the employees and organizations passions becomes an unproductive 

element in the organization as the passion cannot be controlled or guided in the manner the 

organization wants. The employees cannot know how their passions react in combination with 

other feelings. As a result, the employees cannot know how the passion statement of 

organization interacts with the employees existing passions and desires. Hence, decisions based 

on passions can become unpredictable and dangerous. Similar, passion can influence the actions 

of the employees unknowingly, as it is based on deeply rooted desires. 

Josefsen and Andreasen’s (2018) view on passion can then be seen as somewhat of a 

contradiction of Kant’s view on affects and passion. The transgressing from an affect towards 

“going to work” to the passion of “doing a good job”, as it is the case in Josefsen and Andreasen 

poses a problem in the sense of Kant, since the employee is expected to be passionate by going 

to work. The surpassing of the affect thus either leads to the employee being freed of the 

inclinations that lead to irrational actions or trapped by these inclinations that blur their reason. 

These passions restrict the human from acting freely in Kant’s perspective and are thus 

something that must be avoided, as we examine later in the later sections on freedom. However, 

as suggested in Josefsen and Andreasen, passion becomes the main driver for the trust-based 

organization. It acts both as a drive and a restriction – something that in Kant’s view would be 

catastrophic, as inclinations blurs the line when individuals are judging their own actions 

morally. However interesting this subject and problematization may be, we will put it to rest 

until the next section. 

Based on the above reflections, the question is more about if the employees in trust-based 

management are aware of how passion influences their actions. The passion statement, as 

suggested by Josefsen and Andreasen, would be able to increase the productivity of the 

organization through innovative and participative employees during managerial tasks (e.g., 

decision-making). However, the employees may not be aware of the fact that the passion of the 

organization influences them to do specific tasks in specific ways. The organization expects that 

employees have passion, as this helps to formulate the direction of the organization. At the same 

time, it is also expected that the employees follow the shared passion of the organization. In this 

section, Kant has allowed us to do a philosophical examination and critique of trust-based 
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management as we have opened up for the problematization of passion as counterproductive 

instead of value-creating in trust-based management.   

9.2 The Passionate Organization and its Formalities  

We can see in the above paragraphs that passion in trust-based management, according to 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), is the element that drives the common understanding of the 

organization; it has become the stepping stone for further development, innovation, and 

success. Josefsen and Andreasen, however, suggest that an organization should not only have a 

mission and vision but rather four distinct statements concerned with the mission, vision, 

ambition, and passion of the organization. These become the framework of the trust-based 

organization and define how the employee should act within the organization. In other words, 

the organization creates a framework where certain rules, dogmatic norms, and ideas are the 

foundation for decision-making. One example of how the organization in trust-based 

management created a realm where employees are influenced by the passion statement is the 

“skill/will”-matrix, as illustrated in the examination below. 

Chapter 3 of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) suggests that organizations use a “skill/will”-matrix 

to ensure that the direction of the organization is clear. The skill/will-matrix is the foundation 

for which performance is reviewed and from which discrepancies and development interviews 

between employee and managers are based. The matrix also provides a sound guideline for the 

managers when faced with the task of hiring new employees. The matrix consists of the simple 

questions; “is the employee capable of doing the task needed?” and “is the employee willing to 

do the task needed?” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 53ff.). This is the core of where Josefsen 

and Andreasen determine if the employee is passionate about the work. This is explained by 

Josefsen as follows; “people that aren’t capable of it [the work] can develop into someone who 

is capable, whereas people that don’t want to [do the job] pose another problem”. The matrix 

consists of four categories (2018, p. 53) and each category requires different approaches of 

handling the employee, but the goal of the matrix is to make it “simple for JAC’s managers to 

handle [the issue] and use the necessary tools and make decisions” (2018, p. 54). The matrix, or 

guideline, is used to put the perfect team together for given situations or tasks, and takes the 

guise of a “lifestyle within the management group”, which helps to develop a “common 

language” used across the organization (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 67). The categories and 
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the reactions for each are illustrated below and based on Josefsen and Andreasen’s explanation 

(see 2018, p. 53ff.);  

Table 1: Skill/will-matrix 

 

The “skill / will” matrix becomes a contributing force to this idea of having “one belief system”4 

that condenses into an organizational world within which the employees act and work, as the 

director of JAC mentions (and an idea that we examine further along in this section). The matrix 

is used to enforce that passion, which is set by the organization. As we argued earlier, following 

Kant’s ideas, it becomes dangerous to have a common passion as it can influence the actions 

and decision-making of the employees unknowingly. Thus, the matrix posed by Josefsen and 

Andreasen can be seen as a way for the organization to make employees do “things that they 

normally wouldn’t do”, as Josefsen argues is the goal of management. The passion and 

statements of the organization then become the guiding factor for how the employees deal with 

certain tasks; the acts within this organization become what Kant would classify as a 

“heteronomous action” because the employees are being influenced by a force that is situated 

not in rational reason but feelings and passion – or in this case, the statements and passion of 

the organization. Accordingly, Kant views passion as obstacles to our rational self-control; 

consequently, leaving passion is an inclination that interferes with our reason. Passion, 

therefore, is always situated in the realm of heteronomy in Kant’s view of, as passion is an 

inclination that corrupts the rational individual and their actions. 

                                                           
4 Josefsen and Andreasen uses the Danish term “menneskesyn” to describe the general thought systems 
related to the caring of other human beings – especially when working with/for the citizens. For this 
master’s thesis, we use the term “belief system” as it embraces the general train of thought; how one 
believes to act or take care of certain challenges.   

A An employee that is both capable and willing → 
Get to the core of the problem and give the employee a 

push in the right direction 

B An employee that is capable but not willing → 

A settlement agreement if the manager estimates that the 

employee has decided not to be involved in the team 

anymore 

C An employee that isn’t capable but is willing → 
Guide the employee with the right tools to achieve the 

competencies needed so they become capable 

D 
An employee that is neither capable nor 

willing 
→ Fire the employee 
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Following Kant’s notion of passion and its effect on rational actions, we also see that Kant 

distinguishes that passions often take the form of an unconscious force. Thus, it can be 

questioned if employees, in this case, are aware of how their affects and passion influence their 

actions and passion and therefore become situated the realm of heteronomy. In the light of the 

skill/will-matrix it becomes even more evident how the framework of the organization becomes 

an influencing element. If the employee is not willing to follow the direction of the organization, 

they get reprimanded, if the employees are not capable, then they receive sparring and a “push 

in the right direction”. In the light of Kant, the skill/will-matrix becomes a way of influencing the 

employees through inclinations (i.e., passion). In other words, the employees are being guided 

and thus also restricted by the passion and mission statement; they cannot move outside of the 

guideline that the organization has put in place in the form of passion. Thus, in this view, to be 

a good employee in a trust-based organization boils down to one’s ability to conform to the 

restrictions posed by the organization.  

The external force of passion leads to the question of whether the actions influenced by passion 

are, in fact, rational. The idea of a common passion of the organization becomes a restriction of 

the employee’s actions, as they are expected not to follow their passion but rather a common 

and shared passion of the organization. The passion statement and skill/will-matrix can then be 

understood as a universal guideline for how to be passionate in trust-based organizations, as it 

is expected that the employees and organization achieve a “shared direction”, as mentioned by 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018). In other words, the matrix becomes a way of combining desire 

and passion with the shared direction and common goal of the organization. In Kant’s 

perspective, however, the idea of a skill/will-matrix as providing the organization with universal 

guidelines becomes a contradiction as the organization tries to use passion, which is a personal 

element and desire, as an overall guideline in the organization. As mentioned above, the matrix 

has become an essential part of the managerial framework of the organization and guideline for 

not only the managers and employees, but for the organization as a whole (2018, p. 67).  
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9.3 Passion and Free Will in Trust-Based Management 

As we illustrated in section 8, Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) set out to create an organization 

in which the employees are free to act based on their “own free will”. However, as argued in the 

above section, the trust-based organization becomes dependent on the employees following a 

shared passion and direction; hence the employees should act within the framework identified 

and illustrated by the organization through the skill/will-matrix. In Kantian terms, however, free 

will should consist of the ability to act based on a rational and moral set of laws; hence actions 

based on a passion would not be free, as passion is an irrational inclination. Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018) argue that management should be done without traditional control and 

power regimes; "as a manager, your position is much stronger if the employee follows the 

direction that you set out of their own free will, rather than forcing them to do so with control" 

(2018, p. 27).  

However, as Kant points out, these universal principles that the skill/will-matrix sets out to 

create ought to be understood as a universal principle for everyone, something that everyone 

can strive to follow as a higher goal in relation to the organization. Recall Kant’s example of the 

“the lying promise”, as an example on how to understand the concept of universal laws. Kant 

argued that a lie can never be a universal law (universal principle), as if everyone lies there will 

be no promises. When JAC forms their mission and passion statement, they based it on “passion 

workshops” where the individual passion of the employee becomes the foundation of the 

passion statement of the organization. Thus, passion statements are considered to be a 

universal guideline for every employee on how they should be passionate. This mission 

statement should be something that everyone agrees with, similar to Kant’s example of the “the 

lying promise”.  

However, how can a passion that is a deeply rooted desire in the employees (thus not possible 

to control), be the universal guideline of an organization with many various employees? 

Following Kant’s view, passion can never be understood as a universal principle, as it is a 

contradiction to the very essence of “universal” – i.e., passions are feelings and feelings are 

personal inclinations unique to the individual and not something that can become “common”. 

In other words, it is contradicting for a passion to be a universal passion statement of the 

organization, as personal and persistent desires form the passion of the employees. However, 

as we see in the case of trust-based organizations, the passion of the employees is controlled by 

deeply rooted affects that the employees cannot control, and, based on Kant’s perspective, the 
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passion of the employees would work against a common passion statement of the organization. 

Thus, it would be impossible to have a common passion statement in the organization as the 

employees cannot control it or know how it influences them. It is therefore paradoxical that 

passion in a trust-based organization becomes an overall mission statement and guiding 

principle in the organization, as it is personal to each employee while it is something that can 

influence employees unknowingly. 

Through striving to be “the good employee” (i.e., adhering to the organizational passion), 

employees mask their individuality when at work because they must adhere to another ideal by 

the organization. We can see how the employee's affects either transgress into a synergy 

between the employee and the organization or result in the firing of the employee due to 

misalignment between the two belief systems. In Kantian terms, as argued earlier in this section 

(see 9.1), the joyous feeling of going to work then either surpasses and leads to the employee 

being fired due to a lack of affect for work, or it turns into a passion for work, i.e., the employee 

becomes part of the organization and its passion.  Either way, the organizational aim is to weed 

out the people who are in disharmony with the organizations’ passion.  

9.4 The Free Will of the Employees  

Based on the problematization in section 1.2 and 8 of this master thesis we can see that the role 

of the good employee in trust-based organizations is perceived as being independent and acting 

upon their “own free will” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 27). However, how can the 

employees in trust-based management act freely, and what should the good employee do with 

their freedom? The following section is intended to show how the concept of freedom is 

perceived in the light of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) and how their idea of passion influences 

the employee’s free will. 

To dive into the idea of freedom in relation to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), we use the 

following example of the allocation of funds in the organization. In the book, the example is 

centered around the idea of generating trust between management and employee.  However, 

we will use it to showcase how the creation of trust is also a reflection of how freedom is 

conceptualized in trust-based organizations. According to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), by 

letting the employees decide how to allocate the budget within each department based on 

internal discussions and meetings, the organization creates trust. Management cannot 

intervene in these meetings or overrule the decisions of the employees, meaning that the 
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decisions are made independently from management who must trust that there is no 

overspending or misallocation of the budget. The management trusts that the employees know 

how to best allocate and use the budget in a manner “that benefits the organization the most” 

(2018, p. 84). Hence, the management trusts the employees to be able to make the best 

decisions on how to spend the resources. An employee at JAC explains how they handle the 

budget in decision-making situations in the following; 

We used to always get the company car fixed at a mechanic, even when a lamp needed 

to be repaired, and it cost several thousand kroner. Now we do it ourselves and then it 

only costs 600 kroner – and the money we can spend on something better (statement 

made by an employee at JAC in Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 82) 

The employees are expected to solve such issues independently and, in this case, the employee 

decides to cut down on spending by repairing the company car herself. This helps illustrate our 

point that the employees are expected to act upon their own freedom, as they are not forced 

to act in a specific way. Hence, freedom in trust-based management is an “absence of coercion 

and power” that is, it is the absence of external forces, and it becomes formulated as an internal 

free will. The view of freedom in reference to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) and the example 

of the company car operates, therefore, under a concept of freedom where the actions of the 

employees must be based on internal choice. Said in context to Kant’s interpretation of 

compatibilist freedom, as long as the employees can choose from different options, they are 

considered free. Freedom, in this context, relieves decision-making from management or, put 

differently, independent actions become free from external forces. In a compatibilist 

perspective, this is freedom as the subject is free to choose between different options while 

being free of any pressure that might force them to make a choice. The example of the company 

car showcases how the employees can make decisions without control or monitoring from the 

management. Thus, the employees are free, in Josefsen and Andreasen’s perspective, because 

the decisions are made without the involvement of management.  

Based on the above, we can see that directions from management are considered as an external 

force. Therefore, freedom is treated as decisions and actions that are acted upon based on 

internal freedom rather than external control and decision-making-schemes put forward by 

management. However, in Kantian philosophy, in order to be free, one must get rid of affects 

and passion when acting because otherwise, the actions of the employees would be unfree. We 

will not argue that the employees in trust-based management are not free. However, by using a 
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different definition and conceptualizing of freedom it becomes possible to unfold other areas of 

problematization. 

9.5 Negative Freedom 

Based on Kant, the compatibilist view on freedom is not radical enough – it is too simple. Instead, 

one could use the idea of negative freedom as posed by Kant. Here, he argues that freedom is 

not only about free choice independent from external forces, but also freedom from internal 

forces such as inclinations (i.e., passion).  

If we recall the former section (9.1), the employees in trust-based organizations are expected to 

follow the passion that the organization formulated. Based on Kant’s view of negative freedom, 

it can be questioned if the decision to repair the company car themselves was, in fact, a free 

action or if the action was influenced by inclinations and thus not free. As we suggested earlier, 

the passion statement of the organization becomes the framework from which actions are based 

in the organization. Hence when a decision such as fixing the company is decided, it contradicts 

Kant’s idea of negative freedom because the actions are based on an outside force, i.e., 

inclinations. With passion as the guiding line, the employees are not able to set their own laws 

as their heteronomy influences them, thus omitting their reason. Thus, it is not possible for the 

employees to create and follow their self-governing laws and acting autonomously. To showcase 

how these inclinations and passions influence employees, we once again turn to the skill/will-

matrix imposed by Josefsen and Andreasen (2018). This matrix and their use of it as a guideline 

for managerial and organizational decision-making help us emphasize Kant’s critique of the 

simple form of freedom that is compatibilism. 

As we illustrated in the preceding section, the framework of the trust-based organization (i.e., 

skill/will-matrix) is used to guide the employees into the direction most beneficial to the 

organization. However, as we argued, as passions are part of the desire and affections of the 

employees and the idea of “being guided through passion” is contradicting as, in Kantian view, 

passions lead to irrational and, therefore, unproductive actions. The four mission statements 

and the passion of the organization become the guideline for what to strive for in the 

organization. As an example, the director of JAC experienced that some of the employees and 

other managers at the organization did not live up to her (i.e., the organization’s) belief systems. 

They did not share the same way of doing things and the employee did not adhere to the core 

statements and passion of the organization. As the director explains;  
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One of the manager’s belief system was fundamentally different from mine [the 

director of JAC]. We did not share the same ideas or values, and our approaches 

to the employees were widely separate. We would never be able to find a 

common direction for the organization or a common passion (Josefsen & 

Andreasen, Ledelse i virkeligheden, 2018, p. 29)  

The conflict ended with the director firing the manager who did not share the same belief 

system. In that instance, we get an idea of how belief systems, mission statements, and a general 

idea of passion work as a guideline for how to act and restricts the employees. This leads to the 

question of how free the employees actually are if they can be fired on the grounds of acting 

through their own values rather than based on the value of the organization. As Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018) state, “those employees that did not share the same mindset [as the 

organization] were no longer part of the JAC” (2018, p. 81). In Kantian terms, this could be seen 

as the employees not being free, as the employees who do not adhere to the guidelines of the 

organization risk being punished (i.e., fired). Therefore, their actions cannot be based on their 

own values and freedom. Or, in other terms, the employee is influenced by the passions of the 

organization to such a degree that they become intoxicated and unable to act based on rational 

and personal believes. This can become a problem in trust-based management, as the 

employees are expected to make decisions. In the light of Kant, it can be argued that these 

decisions cannot be based upon rational reflections and the employee and the organization 

would be better off without any passion statement. 

In the case of Josefsen and Andreasen, they view their employees’ actions as being within the 

realm of freedom, since they are not influenced by direct measures of force, i.e., control and 

supervision as in traditional bureaucracy. However, following Kant’s philosophy, the action of 

individuals is only free when not influenced by external or internal inclinations. We suggest that 

the Kantian perspective on compatibilist freedom fails to acknowledge how inclinations 

influence the role of the good employee.  
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9.6 Initial Findings Through the Perspective of Kant 

Our findings suggest that a passion statement is paradoxical in itself, as Kant defines passion as 

something personal that is derived from our affects and desire. Passion cannot become an 

overall guiding principle of the organization, as it is contradicting and counterproductive. It can 

be questioned if the employees are aware of how their passion influence their actions, and in 

that case, actions influenced by passion become “unfree actions” in the light of Kant. Following 

these thoughts, it can be argued that the passion statement of the organization influences the 

actions of the employees unknowingly, thus rendering their actions unfree. 

We do argue that passion can be used as a managerial tool to influence employees’ decisions 

unknowingly, as it becomes a restriction of the employee within the organization. The role of 

the good employee becomes an ambiguous question in the light of Kant; on the one hand, the 

employee is expected to act freely, but on the other hand, they are experiencing the influencing 

inclinations. Thus, after analyzing the components of trust-based management in the light of 

Kant, we see that the role of the good employee is unclear. The ideal employee in trust-based 

management is in itself impossible and thus trust-based management is rendered meaningless. 

Overall, we agree with the Kantian problem that passion can influence employees unknowingly. 

However, we believe that the Kantian and dogmatism comes up shorthanded when searching 

for the answer of “what is the role of a good employee in a trust-based organization”. To further 

elaborate on this question, we turn to the concepts and ideas of Nietzsche.  
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10. Perspectivism in Trust-Based 

Management 

Based on Kant, we have suggested that passion can be a counterproductive force that can 

influences the decision-making of the employees unknowingly, leaving them in an ambiguous 

state where it becomes unclear if their actions are free or unfree. However, as we showed earlier 

in section 5, the critique posed by Kant is not radical enough. Based on Nietzsche’s critique, we 

suggest that the question is more complex, and so we turn to Nietzsche’s ideas of self-

overcoming and perspectivism. In contrast to Kant, Nietzsche views passion as something that 

can become a contributing force within the individual, as long as it contributes to self-

consciousness and self-overcoming.   

10.1 “Everyone Can Develop Themselves” 

Recalling what Nietzsche concept about passion (see section 7), developing oneself depends on 

one’s ability to achieve self-consciousness and awareness of the passion that influences you. A 

self-conscious individual is a person that is free from the dogmatic norms that are present in 

Kant’s philosophy. As a result, Nietzsche believes that individuals that are trapped by the 

dogmatic norms are restraints by passion. By becoming self-conscious about these dogmatic 

norms, individuals can become a free spirit that has the capacity to self-improve. The following 

example showcases how employees can improve their self-consciousness about how passion 

influences their decisions, in the light of Nietzschean philosophy and in relation to Josefsen and 

Andreasen (2018). 

According to Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), one way to achieve passionate employees is by 

involving them in management tasks. Besides involving employees in management meetings 

such as the passion meeting and budget meetings as illustrated previously (see section 9), the 

employees also have the opportunity to give presentations about the organization. Usually, 

these presentations are held by the management and not the employees. Josefsen suggests a 

different approach; let the employees do the presentations to get them involved in the co-

creation of shared organizational direction (2018, p. 31ff.). At JAC, they introduced and 

encouraged the employees to give presentations that were both in-house at the monthly 

strategy and management meetings (2018, p. 38ff.) and at larger events or external conferences 
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(2018, 91ff.). Presentations about the organization do not typically fall to employees, but 

following the idea of involvement, the employees were encouraged to practice and talk about 

their passion for the job. A professional coach was provided by the organization so that the 

employees could work precisely within the scope needed for the organization (2018, p. 91ff.). 

Since the presentations are not part of the regular tasks of the employees, it takes away some 

time from their everyday tasks. In the light of Nietzsche, we suggest that these activities such as 

presentations, aim to make the employees aware of how their passion influences them. 

According to Josefsen and Andreasen, the practice of the presentation is considered to be a 

learning process that can make the employee more passionate about their work and improves 

their performance in organization, as Andreasen states: “The employees should not only 

contribute to the presentation. They should stand on the stage themselves. Conveying your own 

results creates engagement and passion for the work you are doing” (2018, p. 40). 

In other words, the presentations enable the employees to be passionate about their work when 

they share their success stories (2018, p. 38ff.). JAC was invited by Landsforeningen “LEV”5 to 

give a presentation on the success of their new organization structure founded on trust-based 

management. Rather than the director of JAC doing the presentation, one employee was 

randomly (but voluntary) chosen (2018, p. 41). Lone, the chosen employee, and Lars, her 

manager, worked on the presentation for two months in collaboration with a strategic project 

manager, Kamilla. The presentation was centered around Lone as a passionate employee in a 

trust-based organization. The topic of the presentation was “everyone can develop themselves”, 

which relates to both the citizens and employees of JAC, as JACs official duty is to develop the 

skills of (disabled) citizens. However, the development of citizens is dependent on the 

development of the employees, which is why the employees are encouraged to do the 

presentations. It provides them with personal development based on their passion, and in 

regards to their work. As a result, the citizens will get better treatment and develop their skills. 

Subsequently, Lone wrote a text to Kamilla where she embraced and gave gratitude toward the 

whole process: 

Sweet Kamilla. The journey you’ve taken me on did exactly the same thing we offer our 

users [citizens] on our courses, a lot of benefits and positive side effects. I’m so proud – 

                                                           
5 LEV is a nationwide private association for cognitively disabled people, their relatives, and other 
interested parties (see also Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 40f.). 
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perhaps even more about my daily job […] I’m SO GAME to conquer the world together 

with [the citizens in the team] (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 41).  

Reading this quote in a Nietzschean light, we see that the presentations will allow the employees 

to take some time to think and reflect on how passion influences their decisions and themselves. 

Hence, the presentations allow the employees to improve themselves. In context of JAC, this 

makes the employees prouder of their work while improving their performance and 

subsequently, the organization’s performance. So, by involving the employees through 

presentations, the employees become more self-conscious of how their passion influences their 

decision-making. Furthermore, once the employees are aware of how their passions influence 

them, they can strive to nurture and enhance them in the organization. Thus, in the view of 

Nietzsche, passion in trust-based management can be beneficial, rather than be considered a 

restraint; passion is considered to provide knowledge rather than to destroy it.  

As stated by the employee Lone and Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), the main goal is not the 

presentation itself, but the journey towards it. The preparation and practice of the presentation 

is similar to the “on the job” training praised by the human capital movement (see section 2.2.2). 

Thus, the performance of the employee is improved through training. However, it is not a 

training of skills; it is instead a step towards a cogitative improvement of the self and the 

employees. The employees become more self-conscious about their passion and become able 

to utilize it in improved performance and capacity of the mind. The more self-conscious the 

employees become about their passion, the more they can control it. Thus, this control is 

important for Nietzsche, as passion can be an immensely powerful drive that can be used to 

open and improve the mindset of individuals. In similar fashion, as explained earlier, Josefsen 

and Andreasen (2018) introduces passion as a powerful tool for self-development of the 

employees. However, the power of passion can go two ways (both in a negative and positive 

way), as we will elaborate on later. 

Nietzsche’s concept of the “tension of the spirit” suggests that the employees are in continuous 

process of becoming self-conscious of their passion, and them overcoming them. Thus, it is not 

enough to be aware, individuals and employees should strive to overcome their passion. A free 

spirit, in this context and according to Nietzsche, is an individual that, through the self-conscious 

mind, has become free of the restraints that the guidelines and dogmatic norms impose. In the 

above example, it is illustrated as an employee becoming self-aware of their role in the 

organization. The good employee in this perspective is an employee that, through involvement 
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(i.e., presentations), has become a free spirit that can develop and improve both themselves 

and the organization. Through this idea of becoming a free spirit, the employees can strive to 

control their passion and aim it towards the improvement of the self. Hence, we can see passion 

as a process that is continuously developing the self, following Nietzsche, rather than a “state of 

intoxication or restriction”, as Kant argues. Then, following Nietzschean philosophy, passions of 

the employees should change over time and be reevaluated routinely and often; a fact that 

Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) realizes. Developing the passion and common direction of the 

organization is a constant factor in the well-being of the organization and is taken care of by 

Josefsen and Andreasen through a variety of workshops and open meetings (something that we 

will return to throughout this chapter). Through these activities, the employees are expected to 

find their personal passion and contribute to the continuous development of the organization’s 

passion (2018, pp. 27ff., 38, 124ff.). A good employee from this perspective would then be a free 

spirit who constantly develops and reflects on the problems of the organization. In trust-based 

organizations, the employees are encouraged to overcome their passion in order for them to 

move towards a healthier cogitative state, which can benefit the organization.  

In contrast to Kant, Nietzsche argues that through the employee’s own reflection of their role in 

the organization and the process of becoming a free spirit, passion can become a step towards 

a self-conscious state that benefits the organization. Where passion is considered an inclination 

by Kant as in “we cannot control them”, Nietzsche believes that once we become aware of them, 

we can strive to control them and transcend towards a healthier cogitate state, as we will 

elaborate later. 

10.2 Negotiation as Decision-Making 

As a result of embracing passion and self-consciousness, passion contributes to knowledge-

creation through multiple perspectives. Recalling Nietzsche’s notion of perspectivism, we should 

strive not to take phenomena and dogmatic norms (i.e., knowledge) for granted, but rather 

interpret it. Passion provides individuals with different perspectives and different views, 

solutions, and ideas. In other words, employees get a different mindset, or as in the common 

saying, employees can “think outside the box”. 

According to Nietzsche, knowledge should be negotiated based on different perspectives of 

passion, and similarly to Nietzsche’s notion of perspectivism, Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) 

introduce what they call “democratic management”. By using Nietzsche’s notion of 
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interpretation and perspectivism, we will showcase the role of good employees in a trust-based 

organization. In the light of their democratic approach to decision-making, the director of JAC 

points to management as having an insignificant role and being concerned only with the general 

requirements for the contents of the decision-making. As she states, the decisions and strategies 

are developed without the management’s influence whatsoever (TV2 Lorry, 2018b). When the 

employees come to an agreement about the strategy, it is the task of the director to bring it to 

life. The management meetings are open for all employees as their interpretation of how to 

allocate the budget, for example, or provide better care for the citizens gives more perspectives 

to the problem at hand and thus helps develop a shared direction for the organization. As seen 

from the viewpoint of the employee Dorte and as afterward explained by the director of JAC, 

this approach contributes innovative solutions as management does not necessarily possess the 

solution to every problem. 

It is a huge responsibility that lies within each one of us. Especially because we are so 

dedicated and dutiful to the citizens. We spend a lot of time at team meetings to talk 

about what we need to spend on expenses, by Dorte, an employee at JAC (Josefsen & 

Andreasen, 2018, p. 84). 

When you let the employees create the strategy, 100 people who have worked for 

strategy throughout JAC, then some much cooler ideas come up than we could ever 

think of in the management team, by the Andreasen, the director of JAC (TV2 Lorry, 

2018b) 

This illustrates the essence of democratic management, as seen through the eyes of Dorte and 

the director. In the democratic management of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), most decisions 

and problems are debated and negotiated on local teams and managerial teams before 

implemented in the organization (2018, p. 81ff.). Solutions and tasks are solved through the 

combination of passions and different perspectives; it is believed that more perspectives provide 

better results. We can see that passion becomes a productive element when used in the 

negotiation of how to proceed with decisions in the organization.  

We suggest that the point that Josefsen and Andreasen make is that in trust-based 

organizations, each employee will contribute with their passion and different ideas of decision-

making in the organization. Recall the example where the employees decided to repair the 

company car instead of taking it into the repair shop. This example illustrates how perspectivism 

and negotiation at JAC have provided the organization with a different and innovative solution 
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based on the negotiation and decision-making of the employees, as we will elaborate on later. 

This idea of passionate individuals and their affections (emotions) as the driving force for the 

creation of knowledge is a view shared by Nietzsche, as he argues that it is through different 

interpretations and perspectives that one can find truth. Although, it is important to recognize 

that truth is not static, as mentioned before in a Nietzschean approach, but moving, as Josefsen 

and Andreasen imply with their notion of a shared trust amongst members of the organization 

through “co-meetings” and “democratic management”.  

These examples showcase that in trust-based management and in a Nietzschean view, there is 

no “one best way” to work as the case is in Taylorism and classic bureaucratic organizations. At 

JAC, employees are expected to state their concerns and beliefs at meetings, as this can 

contribute to the negotiation of perspectives where knowledge and truth are formed. Only 

through negotiation in relation to each other and the different perspectives can the organization 

decide what to do. Hence, truth and knowledge are a product of negotiation, and it is not 

possible to find one right solution. When it comes to trust-based management, the organization 

makes decisions based on the knowledge of all employees, and their different perspectives and 

interpretations on the respective problems. It is presented in the example below of “democratic 

decision-making” or “democratic management” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 83; TV2 Lorry, 

2018). When asked about it in a Danish TV-broadcast, the director of JAC gave an explanation 

on how the employees can agree when decisions are based on “democratic management”: 

Of course, we do not always agree – far from – but we are all democratic individuals. 

And I think that the more and better frameworks one puts in place for mutual decision-

making, the crazier it gets; people are very eager and willing to do stuff together. The 

whole point is that no single person should decide what to do – decisions are made in 

unity (TV2 Lorry, 2018b) 

Thus, the role of the manager is to define the boundaries where the employees can negotiation 

and make decisions; decisions are made together and not as a top-down approach where the 

manager has all the decisional powers (i.e. bureaucracy). Additionally, this example shows how 

passions are deeply intertwined with freedom (something that we elaborate below in section 

10.3) – employees are to make decisions freely and based on different perspectives of passion. 

As an example, strategy and budgets are decided through negotiations between the employees 

of the respective departments. In Nietzsche’s perspective, truths are a non-static element that 

changes with each individual’s perspective; hence, decision-making becomes based on the idea 
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of passion and differentiated perspectives. Likewise, JAC acknowledges that there is no fixed 

way of accomplishing tasks; different perspectives result in different solutions – the more, the 

merrier. Nietzsche criticizes Kant’s idea of the universal laws because it produces a “universal 

truth”. Becoming a good employee is then facilitated in the process of the interpretation of ideas 

that contribute different perspectives. The good employee is an employee that does not take 

the dogmatic norms for granted, but rather enhances their own and the organization’s decision-

making process by negotiating different approaches. 

Following this section, we introduce the idea of perspectivism, which does not produce a 

universal truth, but rather multiple truths derived from different perspectives. Each perspective 

becomes a truth in and of itself and thus, neither management nor employees necessarily 

possess the best idea or truth. As a result, the good employee is supposed to negotiate, rather 

than to follow the commands of the management. Decision-making in this concept is based upon 

the multiple perspectives in the organization, where decisions and troth are negotiated. 

10.3 The Nietzschean Problematization of Freedom and Self-Overcoming 

This section reflects on the former problematizing based on Kant, thus allowing us, in the 

following section, to provide new insight based on Nietzsche. As presented earlier, Nietzsche is 

critical of Kant’s conception of freedom as it fails to acknowledge that we can control our passion 

and affects. However, in Nietzsche’s perspective, it is about the employees as they should be 

able to set themselves free, or in other words, overcome the restraints of the dogmatic norms 

imposed by the doctrine of an organizational passion.   

In the perspective of Nietzsche, the Kantian concept of freedom becomes based on the 

formulation of dogmatic norms, which in turn hinders the individual from being free. Following 

Nietzsche’s mindset, the dogmatic approach to freedom restrains the individual from utilizing 

their capacities. The difference between Kant and Nietzsche’s philosophies can then be argued 

as being centered around the concept of freedom. In the light of Nietzsche’s nihilism, one could 

ask: why should we be free? Why free and not unfree? These critical questions that one could 

ask in the shadow of Nietzsche’s critical philosophy amount to the overall question of what is 

the value of a dogmatic freedom? In the following section, we will use Nietzschean concepts and 

ideas to give the analysis another perspective on how passion can contribute to the organization 

beneficially, looking beyond the dogmatic view provided by Kantian philosophy. In the light of 

Nietzsche, employees should become aware or acknowledge that it is possible to achieve great 
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things beyond the dogmatic norms and passion of the organization. However, it is only possible 

for the few to control their own passion and affects; only the individuals embracing the act of 

self-overcoming can achieve this form of freedom. 

Nietzsche’s concept of freedom requires employees to set themselves free of the organization, 

hence becoming a self-conscious individual that is capable of thinking beyond the universal 

knowledge presented by the dogmatic norms. This leads to the perception of freedom as not 

merely a way to be free from external forces, but rather, as suggested earlier, Nietzsche 

proposes that the employee should be aware and overcome the influences of passion. Passion 

and freedom, however, are two contradicting concepts in the light of Kant. However, in 

Nietzschean philosophy, the two concepts help create a distinction between the free and unfree, 

as Nietzsche believes that by becoming self-aware of our passion, we can control them and 

become free. But before it is possible to think beyond the restrictions of dogmatic norms, the 

employees must acknowledge or be aware of the fact that they are influenced by the framework 

of the organization. The passions of the organization, as we argued based on Kant’s dogmatism, 

is a force that can unknowingly influence the decisions of the individual. Following Nietzsche’s 

standpoint, he argues that the dogmatic norms of society influence the default mindset of 

individuals, and the only way to avoid this is to achieve self-overcoming. The problem, however, 

is that the default state of mind, by definition, is restrained, as society is dominated by a specific 

dogmatic viewpoint. As a result, the Kantian paradox of passion and freedom are still a valid 

concern in Nietzschean perspectives, as inclinations still influence actions by those who do not 

self-overcome. So, the question that arises in the light of this is, how does one become aware 

of something that unknowingly influences them?  

According to Nietzsche, it is only the ones that have a will to power (as we will discuss in the 

following section) i.e., an inner drive to stand above the norms of society, that can achieve this 

self-overcoming. It takes a lot of effort to reflect and be aware of the restrictions of the 

organization. We previously argued through the example of presentations and passion 

workshops, that trust-based organizations used such activities as proving grounds for the 

employee to become more connected with the organization. However, in this perspective of 

Nietzsche, one could argue that these activities can also have another outcome. The activities 

can become a way for the employee to reflect on what the organization does and how it 

influences the employee’s actions, passions, and decisions. Through these activities, the 

employee is given the tools and space needed for either becoming even more embedded in the 
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organizational restraints (by being more intertwined and interlined with the organization) or 

achieving the state of self-overcoming (by reflecting and realizing the relation between the 

organization and oneself). Through this, the employee may see that the managers and 

organization are not the holders of every true thing or every solution; they see that they can 

contribute to the organization and it is through this that freedom arises. They can choose to 

contribute, follow the organization blindly or leave; they have the choice and insight needed to 

make it, so they become free of the morality that is imposed by the organization.  

A good employee in this perspective is thus one that does not follow the organization blindly, 

but instead reflects on how passion influences them and think beyond the mindset (i.e., 

dogmatic norms) of the organization and thereby contribute to the organization. This follows 

the idea of trusting the employee, but it nonetheless also becomes a dangerous path to follow, 

as it relies on the employee to stay an active part and member of the organization. Thus, an 

employee that can “self-overcome” can see a phenomenon through and from other 

perspectives rather than the one dogmatic view that a universal truth would present. This leads 

us to the next area relevant to shed light on — the value-creation within the organization and in 

relation to the employees.  

The problematizations that arise are different but yet very much connected. The need for the 

good employee to self-overcome is in contradiction with the expectation of them being free in 

the realm of the organization. The idea of passion and freedom existing in harmony with each 

other is therefore paradoxical in a Nietzschean perspective, as the employee only becomes a 

contributing and productive element of the organization when they are free from the 

inclinations of passions that are unknowingly influencing them. 
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10.4 Value-Creation as the Power to Will 

As argued, the employees should discover the value of their self in order to self-overcome, 

meaning that they become aware and acknowledge that management does not have all the 

answers. Managers and employees might have different perspectives; however, employees 

should value them on the same level as the managers. Every employee has the possibility to add 

value to the organization; value-creation is an inherent and critical part of trust-based 

management as Josefsen and Andreasen point out: “trust-based management is highly value-

based” (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 76). Rather than looking for errors, trust is about looking 

for value – how can one contribute to the organization? Or how can one become a good 

employee? – which is why the employees should contribute with value-creation for the 

organization and its citizens. However, JAC has implemented a culture where the mentality in 

the organization leaves room for errors and mistakes to happen. Recalling section 10.1, decision-

making can be based on passion and interpretations of different perspectives. The zero-error 

mentality (2018, p. 88) can be understood as there being no “right” solution to problems in the 

organization. Josefsen and Andreasen suggest that rather than finding one overall solution, it is 

possible to go by serval solutions, hence there is not “one way to do work” in trust-based 

organizations.  

One example of this is when a major miscalculation in the budget that had severe consequences 

for the organization (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 88ff.). The organization had considerable 

overspending due to an error of one of the managers in charge of her department's budgeting 

and financing. Most traditional organizations would have reacted by punishing or increasing the 

control of the employee through monitoring and scrutiny. However, the main issue for JAC was 

trust – the employee should not be deprived of trust in herself or should others have less trust 

or even mistrust in her. Likewise, the director of JAC and the management group would not be 

able to impose stricter or more thorough monitoring of the employee who made the mistake, 

as this would be an act of mistrust in and of itself. Instead, the director of JAC decided to go 

forward, being honest and informing the rest of the organization that a mistake was made but 

that she had full confidence in the employee to work through this herself and for this not to 

happen again (2018, p. 90f.). 

Before we dive into value-creation, we need to elaborate on the importance of power. Josefsen 

and Andreasen (2018) mention power as a hierarchical power, or as someone having power over 

another person who, as a consequence, has less power because of the external forces 
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controlling him. As we argued, this form of power as external forces results in a lack of freedom, 

but in the light of Nietzsche, one should treat power as the will to power rather than the power 

over something or somebody. The will to power is a power of action rather than limitation; it 

concerns one’s ability to self-overcome and transcend beyond traditional power relations. Thus, 

rather than rendering power and control redundant, as suggested by Josefsen and Andreasen 

(2018), the relation of power can be understood as a capacity. Power becomes a way to achieve 

something of value; the power of will becomes the drive of overcoming something, i.e., self-

overcoming. Following Nietzsche’s way of thinking, then this above example becomes the 

illustration of how to make sure that the employee who made the mistake is aware of the value 

of the self, as it would be crucial to maintain the will to power. The employees’ will to power 

determines their drive to overcome the obstacles that they face; the will to power becomes the 

single most important factor in the ability of the employee (and thus also the organization) to 

overcome the mistake and prosper and learn from it. The will to power in this example then 

becomes the equivalent to what Josefsen and Andreasen try to maintain: the trust of the 

employee. The miscalculation can be understood as a doubt in the self of the employee, which 

then prevented her from performing adequately. However, based on the will to power, the 

employee should acknowledge that she can add value as an employee. 

As an example, on how to combine freedom with passion and value-creation, Josefsen and 

Andreasen encourage the employees of the organization to enroll in a “strategy camp” where 

the employees can combine their passion and innovative skills to create better solutions and 

programs for the citizens (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 126ff.). The goal for this strategy camp 

was for the employees to formulate and create the organizational strategy from scratch; “the 

employees should with their nearest managers(s) formulate the content of the strategy from a 

to z” (2018, p. 124). However, some of the employees at JAC had concerns about if they would 

be able to contribute anything new or good to the strategy and they choose not to participate 

in the strategy camp and ended up not contributing to the new direction and strategy of JAC. 

Seen from a Nietzschean perspective, this suggests that the employees who did not show up, 

did not acknowledge, or were not aware of the value that their self could contribute – they had 

not become self-aware and self-conscious and could not contribute to the benefit of the 

organization. However, the employees who did show up saw the value of themselves. These 

employees focused less about what their ideas ought to be and more about how their ideas 

were based on and in themselves. They reflected on their role in the organization and on its 

influence (through passion) in themselves. For an example of how this contributed to value-
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creation, we turn to the situation where one of the employees came up with the idea to create 

an employment program for refugees. Even though JAC has no obligation towards refugees, it 

was believed that the citizens at JAC would benefit from the process of teaching refugees. This 

showcases how the employees attempted to base ideas of problem-solving on their own will to 

power and beliefs, rather than just on the overall mission statements. The employees attempted 

to think beyond the dogmatic norms of the organization and the employees had the courage to 

achieve something greater for themselves and for the organization. 

In relation to Nietzsche, we should self-overcome in order to not be restrained by dogmatic 

norms and what we ought to be or do. Reaching a state where one is completely free from 

external influences and forces is what Nietzsche calls a “transcendental state of the overman”. 

Even though not everyone can achieve this state, it is still possible for employees to improve 

themselves and be aware of themselves and their passion through camps, workshops, and 

presentations. These are all steps towards a state of cognitive aspiration and liberation. Recall 

how the employees were free to decide how the budget was allocated and as a result, decided 

to repair the company car themselves. Charlotte, an employee at JAC spoke about the 

experience: 

I think more rationally now. I found it really cool and highly motivating. We took a tour 

at [one of the departments] and saw that everyone thinks differently without it affecting 

our solutions for the citizens [in a negative way] (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 83) 

Charlotte is not necessarily thinking rationally in a Kantian sense, but, following Nietzsche, she 

can include more perspectives in her decision-making; her perspective and those of her 

colleagues and addressing different problems has allowed her to contribute to the overall well-

being of the organization. By becoming aware of other’s perceptions and perspectives, the 

employee moves towards the realization of self-consciousness. This is an example of how 

passion and self-overcoming can make the employees think differently; through perspectivism 

and negotiation in the budget meetings between employees, it becomes possible to extend the 

mindset of the employees. In other words, the employees have achieved a healthier cognitive 

state, i.e., they are transcending towards self-overcoming.  

As illustrated, decisions, negotiations, and the mindset of the employees in trust-based 

management are influenced by their passion. In context to trust-based organizations, one could 

suggest that employees with an open mindset are free, as they are able to see beyond their 

passion and thus self-overcome. However, the employees will be unfree in the cases where the 
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employees are unknowingly influenced by the passion and dogmatic norms of the organization; 

hence, if the inclinations of passion influence their decisions and interpretation during the 

budget meetings. In other words, when restricted by the inclinations of the organization, the 

employees would not be able to think differently. They are influenced by the organizational 

passion – their decisions would be deceived by passion rather than enlightened by passion.  

Thus, conflicts between shared values and the overall passion statement of the organization can 

prevent the employees from thinking differently, i.e., having innovative solutions. Freedom in 

this sense is the process of freeing oneself from passion and thinking beyond the boundaries of 

the organization. Recalling Nietzsche’s idea of tension of the spirit, we can see that the employee 

in this case is on her way to become a free spirit, self-aware of how passions and the dogmatic 

norms influence her. The role of the employee then becomes that of value-creation through the 

allowance of others and different perspectives, hence the good employee is an employee that 

contributes to the organization by self-overcoming and being aware of the possible restrictions 

that are present at the organization. 

10.5 Reflections on Nietzsche in Trust-Based Management 

Throughout this chapter, we have argued that passion in trust-based management can 

contribute value and is not merely a restraint for the individual or the organization as otherwise 

proposed in a dogmatic view. Instead, passion encourages interpretation through several 

perspectives and self-development through self-consciousness. Through perspectivism and 

tension of the spirit one can see how passion and affects can contribute to the quest of becoming 

self-conscious. This self-consciousness can even contribute to freedom and self-overcoming. 

However, we introduced Nietzsche not to validate trust-based management in public 

organization, but rather to showcase how the component of trust has additional aspects to it. 

Recall that according to Josefsen & Andreasen (2018), the organization has a passion as a 

statement – i.e., an overall guiding passion for every employee to follow. As argued, 

organizations can achieve this by introducing the skill/will matrix, thus making sure that every 

employee follows the common values, beliefs, and passion of the organization. Even though a 

substantial part of the passion statement of the organization is developed by the employees, it 

is used to judge the performance and value of current and new employees. Furthermore, the 

matrix is used during the recruitment of new employees to ensure that new employees have the 

right mindset and that organizations have a shared direction. Recalling Nietzsche, passion can 
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transform the self into a better version, an individual that has self-consciousness and self-

awareness that can be used to contribute positively to the organization. It is through this 

transformation of the self, Nietzsche argues, that greater societies and worlds can be founded; 

passion should benefit the transformation of the employee, and as a result, the overall 

organization will be improved. Nietzsche argues that by overcoming oneself, individuals can 

each a state with a reflective mind, thus allowing you to see beyond the rules and norms that 

are imposed by dogmatism in society – or in this case, the organization. It is through this 

perspectivism and consciousness that one can build a better society or in context to Josefsen 

and Andreasen, find a better solution, as one can see the pitfalls and restrictions of the dogmatic 

norms. In organizational sense and in relation to trust-based management, following this idea, 

the employee should improve and define the organization – not the other way around.  

In the light of Nietzsche, one could suggest that a reversed approach to passion is needed, one 

that is guided by the employee rather than management. Similar to this idea, Josefsen & 

Andreasen (2018) emphasize how important it is to find a “shared direction” (i.e., a shared 

mission, vision, ambition, and passion). The passion of the organization has a purpose to shape 

the passion and actions of the employees – and change their mindset. This concern becomes 

clearer when new employees arrive in the organization: 

The new employees proved to be invaluable to the process […]. The employee came to 

the organization with fresh eyes. They were not yet colored by JAC's culture or limited 

by any standards of how we “tend” to do things. It helped create good energy and a 

space where everything was allowed, and no questions were stupid. And it contributed 

important ideas that later became part of the strategy (Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018, p. 

138) 

Thus, the example of the new employee showcases how the passion and values of the 

organization influence the employees, and from this perspective, it can then be questioned if 

the passion of the employees is truly their own or part of the organization. However, a reversed 

approach to passion would be that the employees are able to follow their own passion, rather 

than the passion of the organization. Thus, through the passion of the individual it becomes 

possible to improve the overall organization. In other words, the organization should be 

improved by the employees, rather than the organization strives to improve the employees. 

As a follow-up to this, it can be questioned to what degree employees are able to “control” and 

be aware of how passion impacts their actions and decisions if they are imposed by the 
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organization. In that case, perspectives and interpretation are based upon the values of the 

organization. There are both benefits and downsides of this concern, however the aim of 

negotiation and perspectivism is to bring different ideas to the table; new employees can do 

that, as their passion and self is not mixed with that of the organizations, contrary to current 

employees that already are tainted by the belief and passion of the organization. Through the 

idea of negotiation, it becomes evident that the employees have a role as “co-thinkers and co-

creators” and that to become a good employee, one has to contribute to the organization 

through these elements. As a result, the good employee is expected to base decision-making on 

negotiation through multiple perspectives, however, in the light of Nietzsche, the employees 

should be aware of how their passion influences them for negotiation to be truly based on 

multiple perspectives.  

One of the limitations of Nietzsche’s philosophy is that individuals are unknowing of how 

universal and dogmatic norms and passion influence them. In order to be free, we must become 

aware of something that influences us unknowingly. However, how does one become aware of 

the unknown while being unaware? How can we know that we have discovered the “hidden” 

part of the self? How can an employee know that they are not influenced by their passion or 

organizational culture whilst they are part of the organization? 

One answer could be, that it would be close to impossible for the employees to be fully free. 

The process of self-overcoming is transcendental part of the self, thus employee cannot simple 

be coached to self-overcome as in the personal development in human capital. Hence, it is not 

possible for anyone to know if the employees are free – not themselves, their manager, a 

business coach or an organizational study. That is the essence of self-overcoming – it is a 

continually process concerning the self, and in that process we “become who we are” whilst one 

must ‘be yourself’ (Gemes & May, 2009). Hence, the self-overcoming employee is self-

responsible, self-judging, and self-creating. Josefsen & Andreasen (2018) argues that the main 

issues of trust-based management is to find a shared direction with common values and 

passions. Thus, in the view of the organization, there should be some amount organizational 

influence on the employees.  

  



89 
 

11. Implications: Control and De-

Bureaucratizing 

The Danish government platform (Finansministeriet, 2017; see also Regeringen, 2011) and 

subsequently the trust-reform (Regeringen, 2019) formulated by the Danish government had 

the goal of de-bureaucratizing the public sector by introducing trust as a management tool. As 

noted in our literature review, this new approach of public management was promised to 

introduce an organization with “less” and “simpler control”. However, our findings indicate that 

the relation between passion and freedom can both be contradicting and harmonizing with each 

other. Our findings suggest that if the employee is influenced by passion, the actions of the 

employee can become irrational and counterproductive. However, through self-consciousness, 

the employee can become aware of the inclinations of the organization, and only through being 

self-aware can the individual start contributing and acting freely in the organization. We 

suggested that the employees contribute through their ability to become self-conscious and self-

overcoming, but as noted, only a few are capable of achieving true self-consciousness. The 

organization can achieve innovation and prosperity through the perspectives that the 

employees provide by acting within the organization. Though touched upon briefly, our analysis 

does not provide a comprehensive understanding of why the employees stay in the organization 

– even after achieving self-consciousness.  

This chapter thus sets out to discuss our findings in context and relation to key arguments of our 

literature review. Our discussion will be centered around the following areas; the trust/control-

nexus, neo-normative versus normative control regimes and worker-monad, organizational 

ethos, and critique of PBOs, trust-based organizations in NPG, and, lastly, an outlook toward 

new study areas.  

The current academic literature on trust in organizations has mainly dealt with control within 

trust (Jagd, 2009; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017), where we have argued that the concepts of 

passion and freedom can shed light on new areas of problematization within trust-based 

management. This section will relate our findings based on the concepts of passion and freedom 

and relate it to the literature on trust and control. In addition, we will look at the implications of 

de-bureaucratization in NPG. Based on existing literature within the field of control and trust, 

we open the discussion of trust-management as an inherent conflict between the individual and 
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the organization. Said otherwise, it is an internal struggle between the employee and the 

organizational world in which they live and act. The discussion of the implications will provide 

insight in new areas of problematization that are outside the scope of the analysis. 

11.1 The Trust/Control-Nexus in Contemporary Organizations  

The scope of this thesis, as outlined in the beginning chapters, is relevant and in context to 

organizations within the realm of NPG. Following our literature review, we suggest that such 

organizations can be seen as being in a trust/control-nexus where trust and control are 

complementary to each other (Vallentin & Thygesen 2017). On the other hand, Jagd (2009) 

argues that organizations either have a “high level of trust and low control” or “low level of trust 

and high control”. Thus, the ongoing discussion about trust in organization studies is concerned 

with the question of whether trust and control are substitutions or complementary. Before we 

elaborate on the substitution and complementary views, it is important to clarify that there are 

different types of control, and each management type and organizational structure has a type 

of control. We have identified five different key control types based on the past literature: 

scientific management (Taylor, 1911), rational bureaucracy (RBO), and post-bureaucracy (PBO) 

(Reed, 2011), normative control, and neo-normative control (Fleming & Sturdy, 2009; 2011). 

However, we will concentrate our discussion on the (neo)-normative control and scientific 

management as this section sets out to highlight control as a new area of problematization 

based on our analysis and literature review. 

Even though each management type and organization structure have an approach to control, 

we will suggest two main two types of control over employees in contemporary organizations; 

control of the body and a transcendental control of the mind. In scientific management, the 

worker is controlled by the manager studying time-tables and movements of the employees 

(e.g., the best way to shovel coal is decided by the studies of the manager – once the research 

is done, the manager will decide how the employees should shovel; hence it is a control of body 

movement). Here, the manager decides how the work and tasks are done (Raffnsøe & Johnsen, 

2015). The idea of control in scientific management is a control of the bodily movements of the 

employees, and thus, the good employee is defined by how well he follows the directions of the 

manager. In contrast, the control in normative control and neo-normative control is a control of 

the mind rather than bodily movements. In normative control, the employees are expected to 

follow the shared direction of the organization, where control takes the form of the 
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internalization of norms and through a “cultural control” of social values of the organization 

(Fleming & Sturdy, 2011). However, Fleming and Study argue that control in contemporary 

organizations draw from a “neo-normative control regime” where the employees are 

encouraged to “just be yourself”. Similar to PBOs, the values and personality of the employees 

are praised through externalization and use it to benefit the organization (Fleming & Sturdy, 

2009). Thus, normative control and neo-normative are both a social control based on discipline, 

however, one takes the form of a determined, shared direction of the organization, and the 

other encourages the employees to act upon their beliefs, helping to move the organization 

forward. 

In the control regime of RBOs and PBOs, the main question is where the control comes from – 

the manager or the employee? According to Reed (2011), the control in RBOs is characterized 

by monitoring the employees and is viewed as a chain of command and hierarchical division of 

the organization. In the PBOs, on the other hand, semi-autonomous teams are controlled 

through the activation of disciplined selves by informal coordination and flat hierarchy (Reed, 

2011, p. 238f.). 

Thus, we have a control of the body (scientific management) and mind (normative and neo-

normative control), where one is controlled by the manager and the other is a social control that 

is enslaved through the discipline of the employee. As we argued in our initial analysis, by 

following Josefsen and Andreasen, organizations should get rid of all “superfluous control”, 

however, in the light of our literature review, it can be discussed what kind of control they want 

to get rid of. Through our findings and analysis, we define their view of control they want to get 

rid of, as that of “control of body moments’”, as posed in scientific management, and the control 

from managers, as seen in the traditional bureaucratic organization (i.e., RBOs).  

In our analysis and readings of Josefsen and Andreasen, one fails to grasp the importance of 

social control, or what could be coined as a “transcendental control of the self” in Nietzsche’s 

terms. This complementary view requires a contrast between control and trust to be made; trust 

and control have to co-evolve and develop the organization and its employees in conjunction 

with each other, with the goal of increasing productivity. As our readings and findings suggest, 

the key element when building trust in public organizations is a decentralized approach to 

power. As illustrated in our literature review, trust-based management in the complementary 

view requires decentralized power, while management must maintain some level of control. 

This poses a constant conflict between the employees who need to shape the organization while 
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the organization has to provide the framework for devolving trust among employees. This leaves 

organizations to both manage and be managed by the employees, thus the complementary view 

of trust-based management becomes paradoxical, as trust and control have to co-exist.  

In order to build trust following Josefsen and Andreasen’s methods, employees are provided 

with more freedom and less supervision or monitoring, compared to that of the classical 

bureaucracy. As we found in our analysis and in the readings of past literature, trust-based 

management is based on the belief that the employee should have freedom to build trust and 

be innovative. However, at the same time, it is expected that the employee follows the 

guidelines of the organization and management. Thus, based on our findings, it is suggested that 

a trust-based manager operates under the notion of complementary control. This is similar to 

the view of Vallentin & Thygesen (2017), which is based on the view that control is neo-

normative/normative rather than a control regime that imposes on bodily movement. Thus, our 

findings align with the complementary view that rust-based management is not separated from 

control. In addition, Vallentin & Thygesen (2017), conclude that control in the public sector takes 

the form of structural “quality assurance”, based on governmental rulings and inspections. 

However, our analysis concludes that the passion statement of the organization, as Josefsen and 

Andreasen propose, can influence employees, and thereby, in a Kantian view, prevent them 

from being free.  

In the light of Kant, control, both of body and mind, can be considered to contradict with 

freedom, and as a result, control is understood as subsidiary. Thus, the problem of the 

control/trust nexus is in itself contradicting. As we suggest in our analysis, based on Nietzsche, 

control that is based on passion is not in itself a problem. For Nietzsche, social control happens 

through what we ought to be, i.e., our norms, and these norms are based on the dogmatic view 

of universal principles. Thus, we are in a constant fight of freeing ourselves, or as Nietzsche 

would put it, a “tension of the spirit” occurs – a constant struggle of self-overcoming. Following 

this idea posed by Nietzsche, social control will always be present, and it is the task of the 

employees to overcome it and thus transcend beyond it. In that sense, control will always be a 

part of organizations and can be considered complementary. Passion can be seen as a control 

regime or mechanism, as we will elaborate on in the next section. 
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11.2 Passion and Neo-Normative Control 

Flemming and Sturdy (2011) suggest that neo-normative control often will be turned into 

normative control due to activities and distractions in the organization. In other words, 

contemporary organizations that encourage employees to “just be yourself” often influence 

employees to follow a shared direction through activities. Their research found that these 

activities were involuntary, and thus the employees could not decide to “be themselves” and 

follow their own direction. As a result, Flemming and Sturdy raise the question whether 

employees in a contemporary organization can be themselves, or if they are imposed by the 

“cultural control” that characterizes normative control.  

In the analysis, we have found that in order for an employee to be considered effective and 

productive in the light of trust-based management, they have to follow the common passion 

shared by the organization. However, as we suggested in our analysis, when the organization 

imposes such passions, it will not be beneficial for the organization, because it limits the 

differentiation and perspectives from the employees. Thus, by imposing a specific guideline for 

the employees to follow their decisions become less innovative as they lack the perspectives. 

The paradox that arises in this context is paramount; the trust-based organization built their 

managerial approach on the idea that employees must act on their “own free will” (see section 

8; Josefsen & Andreasen, 2018). In the following paragraphs, we set out to discuss this in the 

light of neo-normative control.  

By building the organization on the grounds of trust, using personal values, belief systems, and 

passion as the main guiding line, the employees are expected to “just be themselves” similar to 

the study by Flemming and Sturdy (2011). Our findings of the skill/will-matrix also highlight this 

point as the matrix becomes a framework that enhances normative control rather than neo-

normative control. Thus, on the surface, trust-based management shares similarities with the 

neo-normative control regime, where the employees are expected to experience motivation and 

by “themselves”, through the expression of their passion. Hence, following Fleming and Sturdy’s 

results, the organization in trust-based settings end up in a regime with normative control 

mechanisms rather than purely neo-normative control. Employees are expected to follow the 

“shared value and passion” of the organization – i.e., employees become internalized with the 

beliefs of the organization rather than expressing their own.  

Consequently, the role of the manager is not one of traditional bureaucracy (e.g., making sure 

that the employees do the job correctly through the concept of managing), (see Reed, 2011; 
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Taylor, 1911; Weber, 1958) but rather, as our findings suggest, the manager takes on the role of 

guiding the employees in the direction in which the organization benefits the most. As Fleming 

and Sturdy put it, passion and the guideline of the organization “[serves] as a control [as it] was 

in the appropriation of identities […] for productive ends” (2009, p. 578). The question raised is 

whether or not if trust-based management has neo-normative or normative control, and if 

employees can be “just themselves” and passionate, or if they are coerced to follow the values 

of the organization.  

In the light of Fleming and Sturdy, it can be discussed if and when passion and mission 

statements are a normative or neo-normative control regime and when they are the most 

beneficial for the organization. As pointed out, the role of the manager becomes one that 

safeguards the continuous development of the employees, and through this, is also a continuous 

contribution to the organization. Hence the manager becomes the one to enforce the passion 

of the organization through activities. These activities, from the perspective of Fleming and 

Sturdy, can be seen as distractions from the actual control imposed on the employees by the 

organization (Fleming & Sturdy, 2011). In our findings, we saw that Josefsen and Andreasen 

implemented a series of “passion workshops” presentations, and seminars that all had the 

purpose of letting the employees express and work with their passion and the tasks they solve 

in the organization. This was viewed in our initial analysis as a way for the employees to become 

self-conscious, and through this, become contributive employees that provide new perspectives 

and solutions to problems in the organization. However, in the light of Fleming and Sturdy, one 

can discuss if these practices (e.g., town hall meetings, sparring, and the notion of co-created 

values) are used as tools to “[distract] employees’ attention away from the stultifying effects [of 

control practices]” (2011, p. 178).  

This, however, raises some interesting aspects that deserve further discussion, because, as we 

argued earlier, the passion of the employees is, to some degree, determined by the organization. 

So how do trust-based organizations fare saying they do not implement control mechanisms 

when they established passion as the guideline for new hires and everyday task-solving, where 

the employee must align with the organization? The complexity of the control is noticeable by 

the illustration of this paradox, as the employees create their own social world (through the 

passion workshops and presentations) that is the very essence of the control regimes imposed. 

To further this discussion, we will turn to the conceptualization of “worker-monad” by Lazzarato, 

as presented in the literature review of this thesis, as a different perception on control.  
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11.3 The Worker-Monad 

The ongoing discussion of whether control can be considered neo-normative or normative is 

connected to the idea of the worker-monad. The idea of “worker-monad” posed by Lazzarato 

(2004) poses a paradox where employees exist within the world of the organization, while they 

take part in creating it themselves. Through the eyes of Lazzarato, organizations create the world 

within which the employees exist, and the employees can solve issues concerning the 

organization only when acting within the world of the organization and under the guise of 

freedom. One can argue that through the activities suggested as distractions by Fleming and 

Sturdy, the employee opens up to the organizational beliefs and values by forming social 

exchanges and groups (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 194). These activities strengthen not only the 

alignment of employees and the organization’s beliefs and passion, but also the core beliefs 

embedded in the employee. These activities and the subsequent opening of the monads also 

creates a division between those who accept and adhere to the ideas of the organization and 

those who oppose them (Lazzarato, 2004, p. 206; see also Fleming & Sturdy, 2009; 2011). This 

leaves the employee incapable of solving the problem without being part of the world created 

by the organization, and the employees then become forced (through the ideas of what actions 

and ideas that are considered to be either contributing, [e.g., “right”] and those that are seen 

as ineffective or destructive [e.g., “wrong”] beliefs in context of the organizational goals and 

mission) to stay within the realm set up by the organization. This is also suggested in the findings 

of our analysis concerning the skill/will-matrix, and through the example of a manager being 

fired because he did not share the same belief system as the director of the organization.  

The view of neo-normative control and the worker-monad raises the question whether passion 

can be considered control. We argue that passion can contribute to freedom and self-

overcoming, however, it could be argued that the employees that does not self-overcome of 

could be controlled and influenced by the passion statement of the organization. As a result, 

employees that are not self-conscious about how they are influenced could be not only be 

influenced by passion as in that case, it would function as a (neo)-normative control. However, 

as Fleming and Sturdy (2011) argue, neo-normative control will often change to normative 

control. In other words, employees are encouraged to “just be themselves”, however, the 

contemporary organization will often influence the employee in a common direction. Thus, the 

employees are not able to “just be themselves”. Our findings suggest that a similar thing is 

happening in trust-based management, as Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) suggest organizations 
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have a “passion statement” and “shared direction”. However, based on Nietzsche, we argue that 

it is possible for employees to overcome the restraints of normative control. However, this 

process is demanding not be possible for everyone to achieve (particularly in relation to neo- 

and normative control). Looking at the organization, as we, to some degree, do in a Nietzschean 

perspective in our analysis, as a place where the individual live and acts, hence, evolves and 

develops, is similar in several aspects to that of becoming “part of the organization”, seen as the 

“organizational world” as posed by Lazzarato (2004).  So, how do our findings of self-

consciousness fare compared to the notion that the individual is marked by the company, and 

thus controlled through this creation of the organizational world? 

 

In the light of Lazzarato, it can be argued that the process of influencing employees with passion, 

values, and beliefs take place over time and thus transgresses into a normative control regime 

rather than a neo-normative regime that is dependent on the externalization and expressive 

nature of the employees. The complexity of control in trust-based management is thus elevated 

into something more palpable, as the organizational world, which consists of the four 

statements (mission, vision, ambition, and passion as illustrated in the analysis), becomes the 

main controlling element of the organization.  

Following our arguments in our analysis with respect to the Kantian perspective, this can be seen 

as the organizational world and beliefs becoming an inclination of the employees’ freedom. The 

employee opens up towards these passions and thus transcends into becoming the very thing 

that hinders the employee from acting freely. Thus, the activities that serve as distractions (e.g., 

passion workshops, presentations, etc.) also contribute to the control regime in and of itself as 

the employee becomes a monad to the organization. The worker-monad then has become an 

object within the organization, which enables the organization to control the employee through 

a shared belief or passion. As we argued through the use of Nietzschean philosophy, one way 

for the employee to become free of this is through self-overcoming and self-consciousness; 

through this the employee can contribute their own perspectives to the organization that, in 

turn, will continue to thrive. 

In the literature review of this master thesis however, we also see that Nyhan (2000) views the 

values and beliefs of the organization as something that will affect the employees – often 

unconsciously. However, as Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) and other studies argue (see 

Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017; Jagd, 2009), trust must saturate every aspect of the organization – 
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i.e., trust among the employees between themselves and towards the management. On the 

other hand, the worker-monad perspective suggests that the employees must act independently 

through autonomous free will. Trust then becomes centered not around the idea of free action, 

but rather around forces or persuasions applied through the organizational world. Seen in the 

neo-normative view of Fleming and Sturdy (2009), the social control renders it meaningless to 

be yourself, as employees are controlled by the organizational framework or organizational 

world, as in the view of Lazzarato (2004). Similar argumentation can be found in Nyhan’s idea of 

trust as of an interpersonal relationship between the employees of the organization; in this 

perspective, trust enables the employee to fulfil their task based on the interpersonal 

relationship with their supervisor. However, paradoxically, this becomes a way of controlling the 

employee in the sphere of the worker-monad, as the idea of trust is built within the 

organizational world guided by the beliefs and values of the organization, and can thus, trust 

cannot occur outside of this world. 

11.4 The Critical Aspect of Post-Bureaucratic Organizations 

Scholars, literature, and management books give critical appraise to de-bureaucratization as the 

main base for new reforms and paradigms within (especially) public management and 

administration (Alvesson & Thompson, 2006, p. 487; see also Osborne, 2010; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 

2011). However, du Gay argues for a return to bureaucracy as it is the most sensible objective 

for a well-balanced society.  

As we found in our analysis, trust-based organizations rely on the passion of the employees to 

help put different (and valued) perspectives on problems or tasks, thus allowing for the 

employee to let their passion form the organization. As du Gay argues, however, the idea of a 

de-bureaucratized public sector is frightful. The epiphany in du Gay’s critique is centered around 

the idea of accountability and responsibility as he underlines the importance of a distinction 

between the private and public sphere of the individual (du Gay, 1994; see also Pors & Jacobsen, 

2013). Following du Gay, passion and personal feelings should not be practiced in the sphere of 

organizational life, and thus the private life of the employee should not interfere with the 

professional (public sphere) (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013).  

Through the eyes of du Gay, the organizational ethics within bureaucracy consists of the idea 

that organizational life is only within the bounds of the organization, i.e., when the employee is 

off-duty, he no longer has to worry about his work. On the contrary, when the employee is off-
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duty in the new forms of organizations (e.g., PBOs and de-bureaucratized organizations) he is 

no longer “free” – he worries and is constantly involved with the organization as the line 

between organizational life (i.e., public sphere) and personal life (i.e., private sphere) is 

indifferent (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013). Thus, in this new management theory and literature, du Gay 

sees an ethos developing around the idea of an “enterprise culture” that encapsulates the 

notion of a private and public life infused together into one entity. Through the reading of du 

Gay (Pors & Jacobsen, 2013; du Gay, 1994) we see that organizational studies concerned with 

the ethics of organizations have been formulated through the idea that public and private life 

should be combined, and only through being a private individual with private thoughts (i.e., 

personal or inner) could one become public in the sense of contributing to the organizational 

life. Following this, as du Gay points out, when the employees’ personal life becomes 

intertwined with their professional life as the organization or workplace encourages, expects, 

and enforces a common and shared passion or value, the employee becomes personally 

involved in their job. This could, of course, be a good thing, as the employee is willing to “go the 

extra mile” (as the general census is in literature concerned with de-bureaucratization, PBOs, 

and trust-based management), however in du Gay’s perspective, this becomes problematic – or 

downright dangerous – when it happens in a public organization. In the critical light of du Gay, 

trust-based management can be seen as leading to favoritism, biased actions, and corruption – 

all things that go against the idea of good public service and, most importantly, against the ideas 

of trust-based management.  

Our findings suggest that trust-based organizations are dependent on the private life of their 

employees; i.e., the good employees are encouraged and expected to contribute to the 

organization through involvement, negotiation, and different perspectives. Our analytic 

framework is, however, limited as we do not touch upon the distinction between private and 

public sphere, but using du Gay, we can see that the passion expected from the employees is 

somewhat private, as the organization needs different perspectives and encourage personal 

passion in the strategy meetings. The point made by du Gay in his observations of the fusion of 

private and public sphere in organizations and contemporary literature is somewhat consistent 

with our findings in this case. 

Kant’s notion of passions as being personal and leading to irrational actions, is similar to du Gay’s 

thoughts on how the private sphere should be separated from the public. Separating personal 

life from that of the organization is considered to be good in the bureaucratic organization (du 
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Gay, 1994; Pors & Jacobsen, 2013) and separating the passion from one’s actions is considered 

being rational in the eyes of Kant. Being a good employee in Kantian settings is thus equal to be 

a good bureaucratic individual. 

11.4.1 Passion as Grounds for Self-Development in Trust-Based Organizations 
We suggested in our findings and readings of trust-based management that passion becomes a 

way for the employees to become good employees of the organization. However, in the light of 

du Gay, one could argue whether this is beneficial to both the employee and the organization, 

as the idea of personal involvement – from du Gay’s perspective – could lead to negative 

consequences in the form of nepotism and actions done from a “personal gains perspective” 

rather than “what is good for the organization”. A good employee, in the light of du Gay, would 

be one that has an objective approach in their decision-making and problem-solving. However, 

as our findings suggest, the good employee in trust-based organizations is one that provides 

subjective (i.e., personal and passionate) perspectives, and negotiates different interpretations 

before deciding. In the critical light of du Gay, he would argue such an involvement and approach 

to decision-making would lead to negative consequences, such as corruption and nepotism. By 

following our findings related to Nietzsche and Josefsen and Andreasen, we see that the good 

employee in trust-based organizations uses personal passion as the main guideline when 

contributing to the organization, which is in contrary to du Gay’s argument. 

As we have argued, based on Josefsen and Andreasen (2018), organizations in trust-based 

management have a common goal, such as a mission and passion statement. Thus, the 

organization will always have to control the direction of the employees somewhat to guide them 

towards a common goal. Following this line of thought, we suggest that trust-based organization 

attempts to develop not only the professional (i.e., public) passion but also the personal (i.e., 

private) passion. Our analysis did not touch upon the distinction between the private and public 

sphere, hence the ambiguousness of personal and organizational passion becomes eminent 

using Nietzsche’s philosophy. The lack of distinction between private and public can, to some 

degree, be argued to be the very definition of a PBO in the light of du Gay. However, as, the 

critique posed by du Gay postulates, the organization is not the ideal place for the employee to 

become “free”. Furthermore, the inner and personal passions of the employee become coerced 

and limited by the overall norms and expectation that employees must follow the organizational 

passion and mission, as argued in our analysis. This is consistent with the critique posed by du 

Gay, as the lack of such clear lines is a contributing risk factor in public organizations; the 

organization becomes infused with subjectivity, which can lead to corruption of the good public 
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bureaucrat. So, in the view of du Gay, it can be questioned whether the organization is the place 

for individuals to self-overcome. 

11.5 From New Public Management to New Public Governance 

As we saw in our literature review, NPG has spawned from the growing discontent towards 

NPM, which has become more rigid and ineffective (see Hood & Dixon, 2015b), even though it 

set out to make the public sector competitive with the private sector through less paperwork, 

less oversight, and supervision and more actionable plans and decision-making (Hood, 1991; see 

also Osborne, 2006; 2010; Vallentin & Thygesen, 2017; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). Thus, NPG 

was formulated on the basis of even less control and bureaucracy and more autonomy and 

relational managing through inter-personal relations and approaches to governance and 

management (see Osborne, 2006, p. 384). This holistic approach to management was welcomed 

by the public servants and leaders of various Danish public organizations, as many needed a new 

direction for their further development. This was the que for trust-based management and 

organizations to arise; minimal control and trust became the new wave within public 

management – and is still highly used, debated and assessed in current and contemporary 

literature, academia and practical use.  

JAC is one of the many public organizations that has tried to implement and use these new 

approaches and ideas for management, as we also suggested in our analysis, Josefsen and 

Andreasen provides insight into how trust-based management is viewed as a way to create good 

employees in the realm of NPG and de-bureaucratization. The fact that Josefsen and Andreasen 

has been designated as one of 10 public organizations in Denmark (see Ledelseskommissionen, 

2018) that has succeeded in doing this, and that they are being used as a key reference for all 

Danish public organization to follow, as suggested by the government (Holst, 2019), stresses the 

rapid move towards trust-based management in public management. 

As we sought to explain in the literature review of this master thesis, the traditional ideas and 

thoughts of public management and administration have changed over time. Political agendas 

and public opinion have helped form the public sector as we know it today. The last decade 

offered various political proposals (see Finansministeriet, 2017; 2018; Regeringen, 2019) and 

efficiency reports (see Kamp, Hohnen, Hvid, & Scheller, 2013; Ledelseskommissionen, 2018) in 

the Danish political landscape regarding optimizing, streamlining, and reforming the public 
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sector from a bureaucratic state to a state of NPG, trust-based management, and de-

bureaucratization.  

These political papers are often statements made before, during, or after elections and 

government negotiations (see Thorup, 2018), the aim of these reports and papers can therefore, 

to some degree, be reviewed as partisan statements. However, these papers also give insight 

into how the mindset of the respective governments are at the time of publication; they are all 

concerned with eminent problems that the public opinion has talked about in the years up to 

the statements’ publication. As B. Guy Peters puts it in Osborne (2010): “The idea of many 

political leaders has been that the bureaucracy was the problem, not the solution, and that 

fundamental changes were required” (2010, p. 36). 

However, though partly partisan and influenced by the political landscape, these reforms, 

reports, and papers still provide a valid and interesting insight into the machinery and thought-

process surrounding subjects such as public administration, managerial challenges in public 

organizations, and specific terms or ideas relevant to public administration. As illustrated earlier 

in the literature review, the general direction in political papers and reports is to build more 

trust, de-bureaucratization, and less control in the public sector and organizations (see 

Finansministeriet, 2017; 2018; Holst, 2019; Rasmussen & Holst, 2018; Regeringen, 2011; 2019; 

Thorup, 2018). These terms and ideas recur in the readings of Josefsen and Andreasen (2018) 

and in our findings, portrayed as the quest of the organizations to achieve “simple control” and 

“trust”, combined with the need to keep up with the increasing demand of efficiency in the 

public sector (see Josefsen and Andresen, 2018). 

So, in the light of post-bureaucratic organizations (see Reed, 2011) and in relation to our 

literature review, we can see managers and organizations expecting the employees to be 

innovative and creative; it becomes necessary for the contemporary employee to bring true 

creativeness coming from themselves. Likewise, in trust-based settings and contemporary public 

organizations, as we examined in our analysis, it is expected that the employee makes decisions 

based on their reasoning and contributes to the general wellbeing of the organization through 

the idea of self-expression and involvement (see Fleming & Sturdy, 2009; 2010). This result is in 

opposition to the idea of decisions being made in the light of bureaucratic and formal hierarchy, 

which, for a long time, have been the stigma of public organization (see Osborne, 2010), and it 

is expected that the employees in this era of trust-based management and NPG know how to 

manage their work while also taking care of proper and correct decision-making. Thus, the 
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employee is expected to be managed through their own autonomy, while they are affected by 

the organizational world around them.  

We have, in our analysis, suggested that passion has a dominant role in the aspect of how to 

make sure that employees contribute to the goal of the trust-based organization. However, in 

our initial findings, we see that the idea of “simple control” is more complicated than the 

previous reforms, reports, and papers otherwise suggested. In our findings, we see that one way 

that trust-based organizations have tried to deal with this expectation of achieving “simple 

control” and higher efficiency has been through the formulation and use of a common passion 

and shared value between the organization and its employees. As we have discussed previously 

in this chapter, the idea of passion and organizational values and beliefs as a guideline for 

organizational behavior and ethics. Thus, the critique against de-bureaucratization share similar 

views with the control regime as described light of neo-normative and normative control of 

Fleming and Sturdy (2009; 2011) and the worker-monad and organizational world of Lazzarato 

(2004). 

As we made clear in the introduction of this master thesis, some questions are outside of our 

scope of work. However, based on our analysis and our discussion of its implications it becomes 

relevant to expand and nuance this. Based on the view of neo-normative and normative control 

regimes, it can be argued whether there is no less control in trust-based organizations than in 

that of traditionally bureaucratic organizations with different managerial approaches. Similarly, 

the control cannot be considered to be simpler, but instead, it has become more complex. Our 

findings are therefore not in agreement with the notion of de-bureaucratization as being driven 

by “simple control”, as we argue that the control regimes of trust-based organizations in NPG 

(which must be considered de-bureaucratized organizations as they are within the realm of 

PBOs) take on a complex and more delicate approach to controlling and monitoring the 

employees. The discussion, as we illustrated earlier in this chapter, is thus situated in the realm 

of “what control is” rather than if “control is simple”. 
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11.6 Summary: New Areas of Problematization 

Our findings do not agree with past literature and research per se, but they do, however, 

acknowledge that there is more to the trust/control-nexus than just trust replacing control. We 

have, in our analysis, concluded that passion has a dominant role in the aspect of how to make 

sure that employees contribute to the goal of the trust-based organization. Our findings suggest 

that public managers should be aware that the passion of the organization can contribute to the 

development of both the individual and the organization negatively and positively. Involving and 

creating an organizational world in which employees must act can thus mean that they do not 

achieve the goal of contribution if they do not become aware of the inclinations that the 

organization imposes on them. The findings in our thesis suggest that there are differences 

between the practicalities of management. In that sense, our findings can contribute to 

managerial and organizational studies by introducing the aspect of personal self-overcoming 

and development surpassing the traditional understanding of management and co-existing. 

Based on the implications, it can be questioned whether trust-based management has been a 

successful case of de-bureaucratization. Is it possible to introduce less and more simple control? 

The discussion of implications suggests otherwise as control have gone from clear control in 

bureaucracy and scientific management (control of body), into an invisible control of (neo)-

normative control (control of mind). Thus, in trust-based organizations, the employees may not 

be aware of how they are controlled and influenced by organizations. Control was more visible 

in classical bureaucratic organization in contrast to organizations with (neo)-normative control. 

(Fleming & Sturdy, 2011). The good employee can develop themselves and make decisions 

based on negotiation, however, is that possible if the employees are restrained by (neo)-

normative control? This question is out of the scope of this master thesis, but it remains a 

concern that needs further investigation. What is the value of de-bureaucratization if it cannot 

contribute with a less and more simple control that can make the employees free? Why de-

bureaucratization if it does not enable employees to self-overcome and develop themselves 

through passion? We have argued, based on Nietzsche, that it is possible to self-overcome and 

self-develop in trust-based management. However, we cannot conclude that trust-based 

management and NPG are better equipped to create independent and passionate employees 

than the traditional forms of management and organization structure. 

However, to fully grasp such questions, one must keep other factors in mind. Hence, the societal 

benefits or negative consequences must be examined before a comprehensive understanding 
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of trust-based management in public organizations can be clarified. Further studies must, 

therefore, take into account the specifics of the given country and national census of how and 

what assignments and duties public organizations should fulfill. 
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12. Closing Remarks 

We began this master thesis by observing that trust has a central role in NPG. Public 

organizations search for employees who can independently solve problems and thereby 

contribute to a more efficient and streamlined organization. Employees are encouraged to be 

themselves through being “free” and “passionate”. Rather than being controlled by bureaucracy 

and top-down management, the employee should be guided by their passion. The “less and 

simplistic” approach to control in trust-based management has been the guiding principle of 

how to manage in contemporary public organizations. 

As trust-based management studies often focus on the contrast between control and trust, 

there tends to be neglect of the problematization between passion and freedom. The problem 

is evident, as employees are encouraged to be both independent and passionate while expected 

to follow the shared direction of the organization. Drawing on Kant and Nietzsche’s concepts of 

passion and freedom, we can look at the problematization in relation to Josefsen and 

Andreasen’s (2018) conceptualizing of trust-based management. Introducing the ideas from 

Kant and Nietzsche, we can highlight the correlation between freedom and passion. 

Furthermore, this allows us to investigate and conduct a philosophical critique of what it means 

to be a good employee in the public organization with trust, passion, and freedom as their core 

beliefs. 

Throughout the analysis, we touched upon the metaphysical question of whether or not the 

employees are self-conscious of how their passion influences their actions and decisions. Based 

on our analysis, we argue that passion and freedom can be contradicting and counterproductive 

when introduced simultaneously in public organizations. In the dogmatic view, passion can be 

seen as a deeply rooted desire that influences the rational decisions of the employees. However, 

in this view, having an overall passion statement is a contradiction, as it can be a way to influence 

employees. In other words, the role of the good employee being both “free” and “passionate” 

becomes a paradox in and of itself. 

However, we suggest that dogmatism is not radical enough; as we argue that employees can be 

both passionate and free. Passionate employees can become value-adding employees instead 

of counterproductive, and the good employee can become both free and passionate by 

developing themselves through self-consciousness. These traits are used by the good employee 
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to negotiate when doing the decision-making, valuing themselves by acknowledging that they 

are “value-creating individuals”. In other words, the good employee in trust-based management 

has an open mindset and strives to develop and improve their cognitive capacity continuously. 

This self-improvement allows the good employee to also contribute to the well-being of the 

organization. However, the employees that do not achieve self-consciousness remain influenced 

by the dogmatic norms posed in the organizations’ world, and, thereby, cannot contribute new 

perspectives or add value to the organization.  

We also discussed the implications of control and trust and whether passion can be considered 

a control regime. We, therefore, suggest that organizations’ passion statements influence the 

employees and that passion can be considered a normative control insofar the employees fail 

to self-overcome and be self-aware of how it influences them. In that case, it can be questioned 

if the goal of introducing “less” and “simpler” control has been successfully achieved in the era 

of NPG. In light of this, one is left with the question of “what is the actual value of de-

bureaucratizing and trust-based management” – an interesting question that would be sufficient 

for another thesis.  

Summing up our findings, we have argued that it is, in fact, possible for employees in trust-based 

organizations to experience passion and freedom. However, we suggest that the employees and 

managers of public organizations should consider the paradoxes highlighted throughout this 

thesis when introducing trust-based management. We furthermore propose that the problems 

posed in this thesis may be relevant in public organizations that have also been introduced to 

trust-based management. 
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