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Chapter I 
1-2-Problem Statement 

In the world of fast changing economy flexibility of organizations is growing ever more 

important. Within this context organizations have started to realize even on a greater scale 

how important is to have the right people on the right places. Not even the best equipment is 

a guarantee for success if organizations do not have the right people to do the job. Every 

human has its own values that combined with other peoples values create organizational 

values and the propose of this article is to investigate how organizational values influence the 

performance of organizations. Through this article we will focus on the question if the way 

organizational values are noted within organization influences the performance of these same 

organizations. Musek Lešnik (2006) says in this context that organizations can be successful 

when organizational goals are aligned with organizational values and those are aligned with 

personal values of people who are this same organization. 

Values are enduring because they are neither completely stable or unstable, but rather change 

in accordance to the changing physical, social, and spiritual environments of the individuals 

and groups that embrace them. Like all beliefs, organizational values have cognitive, affective 

and behavioral components which continually interact and are exhibited in the actions and 

behaviors of the members of an organization. Every profession and every organization is 

guided by a set of beliefs and values. It is these “organizational values” that communicate 

what an organization believes and what it considers to be important.an organizational value is 

“any concept or idea that is held in high esteem by the members of an organization and that 

shapes the organization’s philosophy, processes and goals.” The values held by the members 

of an organization determine the organizational culture, which according to new decades 

research is the most powerful internal force affecting any organization some researchers states 

that “organizational culture defines expectations about behavior, how work is done, how 

decisions are made, how social interactions are structured and how people communicate.  In 

this research indicated that before any organization begins to plan strategically for change 

within the organization, the organizational values held by its members must be identified, 

clarified and validated. 

1-3-Importance and Necessity of Research 

The results of my research can be useful to organizations that are concerned with maintaining 

a particular culture of values. Knowing which organizational socialization tactics and methods 
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of communication are most beneficial for volunteer value assimilation could give these 

organizations a basis from which to restructure their orientation programs. Since nonprofit 

organizations have limited resources and are constantly trying to reduce costs, it follows that 

they should seek the most efficient and effective methods for communicating core values 

during orientation. 

In addition to saving organizations time and money, improving their training methods could 

impact an organization’s brand. Wentzel (2009) found that when individuals interact with an 

employee who is considered an exemplar of the brand’s workforce, the employee’s behavior 

is attributed to the brand as a brand characteristic. In other words, the way an employee 

behaves—which is based on organizational values—affects the organization’s brand image. 

The conclusion of my research offers insight on an effective way of communicating 

organizational values that could be useful for organizations that aim to train employees to be 

positive brand ambassadors. 

 

Organizational culture and values can be linked to the success of organizations. In order to 

transfer their culture to new generations of employees, organizations must communicate their 

values. This is often done during newcomer orientation. Research has shown that individuals 

who attend orientation have a greater understanding of organizational knowledge than 

individuals who do not attend orientation. As such, it is valuable for organizations to use 

orientations to persuade newcomers to internalize and enact organizational values. More 

research is needed to determine the effective methods organizations can use to persuade 

newcomers to internalize organizational values. This information would be useful for the 

strategic planning of newcomer orientations, allowing organizations to make the most 

effective use of their limited resources. 

 

1-4-Research Objectives 

The purpose of this preliminary investigation was to examine value congruence, defined 

as the extent of fit between personal and organizational values, and its influence on 

perceived ethical work behaviors and employee organizational commitment . There is a gap 

in the literature concerning this relationship, and a growing body of research suggests a 

need to examine the combined effect of individual and organizational factors on employee 
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satisfaction (Chatman, 1991; Kristof, 1996). The identification of factors that shape ethical 

work behavior and commitment is both valuable and vital to the field of employee's 

behavior. 

1-5-Hypotheses 

 personal values (PV) as measured by the Personal Values Scale, organizational 

values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical Values Scale, perceived ethical 

work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate Questionnaire, and 

organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire of employees who participated in this study. 

 There is relationship between personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) 

of employees as measured by the Personal Values Scale and the Corporate Ethical 

Values Scale. 

 personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) predict organizational 

commitment (OC) of employees as measured by the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire. 

 Personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) predict perceived ethical 

work behavior (EWB) of employees as measured by the Ethical Climate 

Questionnaire 

 

1-6-Research Questions 

The results of this preliminary investigation formed the basis for a better understanding 

of fit between personal and organizational values, and how fit can impact perceptions of 

the work behaviors and organizational commitment of employees. This preliminary 

investigation addressed the following research questions: 

 
1.   What are the personal values (PV) as measured by the Personal Values Scale, 

organizational values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical Values Scale, 

perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate 
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Questionnaire, and organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire of employees who participated in this study? 

2.   What is the relationship between personal values (PV) and organizational values 

(OV) of employees as measured by the Personal Values Scale and the Corporate Ethical 

Values Scale? 

3.   Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) predict organizational 

commitment (OC) of employees as measured by the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire? 

4.  Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) predict perceived 

ethical work behavior (EWB) of employees as measured by the Ethical Climate 

Questionnaire? 

5.   Which of the following variables, personal values (PV) as measured by the Personal 

Values Scale, organizational values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical Values 

Scale, and ethical work behavior as measured by the Ethical Climate Questionnaire 

(EWB), best predict organizational commitment of employees as measured by the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire? 

6.   Which of the following variables, personal values (PV), organizational values (OV), 

perceived ethical work behaviors (EWB), and organizational commitment (OC), best 

predict value congruence? 

 

1-8-Definition of Concepts and Terminology 

Values 

The term ‘values’ occurs in everyday use. While certain scholarly domains may define values 

in a particular way, it is a term that ordinary people with an average level of education would 

feel they understood without the need to consult a dictionary. Thus authors, especially those 

writing for practitioners (e.g. Peters & Waterman, 1982), do not always define clearly what 

they mean by the term ‘values’ in the context of organizations. This problem arises with other 

terms that are not technical, but in common usage, such as ‘innovation’ (Hindle, 2002). In a 

scholarly review, however, it is necessary for key terms to be defined, thus this section begins 
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with a discussion of the nature of values drawn from the psychology literature. The discussion 

continues with an examination of how values operate to influence attitudes, behaviour and 

motivation, and, in a following section, the distinction between values, morals and ethics. 

 

1-9-Methods for collecting information (field, library, etc.): 

Individuals who met eligibility requirements that allowed for participation in the study were 

offered access to an online web-based survey.  The on-line survey utilized a data collection 

program called Qualtrics that was provided by The University of Iowa. Qualtrics is a secure, 

online data collection service that enabled respondents to complete the survey electronically. 

KTPCO Company emailed the survey link to recruits captured in the random sample and 

directed them to the survey that was administered by the Qualtrics survey program. 

1-10-Statistical Society: 

The sample for the investigation was obtained from the membership of KTPCO 

Company, a national voluntary professional organization of employees. To become a 

member of KTPCO Company, applicants must meet the requirements of one of three 

designations:  Professional, Associate, or Student.  Applicants who are actively engaged in 

the addictions profession are considered for the Professional designation. Applicants who 

are working toward qualifications, certifications, and licensure and have been in the  

ddictions profession for less than 5 years are considered for the Associate designation. These 

individuals are those who are considered counselors in training or non-clinical professionals 

who wish to join KTPCO Company (probation officers, public health workers, etc.).  The 

third applicant designation is Student, which designates individuals who are in a 

college/university, or government approved training program, with a minimum of three 

credit hours in an addiction studies program, and not currently practicing as an addictions 

professional. 

1-11-Information Analysis Methodology: 

The responses from the survey collected by KTPCO Company through Qualtrics were entered 

into a spreadsheet for analysis using SPSS statistical software.  Descriptive statistics such as 

means, standard deviations, reliabilities, multiple regressions, and correlation were calculated 

and analyzed.  Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was calculated and analyzed to aid in establishing 
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reliability and internal validity.  The spreadsheet identified the state where the respondent was 

employed, demographics (age, gender, race/ethnicity, state of residence), organizational type 

(e.g., residential, outpatient, community), position title, years in the field of employees 

behavior years in the current organization, completion of probationary period, highest degree 

earned, and certification or licensure.  The survey did not require any self-identifying 

information. The data collected from each respondent included the responses to the questions 

on each of the instruments:  the Personal Values Scale, the Ethical Climate Questionnaire, the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, the Value Congruence Scale, and a demographic 

questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter II 
2-1-Introduction 

The literature  reviewed is drawn from various scholarly domains, including entrepreneurship, 

management, organizational behaviour, psychology, philosophy and ethics, but there are two 

main themes. One is the nature of values, how they are formed and how they influence 

behaviour,  both in the individual  context and the organizational context. The other is the field 

of organizational culture, how it forms, how it influences the way an organization operates 

and, in particular,  how it may contribute to (or detract from) organizational performance. The 

link between these themes is the assertion (which will be justified by reference to relevant 

literature) that values are an important  component of organizational culture. 

2.2 Theoretical Foundations of Research 

Values 
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The term ‘values’ occurs in everyday  use. While certain scholarly domains may define 

values in a particular  way, it is a term that ordinary people with an average  level of 

education would feel they understood without the need to consult a dictionary.   Thus 

authors, especially those writing for practitioners  (e.g. Peters & Waterman, 1982), do 

not always  define clearly what they mean by the term ‘values’ in the context of 

organizations. This problem arises with other terms that are not technical,  but in common 

usage, such as ‘innovation’  (Hindle, 2002). In a scholarly review, however, it is necessary 

for key terms to be defined, thus this section begins with a discussion of the nature of 

values drawn from the psychology literature.  The discussion continues with an 

examination  of how values operate to influence attitudes, behaviour and motivation,  

and, in a following section, the distinction between values, morals and ethics. 

 

THE NATURE OF VALUES 

What are values? What do they represent? Can they be classified? Where do they come 

from? The work of psychologist Milton Rokeach has been recognised as seminal in the 

study of human values (Agle & Caldwell,  1999). He studied in considerable depth the 

nature of beliefs, attitudes and values (which he regarded as a special type of belief) and 

the relationships between them. 

He proposed that beliefs form a hierarchy  from most deeply to least deeply held 

(Rokeach,1968): 

Type A:  Primitive beliefs with universal consensus. Everyone of the individual’s  

acquaintance shares these beliefs. “The sky is blue”, “my name is Susan” 

“this is a table”. 

 

Type B:  Primitive beliefs with zero consensus. These are usually formed through 

adverse experience. The fact that nobody else shares these beliefs 

reinforces rather than weakens them. 

 

Type C:  Authority beliefs concern what persons or groups can be trusted, who to 

look to for authority  in everyday  life. 
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Type D:  Derived beliefs arise from authority  beliefs. If an individual  has chosen 

to trust a particular  authority,  they are likely to share beliefs propounded 

by that authority. 

 

Type E:  Inconsequential  beliefs represent more or less arbitrary matters of taste. 

They are incontrovertible because they represent only the individual’s  

opinion. The consequences of disagreement  are minor. 

 

The five belief types represent a hierarchy  with Type A and B beliefs being the most 

resistant to change. A change in a belief at the top of the hierarchy  would have a greater 

impact on an individual’s  belief system. Thus if an individual  were to change their 

religion (a type C belief), this would result in more widespread changes to their attitudes 

and behaviours than, for example, acquiring  a taste for a food they had previously 

disliked (a type E belief). 

Rokeach identified three categories of beliefs: 

•   Descriptive or existential:  capable of being true or false 

•    Evaluative: object of belief is judged to be good or bad 

• Prescriptive/proscriptive: means or end of action is judged to be 

desirable or undesirable 

He regarded values as beliefs of the third kind: prescriptive or proscriptive. Rokeach 

offered the following definition of values and values systems: 

 “A value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of 

existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode 

of conduct or end-state of existence. A value system is an enduring organization 

of beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct or end-states of existence 

along a continuum of relative importance.” 

(Rokeach, 1973:5) 

As a type of belief, it followed that a value possessed the three properties common to 

all beliefs: cognitive,  affective and behavioural  (Rokeach, 1968). A value involved 

cognition about the desirable. A value was affective in the sense that a person could feel 

emotional about it, implying personal commitment (or rejection) rather than 
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unemotional compliance (or disregard). A value had a behavioural component in the 

sense that it might influence action. 

As indicated in the quote above, Rokeach proposed that values could refer to a desirable 

mode of conduct (means-based or instrumental) or a desirable end-state (ends-based or 

terminal) and could be considered preferable in either a personal or social context. This 

led to two sub-types for terminal and instrumental  values, based on whether the value 

had a personal or inter- personal focus. Terminal values with a personal focus applied 

only to the individual  who held them (peace of mind, personal prosperity), whereas 

terminal values with an inter-personal focus (also referred to as social values) applied 

to a broader context, which could be society as a whole (world peace, justice for all) or 

a sub-group such as the organization they work for (equality of opportunity). 

Instrumental  values with an inter-personal focus were activated  by external 

expectations,  and their violation of aroused a sense of guilt about wrongdoing. 

Rokeach called these ‘moral values’. Instrumental  values with a personal focus were 

activated  by internal expectations  and their violation led to feelings of shame about 

personal inadequacy.  Rokeach called these 

‘competence values’ (also referred to as self-actualisation values). The value 

types are summarised in Table 1. 

Rokeach’s definition of values is supported by other researchers in the field. Many also 

make the distinction between terminal and instrumental  values (Kluckholn, 1951; Guth 

& Tagiuri, 1965; Enz, 1988; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Others have preferred to define 

values only in terms of desirable end-states (Hofstede, 1980; Connor & Becker, 1975; 

Hambrick & Brandon, 1988), while Ravlin  & Meglino (1987) preferred the instrumental  

or mode of conduct expression of values. 

Rokeach distinguished  between values and other components of organizational culture: 

attitudes and social norms (Rokeach, 1973: 17-22). He viewed attitudes as context 

specific, focused on a specific object or situation, whereas values were independent of 

context. Values were seen as a determinant  of attitudes and played a directive role, 

providing a source of motivation,  while attitudes  were reactive, a product of inputs. 

Table 1: Summary of Rokeach value types 
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 Personal 
Based on internal expectations

Social 
Based on external expectations 

End-state Personal values Social values 
(“Terminal”) Examples: “Peace of mind”, Examples: “World peace”, 

 “Personal prosperity” “Justice for all” 
  cf Collins (1994) “core purpose”

Mode of conduct 
(“Instrumental”) 

“Competence” or 
“Self- actualisation” 

“Moral values” 

 Breach involves shame about Breach involves guilt about 
 personal inadequacy wrongdoing. 
 Examples: “Excellence” Examples: “Truthfulness” 

  cf Collins (1994) “core values” 

 

 

Social norms differed from values in three main ways: they referred only to modes of 

conduct, rather than end states; like attitudes, they were context specific; and they 

were consensual and external,  rather than personal and internal (affective). A person 

may conform to a social norm of behaviour, for example dressing smartly at work, 

without holding any view about whether that behaviour is desirable or not. Table 2 

summarises the distinctions. 

 

Table 2: Values, Attitudes and Social Norms 

 

Value Attitude 

A single belief. An organization of several beliefs. 

Independent of objects or situations. Focussed on a specific object or situation. 

A standard,  guiding action. An outcome of standards, not a standard in its 
own right. 

Numbers only in the dozens, based on learned 
beliefs concerning  desirable modes of conduct 
and desirable end-states. 

Numbers in the thousands, based on the 
multiplicity  of situations an individual 
encounters in their life. 

Central to a person’s personality and cognitive  
make-up, and therefore is a determinant  of 
attitudes (and of behaviour). 

Less central – determined by values rather 
than being a determinant  of values. 

Values are directive, providing a source of 
motivation. 

Attitudes are not directive, they are reactions 
rather than inputs. 
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Value Social norm 

May refer either to mode of conduct or end- 
state of existence. 

May only refer to mode of conduct 

Transcends specific situations Defines an appropriate  mode of conduct in a 
specific situation. 

Personal and internal Consensual and external 
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Rokeach’s definition of values overlays neatly on ‘core purpose’ and ‘core values’ as 

described by Collins and Porras (1994) (shown in Table 1 above). Core purpose—a 

reason for being in business beyond profit and any transient  business opportunity—

fits Rokeach’s definition of a terminal value, while core value—a guiding principle 

according  to which business is conducted—fits his definition of an instrumental  

value. Both core purpose and core values are of the inter-personal or ‘social’ type, 

since the end-states and modes of conduct are valued for a wider group than just the 

individual  who holds the values. Furthermore, the use of the word‘core’ implies that 

the values are deeply held, and therefore resistant to change. From this, it follows that 

the adoption of a ‘core ideology’ in an organization must necessarily be the choice 

of the individuals in that organization. Deeply held beliefs cannot be imposed on 

people. 

This view was supported by Hofstede (1991) who argued that values are often not 

directly observable and are highly resistant to change. He asserted that most values 

were acquired early in our lives, usually based on family influences. Because of this, 

values often remained unconscious to those who held them, were therefore difficult 

to discuss and only observable, indirectly and imperfectly, by inference from the 

behaviour of the individuals. 

It follows that any organization espousing a ‘core ideology’ is effectively stating  that 

individuals who do not share the values defined by that ideology do not belong in 

that organization. This is completely consistent with Collins and Porras’ (1994) 

description of core ideology as observed in the companies they studied. It is also a 

confronting  statement to make, which may explain why so many companies choose 

to espouse ‘motherhood’ values that do not have any meaningful influence on the 

operation of the company, but nor do they present any conflict with the personal 

values of their employees. 

Values and beliefs 

If values are special a type of belief as Rokeach (1973) asserts, then what about 

beliefs that are not values? Like values, they are cognitive,  affective and behavioural  

(Rokeach, 1968) and may therefore also help to understand the behavioural  norms 

of organizations. Behavioural norms are not necessarily founded on values. For 

example, a commonly observed practice in founder- managed  companies is to refer 

all decisions to the founder. This is often based on the founder’s belief that nobody 
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else knows the right way to run the company. He or she may not believe this is 

desirable. In fact, they may be over-worked, highly stressed and fervently wish that 

somebody else could be trusted to make the decisions. By Rokeach’s definition, this 

is not a value, because it is not a belief about what is desirable only about what is true. 

It might, nevertheless, be very deeply held and hard to shift, and have a strong 

influence on the behavioural  norms, and hence the culture of the company. 

A well-known example of a core belief is the Theory X, Theory Y model developed 

by McGregor  (1960). Theory X holds that people are inherently lazy and will avoid 

work unless closely supervised, therefore the manager’s  role is to structure, monitor 

and correct their work. Theory Y, by contrast, holds that most people are motivated 

by the satisfaction  of doing a good job and will do their best given the right 

conditions, therefore the manager’s  role is to define the task and remove any barriers 

that impede productive work. These opposing core beliefs lead to very different 

organizational cultures, but they are not core values. It is perfectly possible to believe 

in Theory X, while thinking that Theory Y is infinitely more desirable. Schein (1985) 

uses this very example to point out the significant  influence of deep-seated beliefs, 

which he referred to as ‘assumptions’. 

Rokeach (1973), despite defining values as a special type of belief asserted that beliefs 

differed from values in that they were less internalised, more influenced by external 

data and therefore more susceptible to change as a result of new information. This 

seems reasonable. Descriptive or existential  beliefs about what is true or false, 

although  they may be deeply held, do not carry the emotional burden of desirability 

or undesirability.  It is deeply confronting  for a person to contemplate the possibility 

that what they have long believed to be desirable may actually  be undesirable (or 

vice versa). It should be less confronting  (though still far from easy) to contemplate 

the possibility that a belief they have long held is not supported by evidence. This 

would suggest that when attempting to identify the core values of an organization, 

it is important  to distinguish between beliefs (which should be susceptible to change 

through evidence and reason) and values (which may be strongly internalised and 

highly resistant to change). 

 

However, others, such as Schein (1983) argued that beliefs are also deep-seated and 

highly resistant to change. He identified five basic assumptions that define a cultural 

paradigm  for an organization, which acts as a lens through which the organization 
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itself and the environment  in which it exists are viewed. These were (Schein, 1983: 

16): the organization’s relationship to its environment  (dominance, submission, 

harmonisation, niche); the nature of reality and truth (how do we determine what is 

a ‘fact’?); the nature of human nature (e.g. Theory X or Theory Y); the nature of 

human activity  (what is the “right” thing for humans to do?); the nature of human 

relationships (how should people treat each other?). Schein did not suggest that 

business founders consciously considered these fundamental  questions, but that they 

formed the answers unconsciously, based on their experience of life in general and 

their business in particular.  Of Schein’s five ‘assumptions’, the last two involve a 

conception of what is desirable and thus would meet Rokeach’s definition of values. 

Thus the boundary between beliefs and values is somewhat blurred. 

A descriptive belief is defined as being capable of being true or false (Rokeach, 

1973). Thus it should be able to be supported or contradicted  by evidence that an 

observer can judge as valid or invalid. In practice this is not straightforward. 

Evidence is often complex and based on assumptions that may justify different 

interpretations. Furthermore, the process of presenting evidence that contradicts  a 

long held belief, may be personally confronting—nobody likes to admit they are 

wrong. Nevertheless, if evidence is presented in a non-confrontational manner, with 

the assumptions on which it is based made clear, a person may change a deeply held 

belief without any great emotional turmoil. This is less likely to be the case with a 

deeply held value. 

When beliefs differ between members of an organization on a matter that is amenable 

to external verification  there will be a tendency for those in dispute to attempt to 

convert the other to their point of view with evidence. Because reason is highly valued 

in the world of business and emotion is not, it is hard for a person to defend a belief 

other than with objective evidence. Conversely, because values are internalised and 

based on personal judgements,  there is less of an imperative  for individuals to share 

values. Thus there may be an expectation  that beliefs—at 

least those of the descriptive type—should be shared, whereas values may be 

considered a personal matter and permitted to differ. 

 

However, Schein’s (1983) vignettes of the development of culture in founder-

managed businesses suggests that underlying  assumptions over time assume the 
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qualities of values, in that long-standing members of the organization regard these 

assumptions as not simply ‘what is’, but ‘what should be’. 

 

“… founders are especially likely to introduce humanistic, social service, and 

other non-economic assumptions into their paradigm of how an organization 

should look, and the general manager who is introduced from the outside often 

finds these assumptions to be the very thing that he or she wants to change in 

the attempt to 

‘rationalize’ the organization and make it more efficient.” 

 

This resistance to the ‘new broom’ may not be unique to founder-managed 

companies, but I suggest that an additional  factor is at play in this context, and that 

is the issue of identity. The founder’s identity, and possibly that of long-standing 

members of the organization, is bound up in the assumptions about how that 

organization should look. Any challenge to those assumptions thus becomes a 

challenge to the founder’s very conception of self. That identity is extremely 

important to founders was noted by Vyakarnam et al. (1997) in a study of how small 

business owners resolved ethical dilemmas. ‘Self’ emerged as an important  

stakeholder in determining  the ‘right’ thing to do. 

 

Recently,  the idea that you can choose your beliefs has become popular. Harvard  

Business School alumnus, Stever Robbins, supports Schein’s view (above) of how 

beliefs influence the way you run your business, but he asserts that beliefs are a 

choice. You can choose to accept or reject conventional  wisdom. The key is to choose 

beliefs that serve you well and take you where you want to go, rather than accepting  

the conventional  wisdom beliefs that surround you (Robbins, 2006). In short, you 

create the sort of business (or world, or life) that you want to have simply by believing 

it is possible. 

 

This way of thinking, formerly belonging  to the domain of so-called New Age 

thinking, has recently become mainstream  thanks to the massive popularity of the 

DVD and book The Secret, based on the ‘law of attraction’ (Byrne, 2006). The ideas 

presented are not new: Buddha is quoted as teaching “what  you have become is the 
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result of what you have thought”,  but it has not previously been popularised to such 

a great extent. While the ‘law’ has been widely criticized by scientists (for its lack 

of robust scientific evidence) and ethicists (for its focus on the accumulation  of 

personal wealth), its very appeal is in itself interesting.  As a lecturer teaching 

entrepreneurship  students, I found that half of my last class had seen the DVD or 

read the book and were intrigued by the ideas presented. The appeal for them, I 

observed, was not getting  rich quick (as second year Masters students in 

entrepreneurship,  they knew how hard and risky the road to entrepreneurial  success 

was), but the idea that visualising  their concept or business as real could help to 

make it happen—something they intuitively  felt anyway. 

 

Although The Secret and other, similar, publications are not founded on evidence that 

would be accepted by most scientists, there is some sound research that supports the 

proposition that passionate intention toward a goal can help to achieve it. Building 

on his quantum-holographic theory of intuition, Ray Bradley, of the HeartMath 

Institute in Boulder Creek, California  asserts that the same processes of energetic 

resonance that have been observed to allow experimental subjects to perceive a 

stimulus before it is physically  administered (McCraty,  2004a; 2004b), “… are also 

the means by which passionate intentional  bio-emotional energy radiating from an 

individual  can affect the object of interest’s actualisation from potential into reality 

as an entity in the space-time world.” (Bradley, 2007a). In layman’s terms: passionate 

intention physically and positively affects the process of creation. 

Why is this relevant? Because it suggests that business founders have the power to 

choose the reality they wish to create. The values that founders consciously or 

unconsciously embrace, the beliefs that they have consciously or unconsciously 

accumulated,  influence the type of organization they visualise building, which in 

turn directly affects the reality of that emergent organization. 

 

Content of values 

Rokeach’s The nature of human values (1973) has been cited above as a source of definition 

of values and beliefs. The definitions provided above are taken from the opening 

chapters of the book. 
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The balance of the book concerns the development, testing and application  of an 

instrument for 

capturing  and classifying the content of human values, the Rokeach Values Survey. 

Many researchers have attempted to develop instruments for categorising the range 

of human values and their level of importance to any particular  individual.  Apart 

from Rokeach’s survey, the most successful in terms of acceptance  and use have 

been Allport, Vernon & Lindzey (1960) with the AVL values measure; England 

(1967) with the Personal Values Questionnaire;  and Kahle et al. (1986) with the 

List of Values (LOV), which was aimed at assessing consumer 

values. Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) developed a categorisation of human values based 

on sourcesof motivation  and further refined by Schwartz (1992, 1996) with the aim 

of achieving  a clearer understanding of how value systems are affected by general 

social experience, unique personal experiences, and how value systems influence 

behaviour and decision-making. In addition, there is the Comparative Emphasis Scale 

(CES) developed by Ravlin  and Meglino (1987) which assesses the relative importance 

of work-related values. 

 

These instruments are mentioned to acknowledge  their existence and credibility. 

However, the focus of this study was not the content of an individual’s  value systems, 

but how they interpreted and applied the concept of values in an organizational 

context. 

 

THE SOURCE OF VALUES 

 

Personal social values (beliefs about what is desirable in a social context) are 

generally acknowledged to be formed early in life and influenced by the values of 

those people with whom we have a strong personal relationship, usually family, or 

authority  figures, such as religious or political organizations (Rokeach, 1973; 

Hofstede, 1991). The origin of personal psychological values (beliefs about what is 

preferable for the individual alone) is the domain of motivational theory and may be 

influenced by situation (e.g. Maslow, 1943) or personality (e.g. McClelland, 
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1961). However, it has been recognised that values vary at a societal level 

and that these influence the personal values of individuals within those 

societies. 

Cultural values 

 

Values at the level of nations or societies have been far less studied than at the 

individual level (Agle & Caldwell,  1999) and are only peripherally  relevant to this 

thesis, however they are pertinent to any discussion of values. An acknowledged  

leader in this field is Geert Hofstede, who demonstrated that national culture was 

a significant  determinant  of personal values (Hofstede, 1980). He used data 

collected by a multi-national company (later revealed to be IBM), originally  

collected as part of an assessment of employee morale, and covering 40 countries 

in two waves, roughly four years apart. The survey was substantial,  covered 

employees at all levels, and around 60 of the questions related to personal values. 

IBM had, and still has, a very strong corporate culture, and also had, at the time 

of the surveys, a policy of employing local staff, up to senior management level, 

to run their overseas branches. Thus any differences in values between the 

employees from the different nations represented in the survey could reasonably  be 

attributed  to the influence of national culture. 

 

Hofstede found significant  differences in values between countries and, to some 

extent, between occupations. He identified four dimensions within which cultural 

values varied: power distance (tolerance of hierarchy), uncertainty avoidance (tolerance of 

ambiguity),  individualism (as opposed to concern for the collective) and masculinity (the 

role that gender plays in prescribing societal roles). A subsequent replication of the 

study, which included oriental countries, added a fifth dimension: long-term orientation. 

For each of these four (or five) dimensions, a national ‘norm’ value could be 

calculated, thus providing a profile of each nation. For example, the USA was 

characterised  by moderate to low power distance (acceptance of hierarchies), 

moderate uncertainty avoidance  (or moderate tolerance for ambiguity),  very high 

individualism,  high masculinity  and relatively  short-term orientation  (Hofstede, 

2001). 

 



23 
 

One immediate corollary of Hofstede’s findings regarding differences in national 

cultures was that organizations seeking to operate in multiple countries might find 

that the organizational culture of the home country was not readily transplantable 

into foreign branches. In particular, Hofstede noted that the popular models of 

motivation  existing at the time his research was carried out (e.g. Maslow, 1943; 

McClelland,  1961) were almost all based on American culture, and were unlikely to 

be valid in countries whose cultural profiles differed significantly from that of the 

US.  

The ‘IBM research’, as it has come to be known, has been replicated and generally  

supported in six separate studies covering a total of 14 countries between 1990 and 

2002, using an improved version of the survey (Values Survey Modules). The 

dimensions of cultural values have been found to be consistent with other research 

in this domain, such as Schwartz (1992) and Ingelhart (1997) (Hofstede & Hofstede, 

2005). 

 

Thus, while there are competing models for describing culture at a societal level, 

these models are not inconsistent with each other and there is strong consensus that 

personal values are, to a degree, determined by national culture. The implication for 

this study is that founders are likely to be influenced by national culture in their 

choice of values for their organization. If they choose to make those values explicit 

and openly to promote them, then they would be well advised to do so in culturally  

appropriate  terms. This could be of particular  relevance to companies operating  

internationally. 

 

Organizational values 

It is debatable  what we mean when we talk of organizational values, or even 

whether it is reasonable to use such a term at all. Values are an attribute  of individual  

humans, so it is not strictly correct to talk of an organization having values. In 

practice, what we usually mean by organizational values is either: a set of values 

espoused by the organization; or a set of values shared to a greater or lesser degree 

by the members of an organization. As Argyris and Schön (1978) observed, these 

are not necessarily (or even often) the same thing. Espoused values are not difficult 

to identify or define—they are clearly articulated.  It is values in use and the degree 
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of consensus over those values within an organization that have been the object of 

research activity. 

 

The measures of values described above focus on the content of values for an individual. 

Their reliability  and applicability in the study of shared values in an organization is 

limited. It cannot be safely assumed that an individual  will respond the same way if 

completing such a survey instrument in the work environment,  as in their own home 

(or, indeed, that he or she will not). While organizational values may be investigated 

by aggregating the values of individuals within the organization, using some of the 

instruments described earlier, it becomes questionable whether the results obtained 

represent personal values, organizational values, or somewhere on a continuum 

between the two. Some values only make sense in the context of an organization 

customer service, for example—and would not be captured by a survey instrument 

focused on personal values. 

Agle and Caldwell  (1999: 363-364) identified three conceptualisations of 

organizational values: 

1.   The aggregate personal values of members of the organization 

2.   The desired (or espoused) values of the organization 

3.   The aggregate perception of espoused values by members of the organization 

[Should anyone doubt that the second and third of these are different, I suggest they 

try asking any member of a large organization what it stands for without allowing  

them to refer to a written  copy of the organization’s mission or vision statement.] 

Agle and Caldwell  (1999: 365) illustrated the difference with an example: 

 “Consider a small town where all the people belong to the church, the civic 

club, and work at the same company. If one were to view the values of the 

organization as equivalent to the average personal values of the members, and 

were to measure them that way, in this small town, one would come to the 

conclusion that the values of the church, the civic organization,  and the business 

are all the same. However, were one to measure the group values of these 

organizations using the second and thirdmethods, one is likely to find that the 

values of these organizations are very different.” 
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I would suggest that the situation is even more complex. If one were to measure the 

personal values of the residents (method 1) in their own homes and again in the church 

or the civic club, I suggest that the results may be different, because the personal 

values reported are mediated by the context within which the survey is completed. 

This is somewhat supported by Hofstede who defined organizational culture as “the 

collective programming  of the mind that  distinguishes the members of one organization from another” 

(Hofstede, 1991:282), suggesting  that personal values are influencedor ‘programmed’  

by the organization while the person is operating in the context of that  organization. 

Hofstede’s observation arises from extending his research on national cultures to 

culture within organizations (Hofstede, 1991; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). He first 

proposed a model for the manifestation  of culture, comparing  it to the layers of an 

onion (see Figure 1). At the centre, or innermost layer, of the ‘onion’ were values. 

Moving away from the centre were, in sequence, rituals, heroes and symbols, which 

Hofstede grouped together under the heading of ‘practices’. The closer to the surface 

the manifestation  of culture, the more visible it was and the more amenable to change 

(Hofstede, 1991:8-9). 

Values, the innermost layer, are least directly observable and most resistant to change. 

They are acquired early in our lives, usually based on family influences. Because of 

this, values remain unconscious to those who held them, and therefore difficult to 

observe or discuss. 

Organizational cultures, argued Hofstede, differed from national cultures in that the 

members of the organization joined as adults, therefore their value systems were 

mostly defined before they joined the organization. In organizations, therefore, practices 

are a more significant  manifestation of culture, than are values. This means that 

whereas national cultures are, for all practical purposes, not changeable  (they may 

evolve slowly, but no orchestrated change program will have any effect), 

organizational culture change is feasible, though still difficult. 
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Figure 1: Hofstede’s "onion" model of manifestations of culture 

[Source: Google images] 

In order to study the dimensions of organizational culture, Hofstede led a study led 

under the auspices of the Institute for Research on Intercultural  Cooperation 

(IRIC) and conducted between 1985 and 1987. It covered a number of 

organizations in two countries, Denmark and the Netherlands. 

 

The IRIC survey took the form of 61 questions relating  to perceptions of work 

practices, commencing ‘where I work…’ with responses on a 5-point Likert scale 

with the polarities labelled. These were administered across 20 organizations, to 

employees drawn equally from managers,  professionals and non-professionals. 

Factor analysis of the matrix of 61 questions across these 20 organizations revealed 

six factors reflecting distinct dimensions of perceived organizational practices. These 

six dimensions were not, in general, correlated with Hofstede’s (1980) four dimensons 

of national culture, leading the researchers to conclude that, for the most part, the 

six organizational culture dimensions represented practices to which employees had 

been socialised without their personal values being involved. 

 

Whereas the popular literature  of the time, following Peters and Waterman (1982) 

held that shared values represented the core of corporate culture, the IRIC study 

showed the reverse was true: that shared perception of daily practices formed the core of 

corporate culture, rather than shared values—the reverse of the role of values in 
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national culture. Hofstede ascribed this difference to a difference in focus. Whereas 

the management texts focused on the values of the corporate ‘heroes’ (founders and 

significant  leaders), the IRIC study focused on the ordinary employees and assessed 

the degree to which the values of the leaders were transmitted  to and taken on board 

by the employees. It found that, although  culture might be shaped by leaders, the 

way it was transmitted  to the general staff of an organization was through shared 

practices (Hofstede, 1991:286). This suggests that routine practices and the values 

underlying  them should be part of any examination  of organizational culture and 

values. 

 

Congruence of personal and organizational values 

Hofstede & Hofstede’s description of organizational values were obtained by 

aggregating individual  perceptions of actual values of the companies as represented 

by the practices of the organization. This is distinct from Agle and Caldwell’s 

(1999) second and third conceptualisations (described above) of organizational 

values as the aggregate of individual workers’ perceptions of espoused values, or 

the perceptions of the leaders of the organization, both of which attempt to represent 

the ‘self-image’ of the organization. This element of organizational culture is 

important  when it comes to assessing the potential fit of a worker with the 

organization’s culture. It has been shown that the greater the similarity  between a 

person’s self-image and his or her image of an organization, the more they will be 

attracted  to that organization (Tom, 1971), thus the image of an organization may 

be important  in attracting employees. From the perspective of the prospective 

employer, however, it is desirable to move beyond the employee’s perception of fit 

to a more objective measure. 

 

A major challenge in assessing the fit between a person and a situation, has been to 

measure both person and situation in similar terms. O’Reilly et al. (1991) observed 

that most studies of person-situation fit had used normative  measures of personality 

to assess individual characteristics, but broad classifications of tasks, occupations or 

jobs to characterise  situations, thus the descriptions derived were essentially in 

different ‘languages’ and not really comparable. 
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To address this problem, they developed an instrument, the Organizational Culture 

Profile (OCP) that attempted to describe organizational culture in normative,  values-

based terms—the terms routinely used to characterise  individuals. By asking a 

number of individuals familiar with an organization to use the OCP to describe it, 

the cultural profile for the organization could be derived. [This provides both a 

description of the organization’s culture and a measure of its coherence via the inter-

correlation among raters.] Using the same instrument,  prospective employees could 

build a profile of the organizational culture that would appeal to them. The results 

could then be compared to assess the fit between the person and the organization.  

A longitudinal  (2-year) study using the OCP showed that person-organization fit 

was positively correlated with job satisfaction  and normative  commitment and 

negatively correlated with intent to leave. Furthermore, person-organization fit was 

a significant  and positive predictor of 

whether the person was still with the firm two years later. Person-organization fit 

was correlated with normative  commitment, which is based on values, but not with 

instrumental  commitment, which is based on extrinsic rewards. Normative  

commitment is often associated with companies with strong cultures (Caldwell et 

al., 1990). 

 

Other researchers have examined the effect of congruence between personal and 

organizational values. It has been shown to have a positive influence on 

organizational effectiveness in a number of ways. Congruence  between the values 

of workers and their supervisors has been shown to enhance job satisfaction  and 

organizational commitment (Meglino et al., 1989). Congruence  between personal 

and organizational values has been associated with positive work attitudes (Posner 

et al., 1985), and improved operating  unit performance (Enz & Schwenk, 

1989). Interestingly, in a study of the impact of values congruence on work attitudes 

and perceptions of ethical practices, Posner and Schmidt (1993) found that clarity 

about personal values had almost as great a positive effect as congruence of personal 

and perceived organizational values. In other words, respondents who were clear 

about their own personal values felt positive about their work and about the ethical 

attitudes of their colleagues, even if they were unclear about their organization’s 

values or felt they were not congruent  with their personal values. The reverse was not 
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true. Clarity  about organizational values did not lead to positive attitudes in the 

absence of clarity about personal values. This somewhat surprising finding may be 

explained in part by the fact that the sample was of managers rather than subordinates. 

Managers  may have a greater degree of autonomy to act according to their own 

personal values than do subordinates. 

Thus empirical research has confirmed the benefit to an organization of having  a 

good fit between the values of employees and those of the organization. Achieving  

person-organization fit depends on both the employee and the employing 

organization understanding their value systems. The evidence of Posner and Schmidt 

(1993), above, suggests that the employee’s understanding of their values is actually  

the more important  factor. Employers may feel they have little control over this 

factor. However, by articulating the values of their organization to prospective 

employees, they encourage them to reflect on their personal values. Thus this practice 

may thus increase the probability  of a successful fit. Provided the espoused values of 

the organization are genuine, there appears to be little disadvantage in promoting 

them as part of the recruitment  process. 

VALUES AND BEHAVIOUR 

Rokeach identified three main functions of values and value systems: 

“One way to approach the question: ‘what functions do values serve?’ is to think 

of values as standards that guide ongoing activities, and of value systems as 

general plans employed to resolve conflicts and to make decisions. Another way 

is to think of values as giving expression  to human needs.” (Rokeach, 1973: 12) 

Each of these three functions have behavioural  implications: as standards that define 

what sort of behaviour is desirable or undesirable; as criteria for resolving dilemmas 

and making decisions in general; and as motivations  to act to satisfy our needs. But 

to what extent do values create a compulsion to act in a particular  way? 

Rokeach touched on the relationship between values and a sense of the ‘ought’, in the 

sense that values might create a motivation  to act. He felt that ‘oughtness’ related to 

modes of conduct rather than desired end-states and to social expectations rather than 

personal expectations.  Thus Rokeach found that ‘ought’ was an attribute  

predominantly  of the moral value sub-type ofinstrumental  values. From this 

conclusion, it followed that the values most likely to create a motivation  to act were 

those relating to desirable/undesirable modes of conduct that were held as desirable 

or undesirable in a social context broader than just the individual  holding the value 
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(Rokeach, 1973). These are also the types of values that most closely match Collins’ 

and Porras’ (1994) definition of ‘core values’. 

 

The relationship between values and ‘ought’ was explored in depth by Fritz Heider 

(1958), drawing  together the work of many other authors (for references, see Heider, 

1958: chapter 8). The concept of ‘requiredness’ was used by Wertheimer (1935) and 

Kohler (1938) to describe a situation in which a person feels that something ‘ought 

to happen’, based on the perception of a gap or incompleteness in the situation (Asch, 

1952). But incompleteness is not, by itself, sufficient to create a sense of ‘ought’. There 

must also be a sense that the incompleteness is not ‘right’. 

This in turn implies a cognition about the desirable, which Rokeach (1973) would 

have described as a ‘value’. 

So is ‘oughtness’ defined by a sense of a gap that it would be desirable to fill? No, 

because the individual  may be powerless to change the situation—this might 

induce distress or even shame at being unable to ‘right’ a ‘wrong’,  but not a an 

‘ought’ in the sense of a motivation  to act. This would equate to Rokeach’s 

‘competence’ value, which is personally rather than socially oriented and the breach 

of which induces a feeling of shame about personal inadequacy.  Rokeach would 

not have regarded this as a sense of ‘ought’. 

Orders, argued Heider (1958), do not necessarily generate a sense of ‘ought’. The 

fact that somebody, even someone in authority,  wants me to do something does not 

necessarily mean that I think I ‘ought’ to do it. Thus compliance with an order or a 

rule does not require a sense of ‘ought’. The ‘ought’ is generated  by the perception 

that there is an external,  universal sense that the action is desirable, whether or not 

someone else mandates the action or not. This judgement  should, ideally, be 

universal—that is, that an act should be good or bad regardless of who does it. 

Westermarck (1932) referred to this as ‘disinterestedness’. 

 

Circumstances, however, do affect the perception of ‘ought’. Special circumstances  

may justify certain actions that in normal circumstances ‘ought’ not to be taken. 

Heider gives the example of theft. While it may be universally  acknowledged that, 

in general, stealing is wrong, some people may regard it as acceptable  to steal when 

the alternative is starvation. Thus ‘ought’ is context specific. Rokeach would regard 
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this as the consequence of the indidividual’s  value system, which is the interaction  

of the individual’s  values. The instrumental  value that stealing is undesirable, is 

overruled by the terminal value that hunger is undesirable, and therefore sanctions 

theft in this circumstance. 

 

By extension, ‘ought’ is also dependent on cognition, since the ability to vary the 

‘ought’ depending on context, is dependent on the cognitive  ability to recognise 

and interpret contextual  differences. Heider illustrates this with the example of a 

young child who, being unable to distinguish between intention and accident 

(Piaget, 1932), might consider someone who breaks an object by accident just as 

guilty as someone who breaks it intentionally. 

Heider described ‘ought’ as a vector impelling the individual (p) toward a particular  

action (x). The invariance  of ‘oughts’ means that a person p should perceive an action 

as equally desirable whether it is p himself, or some other person o who should carry 

out the action. The force of the vector varies in strength and may or may not result 

in action. When p accepts the vector and acts on it, he is likely to feel virtuous, a 

‘good’ person. If he accepts the vector, but does not act on it, he is likely to feel guilty 

or ashamed and may expect to be punished. 

In Heider’s view, values do not have the same degree of force as do ‘oughts’. The fact 

that p values a mode of conduct x does not, according  to Heider, mean that p will feel 

that he ‘ought to do x’. The relationship is less direct. He quotes Lewin who uses the 

term ‘force field’ to refer to a sense of ‘ought’: 

 

“Values influence behavior but have not the character of a goal (that is, of a 

force field): For example, the individual does not try to ‘reach’ the values of 

fairness but fairness is ‘guiding’ his behavior. It is probably correct to say that 

values determine which types of activity have a positive and which have a 

negative valence for an individual in a given situation. In other words, values 

are not force fields, but they 

‘induce’ force fields.” (Lewin, 1944:14, quoted in Heider, 1958: 225) 

 

The gist of this argument  appears to be that valuing x is a necessary, but not sufficient, 

condition for p to feel he ought to do x. 
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VALUES AND DESIRES 

Rokeach, quoting Brewster Smith (1969) wrote that it was important “to distinguish 

dependably between values and preferences, between the desirable and the merely 

desired” (1973:8). The fact that someone desires something—a cream cake, for 

example—does not mean that it would generally  be considered desirable, even by 

the person concerned, for them to have what they desire. But suppose the person does 

believe that it is desirable that they should have the thing 

they desire—does their desire then constitute a personal value? Rokeach argued that 

a value was defined by some degree of consensus conception of the desirable. The 

distinction appears to be that the person should believe that most, or at least some, 

others would agree that it was desirable for them to have whatever  it was that they 

desired. To be a ‘value’, there had to be some degree of external validation  of the 

desirability  of the preference for having  one’s desires fulfilled. Without that, the desire 

for a thing or a state of being is merely a desire, not a value. 

Heider (1958) also distinguished between values and desires, or ‘wants’.  His view was 

that ‘wanting’ was a stronger force than ‘valuing’, and more likely to generate an 

impetus to act to fill the gap generated by the want. However, wanting something was 

not the same, as noted earlier, as feeling that one ‘ought’ to have it. For a ‘want’  to 

become an ‘ought’ there needed to be a sense that the meeting of the want was in some 

way deserved, and that sense would be derived from external sources, the sense that 

some other person would agree that it was desirable for the person to get what they 

want. In terms of the strength of the ‘vector’ generated  between a person p and an object 

of desire x, an ‘ought’ would generate the strongest force, followed by a 

‘want’,  with a ‘value’ being the weakest. 

Hofstede (1991) defined the desirable as how people think the world ought to be, and 

the desired as what people want for themselves. He noted, consistent with Heider’s 

argument  about the degree of force of value and want, that neither statements about the 

desirable nor about the desired were very good predictors of actual behaviour.  While a 

person may say, for example, that they value their free time more than money, when 

faced with the choice between shorter working hours and more pay, they may well 

opt for more pay. Thus values survey instruments, while yielding useful information 

in general about the values of groups of people, the results provide only a weak 

prediction of how those people would actually  behave. 
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Statements  about the desired are only a slightly  better predictor of behaviour. In 

practice what people say they want and what they show that they want through the 

choices they make are frequently not the same thing. Hofstede differentiated the 

desirable from the desired in terms of the norms involved as follows: 

 “In the case of the desirable, the norm is absolute, pertaining to what is 

ethically right. In the case of the desired, the norm is statistical: it indicates the 

choices made by the majority. The desirable relates more to ideology, the 

desired to practical matters.” (Hofstede, 1991:21)  

Once again,  there is the recognition  that a value, defined as a conception of the 

desirable, is informed by some degree of external consensus, of objective 

‘rightness’,  rather than simple personal preference. This would seem to be a 

pre-requisite for defining a belief about a preferable state of affairs or mode of 

conduct as a genuine value. 

 

VALUES AND “CORE PURPOSE” 

The concept of ‘core purpose’ is harder to locate either in academic or management 

literature than are ‘core values’. At the deepest level, core purpose goes to the 

fundamental  questions that have exercised the minds of philosophers over the 

centuries. Why are we here? What purpose do we serve? (e.g. Aristotle in Nicomachean 

Ethics). 

Talcott Parsons (1956) placed purpose at the centre of the concept of an 

organization with the following definition: 

“As a formal analytical point of reference, p r i m a c y o f o r i e n t a t i o n t o 

t h e a t t a i n m e n t o f a s p e c i f i c g o a l is used as the defining characteristic 

of an organization which distinguishes it from other types of social systems.” 

(Parsons,1956:64, emphasis original) 

Chester Barnard (1938) actually  used the term ‘organization purpose’ to describe 

the primary raison d’être of an organization. It is clear that neither writer envisaged 

maximisation  of profit as a valid goal or purpose. 

Drawing  on the concept of servant leadership outlined by Greenleaf (1977), Alistair 

Mant (1997) described leadership in terms of binary and ternary  relationships. In a 

binary structure, each individual  seeks to ‘win’ by making another ‘lose’. The 

assumption is that win-win is not 
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possible. Put another way, one is ‘master’ and the other ‘servant’.  Equal status is seen 

as a loss. 

In a ternary structure, each individual is the ‘servant’ of a greater ‘master’, which is 

a common purpose valued by both. For example, for a hospital, it might be the health 

of the patients. For a car manufacturer it might be the excellence of the engineering.  

Thus all personal relationships are negotiated  with this common good, respected by 

all parties, in mind. The ternary relationship appears somewhat analogous to the 

‘core purpose’ described by Collins and Porras in “Built to Last” (1994). 

 

Fritz Heider (1946, 1958) developed the concept of ‘balance theory’, represented by 

triadic configurations  around three identities: a focal person (p), another actor (o) 

and a third object (x), which may or may not be another person. Triadic configurations  

are considered balanced or imbalanced depending on the perception by p of o and x, 

and the perception by o of x. If p’s perception of x is consistent with his perception of 

o and o’s perception of x, then the triadic relationship is considered balanced. But if 

there is inconsistency—for example, p likes o and dislikes x, but knows that o likes 

x—that creates an imbalance which p can only resolve by changing his opinion 

either of o or of x. 

This concept of balance, with the impetus it provides to avoid unbalanced  

configurations  and restore them to a balanced mode, may help explain how a ‘core 

purpose’ can be useful in aligning a diverse workforce. Let x represent the core 

purpose and p and o two employees in the organization. If p feels positive toward x, 

but negative  toward o, while recognising  that o also feels positive about x, the 

imbalance created may cause him to review his opinion of o and come to an 

understanding whereby they can work productively  together in support of x. On the 

other hand, if p feels negatively about x, and x is highly visible as the core purpose of 

the organization, p is unlikely to join in the first place. If he does not perceive the 

significance  of x until after joining, but observes after a time that the majority  of his 

colleagues feel positively toward x, then he may feel isolated, creating  a motivation  

to leave, or, if he likes his co-workers, may be motivated to
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revise his perception of x more positively. Either way, the role of x in the 

organization is to encourage  balanced triads or, in more prosaic terms, an 

aligned workforce. 

More recently, management writer, Charles Handy (2002) drew attention  back to 

the importance of a core purpose for an organization. Responding  to recent high 

profile corporate collapses, and to polling indicating  that the general public did not 

believe that corporate executives acted even in the interests of their shareholders, 

let alone their employees or customers, he wrote: 

 “The purpose of a business ... is not to make a profit, full stop. It is to make a 

profit so that the business can do something more or better. That 'something' 

becomes the real justification for the business." (Handy, 2002:5) 

Profit, in other words, is a necessary rather than a sufficient condition. It is necessary 

for the organization to prosper, but it is not, and should never be, an end in itself. 

Handy argued that a business does not deserve to exist unless it focuses on doing 

something (its purpose) better than anyone else could do that something. The 

importance of stakeholders should be measured by their contribution to this purpose. 

Thus conceived, employees (who contribute their skills and time to deliver the 

‘something’) and customers (who validate  the importance and relevance of the 

purpose by paying  for it) are more important  than shareholders who simply trade in 

the paper value of the business. By valuing  stakeholders appropriately—that is in 

terms of their contribution  to the company’s purpose—the business retains focus 

on its true reason for existence and does not become distracted by the short-term 

demands of investors and analysts. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The review above reveals several key points about the nature and function of values 

and their connection to organizational culture, which I have summarised and linked 

to implications. First, the nature and scope of values: 

• Values represent a belief about the desirability or undesirability  of a mode of 

conduct or end state (Rokeach, 1973), therefore they represent a conception of 

the way things should be. 
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• The scope of a value is highly variable:  it may be confined to the individual  

holding the value, or extend to their social group, their country or all of 

human nature. 

Although not explicitly acknowledged  in Rokeach (1973), certain types of values 

are likely to be less enduring than others. Social or inter-personally oriented values, 

representing a conception of the way a group or society should be or behave, involve 

a conception of what is ‘right’ and 

‘wrong’  and are likely to be durable. Personally-oriented values, by contrast, merely 

represent a 

conception about what is desirable for me at this point in time and may be susceptible 

to change with age and life situation. For example, many people who are intensely 

attached  to their personal freedom and independence in their youth happily trade 

these for the different but no less intense rewards of parenthood. The type of values 

founders choose as the basis for organizational values potentially  suggest different 

types of organizations:  on the one hand, a lifelong work based on socially-oriented 

values; on the other a transient organization based on personally-oriented values. 

• Values are formed early in life, derived from those close to us and are 

influenced by the society in which we live. 

• Values are affective in nature, invoking emotional commitment (or 

rejection) rather than dispassionate compliance (or disregard).
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• Values, in common with other types of beliefs, vary in intensity. The more 

strongly held a value or belief is, the more resistant it is to change, and the 

wider are theconsequences of such change. 

• People often do not consciously recognise their values and may have 

difficulty explaining  what they are. However, the development of several 

reliable values survey instruments show that they are usually able to form 

a response to any particular  value, and to rank it, with a fair degree of 

consistency, with respect to other values. 

Because values are formed early in life people have their own value system before 

they join an organization. They cannot and will not discard or add to this value 

system just because their employer demands it. Thus when a founder articulates  a 

set of organizational values, they are inviting  their employees either to embrace 

these values, or to leave the organization. A ‘value system’ enforced through 

compliance, is not really a value system at all, merely a set of rules or code of conduct. 

However, when presented with an organizational value system, the widespread 

acceptance  of various values survey instruments (e.g. England, 1967; Rokeach, 1973; 

Schwartz,1996) suggests that most employees would not find it difficult to respond 

(either positively or negatively).  Thus an explicit value system that genuinely reflects 

the existing culture of the organization may be expected to be a fairly effective filter 

in attracting employees who will be a good ‘fit’. 

•   Values influence behaviour,  but less strongly than do desires or feelings of 

obligation(‘ought’). 

• Although values are closely associated with organizational culture, 

organizational culture is not necessarily founded on values, but may be 

driven by shared assumptions and daily practices founded on experience of 

‘what works’ and without any overt conception of what is ‘desirable’. 

Values are only a weak and partial  determinant  of behaviour.  To encourage norms 

that reinforce the values, the founder must establish practices that reflect the values 

and stamp out those that breach them. To avoid values being undermined or 

overridden by unexamined assumptions, organizational values need to be explicit, 

and openly and actively  reinforced. 

Thus it is no small undertaking  for a founder to choose to commit openly and 

explicitly to a set of core values. They cannot do so in a half-hearted manner, for 
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to do so will either fail to capture the benefits of an aligned workforce, or, worse, 

induce cynicism among employees and other stakeholders. 

 

Values, Morals and Ethics 

ARE VALUES DIFFERENT FROM ETHICS? 

When I first embarked on my research, I regarded values in the organizational 

context as clearly distinct from ethics or moral judgements.  Collins and Porras 

(1994) were at pains to point out that adopting a core ideology did not imply 

taking a moral stance: 

 “There is no ‘right’ set of core values for being a visionary company… Core 

values in a visionary company don’t even have to be ‘enlightened’ or 

‘humanistic’, although they often are. The crucial variable is not the content 

of a company’s ideology, but how deeply it b e l i e v e s its ideology and how 

consistently it lives, breathes and expresses it in all that it does.” (Collins & 

Porras, 2002: 8) 

However, it became apparent to me that I would need to clarify and justify this 

distinction. Iwas adopting Rokeach’s (1973) definition of values as the foundation 

for this study, and that definition encompassed beliefs concerning  the desirability  (or 

otherwise) of a mode of conduct, which clearly intersects the domain of ethics. 

Furthermore, I found that academic colleagues often instinctively  located my research 

in the domain of ethics. This led me to examine more closely my own and others’ 

understandings of the meaning of values, morality and ethics. 

People tend to use the term morality to refer to private behaviour and ethics to refer 

to professional obligations and rules of conduct. Both are, however, rooted in the 

determination  of right and wrong. Likewise, the concept of values as a belief 

concerning  the desirability of an end state or a mode of conduct, cannot be entirely 

separated from right or wrong when the value is inter-personal in orientation—

that is, held to be desirable in a wider context than just the individual  who holds the 

value. Implicitly, a person whose behaviour supports such a value will be regarded 

as ‘good’ or ‘right’, and a person whose behaviour conflicts with it will be regarded 

as ‘bad’ or ‘wrong’. 
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Dictionary  definitions of ‘ethics’ and ‘morality’  are very similar, centring around 

the common theme of a set of principles of right and wrong conduct. I have therefore 

chosen to treat the two as equivalent  in the discussion that follows. 

In practice, values and ethics and are difficult to separate at the personal level, 

though many people may see them as distinct in the business or professional 

context. In examining  my own understanding of the distinctions, two areas came 

to mind: 

1.   The concept of ‘is’ versus ‘should be’. 

2.   The individual versus the collective perspective. 

Instinctively  I understand values, whether at the individual  or organizational level 

more as a dimension of what the person or organization is and feels, rather than a 

judgement  based on any external belief about what they should be. Values are held 

‘in the gut’ (Collins, 1992). An individual may feel pressured to change their values 

because of external moral judgements or societal norms, but I believe this is more 

likely to result in feelings of conflict and possibly guilt, rather than an actual change 

in values. Ethics, by contrast, always  appears to be concerned with what ‘should 

be’, according to the view of some external authority.  Furthermore,  while a breach 

of values may be seen merely as a lapse, a breach of ethics may carry heavy penalties. 

In the case of professions such as medicine and psychology, a breach of the ethical 

code may lead to removal of the individual’s licence to practise. 

At an individual level, it is hard to illustrate the difference a person’s values and 

their ethics. For example, I believe that people should be respected as individual  and 

equally important human beings. Is that a personal value or an ethical statement? 

However, when these three terms are applied to an organization, then their meanings 

begin subtly to diverge. An organization’s values are internal to that organization 

and not necessarily subject to external standards. They are often implicit, and if they 

are made explicit, they are described in terms of guiding  principles or even one or 

two word ‘end states’, rather than detailed descriptions of how to behave. Ethics in 

the organizational context, by contrast, conjures up an image of a detailed code, 

often highly specific about context, written  in prescriptive or proscriptive language 

(Gaumnitz & Lere, 2004; Kaptein,  2004). Organizational ethics are often defined 

for external consumption and may, as in the case of professional ethics, be imposed 

by an external body. Indeed, the existence of an ethical code of conduct has been 
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proposed as one criterion for a work activity  to be regarded as a profession (Khurana  

& Nohria, 2005). As for morality, in the business context, the very term appears 

somewhat quaint and out of place. It is true that morality in business has been 

examined (e.g. Carroll, 1987, 2000; Trevino, 2000), but usually in the context of the 

individual manager,  rather than the organization as a whole. 

This second of my observed dimensions of differences between ethics and 

values—individual versus collective—led me to consider Wilber’s four 

quadrant  model as a framework for examining  the similarities and differences 

between values, morals and ethics. Wilber, a contemporary  philosopher, attempted 

to develop a consistent world view that encompassed the work not just of other 

philosophers, but also scientists, psychologists, anthropologists—in short, all 

fields of knowledge. He found that a four quadrant  framework provided the 

necessary organising  principles (Wilber, 2000). The horizontal  dimensions are 

‘interior’ and ‘exterior’, and the vertical dimensions are ‘individual’  and 

‘collective’. Within the four quadrants  thus defined (interior-individual, interior-

collective, exterior-individual, exterior-collective), Wilber was able to locate 

observations and insights from diverse disciplines within four hierarchies of 

increasing wholeness (or holarchies as Wilber prefers to call them), representing 

the evolution of the natural world and our understanding of it. This is illustrated 

in Figure 2. The holarchies shown add a level of complexity  unnecessary for my 

discussion and are provided simply to illustrate Wilber’s concept.  
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Figure 2: The Four Quadrant Model (Wilber, 2000) 

 

The Individual-Collective dimension has obvious application  to the above 

discussion of the distinction between values and ethics. However, Wilber’s four 

quadrant  model also facilitates examination  of the ‘is’ versus ‘should be’ dimension, 

which can be seen as an expression of the Interior-Exterior dimension, since the 

‘should be’ involves reference to an external authority  of some kind. 

 

An individual’s  values cannot be deduced by direct observation of the person and 

may not even be consciously known to the person themself (Hofstede, 1991). They 

therefore clearly belong in the domain of the Interior-Individual, the Upper Left 

quadrant.  Organizational values are held collectively,  but not necessarily with 

reference to society outside the organization. They may be implicit and not entirely 

clear to the members of the organization, and therefore, like individual values are 

somewhat difficult to deduce from observation of the organization. This suggests 

that organizational values fit in the Interior-Collective, the Lower Left quadrant  (a 

conclusion reinforced by the fact that Wilber labels this quadrant  ‘Cultural’). 
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Ethics in the context of an organization involves some degree of reference to the 

society in which the organization operates, and a concern for how any statement 

of ethical principles by that organization will be viewed by that society. Ethics 

are a public statement about behavioural intentions and can be assessed against  

actual behaviour.  They therefore cross over into the Exterior side of the framework, 

fitting into the Exterior-Collective, or Lower Right quadrant. 

Personal ethics are difficult to pin down. While I find it hard to describe the difference 

between ethics and values at the personal level, if I imagine  myself asked the 

questions “what  are your personal values?” and “what  are your personal ethics?” I 

find that I would answer those questions differently. I find it easier to identify my 

core personal values (possibly because, as a consequence of this research, I have 

thought about them) than my personal ethics. I also feel less constrained by a statement 

of my values. For me, to state my values says something about the person I would 

like to be and the type of person I feel comfortable with (one who shares myvalues). 

When I do not act according  to my values, I am ashamed of myself, but it does not 

altermy attachment to those values. A statement of my personal ethics, by contrast, 

is a statement of the person I believe I have succeeded in being and will consistently 

live up to. To claim something as an ethic and then not live up to it is a contradiction  

in terms. 

This was my personal observation of my own reaction to these questions, but a 

sample of one is no basis for generalisation! Thus I tried the same two questions on 

my partner, with rather different results. He found it hard to identify his personal 

values, but after some hesitation, nominated ‘courage’ as one. Personal ethics was 

much easier for him. Directness and honesty were two he identified immediately.  I 

asked why he didn’t see these as values. The answer was that they depended on 

courage to be able to live up to them, so he saw courage as being more 

‘valuable’. 

 

What this very small research sample suggested to me was that—not 

surprisingly—different people interpret the same term in different ways, but also, 

and more importantly, that they can be quite deeply attached  to their personal 

interpretation. It genuinely means something to them; it is not just a matter of 

semantics. 
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It became apparent to me that to disentangle  the concepts of values and ethics, I 

needed to have a clearer understanding of ethics, which required a review of the major 

contributors to this field over several thousand years. 

Ethics (and morality) belong in the domain of philosophy, which is a new field to me. 

I therefore consulted a non-academic introduction to the field (Morris, 1999), and a 

narrower, but less superficial overview of classic philosophical texts (Warburton, 

2001). These provided me with an overview of the perspectives that have been taken 

over the years on what constitutes ‘goodness’ and ‘proper’ or ‘correct’ (ethical) 

behaviour. 

A common observation over the thousands of years during which mankind has 

debated the nature of goodness is that even though we instinctively  feel that there 

are universal ‘goods’, it does not seem to be possible to get consensus about what 

they are. If there truly were universal ‘goods’, then surely it should be easy for us 

to agree on what they are? This leads to the debate about whether morality can ever 

be objective, or whether it must always  be considered subjective.  Can we talk about 

what is morally good for the outer world or only report our own inner attitudes? On 

the face of it, it might seem simpler to agree that morality is subjective— that 

what one person embraces as right and good, another will reject as wrong and bad, 

and since neither viewpoint  is amenable to independent verification,  then each 

should be allowed to continue with their own, distinct, personal moralities. 

The trouble with this approach is that it does not satisfy us. We find it painfully 

confronting when others find acceptable  something that we believe is wrong, and 

vice versa. We want to believe that there are some things that all humans can agree 

are good or bad. Furthermore, and perhaps of more practical  significance,  we believe 

that societies function better when there is consensus that certain behaviour is 

‘bad’—this is the foundation for our laws. It has also been noted that in companies 

that have institutionalised  unethical behaviour, new employees have to be actively  

‘socialised’ into it (Anand et al., 2003), suggesting  that left to their own inclinations, 

most people have a desire to feel that what they do is ‘right’. 

 

Part of the problem is defining what we mean by ‘good’. If we are talking about an 

object, when we say it is good, we mean that it is fit for the purpose it is intended to 

fill. It achieves its aim. This is known as the teleological approach to goodness, and 
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was developed by Aristotle (384- 322 BC). If we can define what is the purpose of a 

person, then we may be able to determine what it is that makes a person ‘good’. 

Aristotle’s answer to this was that the human purpose was eudaimonia, a Greek word 

that does not translate  literally into English, but is usually interpreted as ‘happiness’ 

or ‘flourishing’. Eudaimonia  is pursued as an end in itself, not as a means to an 

end—in Rokeach’s (1973) terms, a terminal value. For Aristotle, its value was self-

evident and any question of why humans should pursue eudaimonia was meaningless. 

Eudaimonia  was not as simple as a state of bliss or pleasure. Aristotle saw this as 

demeaning  to human beings, putting them on a par with grazing  cattle. Eudaimonia  

was an active pursuit, constantly  adapting to the circumstances  of a person’s lives. 

 

Aristotle was pragmatic in his recognition  that one’s life situation impacted on 

one’s ability to achieve eudaimonia. He saw ethics as an essentially practical  subject 

that helped people to understand how to live a good life, rather than a theoretical 

description of what a good life consisted of. Central to this was the identification  of 

virtues. Aristotle identified a set of characteristics he regarded as virtues, although  

not necessarily in the sense of having  moral worth (for example, wittiness is on his 

list). He further saw the virtues as being positioned between two non-virtuous 

extremes. Courage,  for example, is positioned between cowardice (lack of courage) 

and recklessness (excess of courage). This virtuous mid-point, known as the Golden 

Mean, is flexible according  to circumstance—to rescue someone from danger, 

might justify a degree of disregard for personal safety that would, in other 

circumstances,  be regarded as recklessness. 

In contrast to the societal orientation  of later philosophers (see below), Aristotle was 

concerned with how individuals  could learn to become good. He was concerned about 

intentions and behaviour that arose from an intentional  action. If an action was not 

intentional (for example, accidental  or forced by circumstances), then the question 

of ‘rightness’ of that behaviour did not arise. However, Aristotle did not accept that 

desire for pleasure was a compulsion that made consequent behaviour non-

intentional, and therefore excused it from any judgement  of 

‘rightness’. Behaving in a virtuous manner did not depend on motivation.  An 

intentional  action was regarded by Aristotle as equally virtuous whether arising 

from natural  inclinations or from 
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a sense of duty. Thus a sense of ‘oughtness’ as described by Heider (1958) was 

not a pre- requisite for virtuous behaviour. 

In short, Aristotle’s view of ethical behaviour was driven by individual  motivation,  

rather than societal expectations  and consisted of acting in accordance  with the 

virtues to achieve the end goal of eudaimonia,  a happy or flourishing life (Aristotle, 

‘Nicomachean  Ethics’, summarised in Warburton, 2001). Comparing  this to Collins 

and Porras’ (1994) conception of ‘core ideology’, eudaimonia would be the ‘core 

purpose’ of life, and the Aristotelian virtues the ‘core values’. 

 

Another approach to defining what is ‘good’ or ‘right’ is to refer the problem to a 

higher being—God or Allah, for example. This is a limiting solution. To regard a 

higher being as the sole arbiter of right and wrong is to view those who do not 

subscribe to the same religious code as bad, or at least mistaken, and thus inferior. 

This approach satisfies only the  fundamentalist, who refuses to have contact with 

others who do not share his belief system. For if he does associate with outsiders, 

sooner or later he will meet a person whom he likes and respects, but who does not 

share his beliefs and will find himself in what Heider (1958) would call an unstable 

triad. He, p, values his belief system, x, but he also likes o, who does not value x—

unacceptable
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tension. He must question his belief system or his liking for the other. The first 

solution involves accepting  the limits of divine command as a guide to right and 

wrong; the second retreats into fundamentalist isolation. 

 

It is also an inescapable fact that different groups of people, claiming  to take their 

moral guidance  from the same higher being, come to significantly different 

conclusions about what is right and wrong. The reality is that the prescriptions of 

these higher beings have been recorded and interpreted by mere humans, who arrive 

at different conclusions. For the moderately thoughtful  religious person, it is not 

comfortable to believe that followers of all other religions are completely bad or 

wrong.  Therefore, religious doctrine as a guide to right and wrong must be regarded 

as an incomplete solution. 

 

A common theme of religious doctrines is that of ‘do unto others as you would have 

them do unto you’. It is one of the foundations of Christianity: “You shall love the 

Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength,  

and with all your mind; and your neighbour as yourself." (Luke 10:27, italics added). It 

is similarly central to Judaism: “That which is hateful to you, do not do to your 

neighbours. That is the whole Torah: the rest is commentary;  go and study it.” 

(Rabbi Hillel, active 30 BC to 10 AD). In Islam, the prophet Muhammad  is quoted 

as saying "No man is a true believer unless he desireth for his brother that which 

he desireth for himself." This common theme has come to be known as the Golden 

Rule. 

 

The Golden Rule is a principle that few of us would have difficulty in accepting  as 

‘good’. But is it enough to guide our behaviour in everyday  life? And which is more 

important:  the intention 

of a person in acting or the outcome of their actions? If actions based on good 

intentions lead to a bad outcome, is the person who took those actions a ‘good’ person 

even though they caused harm? Conversely, if actions based on bad or indifferent 

intentions lead to a good outcome, is the person who took those actions a ‘bad’ person 

even though they created benefit? 
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In contrast to Aristotle’s view of virtue for its own sake, the social contract approach, 

as proposed by Thomas Hobbes (1651) held that humans act out of self-interest, 

struggling for survival in a world of limited resources, within which, without any 

forces of order, life would be “solitary,  poor, nasty, brutish and short”. However, 

being rational,  we are able to recognise that our best interests are served by 

cooperation rather than competition with our fellow humans. Thus we agree to abide 

by certain civil laws because we recognise that life is better when everybody does 

so. This is known as the ‘social contract’.  If everyone keeps this contract then 

the outcome for all is improved. 

 

However, individually,  we can gain by breaking the contract while others keep it. 

Conversely if we keep it and others break it, we are even worse off because we have 

sacrificed freedoms in return for a benefit that others are sharing without having  

made the same sacrifice. Therefore in order to agree to a social contract,  we must 

be convinced that it will be enforced, that others will not be allowed to cheat. This 

requires the presence of what Hobbes called a ‘sovereign power’, which might be a 

monarch or an assembly, such as a parliament.  This, of course, concedes enormous 

power to the sovereign, and with it enormous responsibility to set and enforce civil 

laws fairly and consistently. This could be seen as an invitation  to totalitarian rule. 

However, one can also argue that the ongoing success of the social contract therefore 

depends on the sovereign power maintaining the trust of the people whose lives it 

rules, otherwise they might decide that “solitary,  poor, nasty, brutish and short” 

would be better than effective slavery (Hobbes, 1651, summarised in Warburton, 

2001). 

 

Nowhere within this philosophy is there any real sense of what is intrinsically  

‘right’ or ‘good’, only what is expedient in the service of mutual self-interest. 

Hobbes guiding rule for defining the civil laws that constituted the social contract 

was:
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“W h e n o t h e r s a r e p r e p a r e d t o d o t h e s a m e , give up the rights you 

have in the state of nature and be content with as much freedom in relation to 

others as you would grant them in relation to you.” (Hobbes, 1651, quoted in 

Warburton,  2001, emphasis added) 

 

This is similar in intent to the Golden Rule, but with the added proviso that others 

must be prepared to observe it also. The Golden Rule makes no such condition, but 

advocates behaving toward others as you wish to be treated yourself, regardless of 

how they behave toward you. It identifies an intrinsic morality,  whereas Hobbes 

morality is conditional and pragmatic. 

 

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) took had a more idealistic view of morality, believing 

that good intentions were the only unconditional  good in life. Everything else was 

good only when accompanied  by good will, the intention to use one’s good attributes  

for good purpose. Thus to be a good person it was only necessary to have genuinely 

good intentions. If circumstances prevented those intentions being translated  into 

beneficial actions, the actor’s goodness was undamaged.  However, Kant believed 

that there was a moral imperative to act on good intentions, deriving from a sense 

of duty (hence the term ‘deontology’ used to describe his philosophy). To act 

according to one’s sense of duty was to behave morally, whereas to act according  to 

one’s inclinations, even if they coincided with beneficial behaviour, had no moral 

worth whatsoever.  Thus a person who gives money to a beggar  because they conceive 

it as their duty to do so acts morally, whereas a person who does so because it gives 

them pleasure to be able to help someone in need does not. 

 

But how do we know where our duty lies? Kant’s answer to this was what he called 

the ‘categorical imperative’,  which applies unconditionally. He proposed three 

formulations of this. The first, and probably best known, is “Only act on a maxim that 

you could will should become a universal law” (‘law’ here being used in the sense of 

moral rather than legal law). If a maxim passes this test, it means that it is universally  

correct for all people and in all circumstances.  This is similar in intent to the Golden 

Rule, but less flexible in practice. The ‘universal law’ approach, which admits no 

exception, makes it hard to develop a simple maxim that does not give rise to the 

possibility of adverse consequences in certain circumstances.  The Golden Rule, by 
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contrast, is easy to apply in practice, simply by asking oneself, “if somebody behaved 

toward me as I am about to behave, would I feel I had been badly treated?” 

 

The second formulation of the categorical imperative  is “Act so as to treat others 

and yourself always  as ends, never simply means to ends”. At the heart of this 

imperative  is the requirement to recognise others as individual,  autonomous and 

equally valued human beings. To fail to do so is to deny the essential humanity  of 

other people. The third formulation is “Act as if though your maxims you were a 

law-making member of a kingdom of ends.” This extends the first and second 

formulations into a basis for creating  a society governed by moral laws. From this, 

it is clear that Kant’s concern was not just with individual  morality, but with 

creating  a moral society. (Kant, 1785, summarised in Warburton, 2001) 

 

Three main difficulties arise from Kant’s approach.  The first, which I will return to 

later, is that it engages the intellect, but leaves out the emotions. The purity of his 

reasoning is attractive to the conceptual thinker, but the dryness and lack of emotion 

limits its appeal as a motivator  for humans to behave morally, especially since, if 

they do so through natural  inclination,  in Kant’s judgement,  they are not actually  

behaving  morally. 

 

The second difficulty is that it does not take account of consequences of actions, 

only the intention of the actor. Since we cannot know for certain the consequences 

of our actions, it is certainly  important to examine our intent, but surely outcomes 

deserve equal consideration. Thirdly, and related to this second issue, it does not 

allow for the possibility of conflicting imperatives  and, in practice, life confronts 

us with these all the time.
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One approach to resolving conflicting ethical imperatives and considering outcomes, 

is to link goodness to utility—that is, how useful is an action in producing pleasure 

or happiness. This approach is known as utilitarianism and was developed by 

philosophers such as Jeremy Bentham and his pupil John Stuart Mill. Bentham and 

Mill were concerned with greatest aggregate happiness, regardless of how it was 

distributed. Intense happiness for one person might outweigh  mild pleasure for a 

hundred people. Bentham valued all pleasures equally, whereas Mill distinguished 

between higher and lower pleasures (broadly, those of the mind and spirit, and those 

of the body respectively) and accorded greater value to higher pleasures. 

 

Mill’s guiding principle is outlined in his earlier writing  on liberty (Mill, 1859), 

where he stated that an individual  should be free to do whatever  he or she wished 

without interference from the state or other individuals,  provided their actions did 

not harm others. In particular,  they should not be prevented from harming  

themselves. Greatest happiness was derived from individuals being free to pursue 

their own pleasures (preferably higher ones) which, coupled with the harm principle, 

would lead to an aggregate increase in total human happiness. 

 

Utilitarianism can take the form of evaluating individual actions, or developing 

general rules for behaviour that are deemed to lead to an overall increase in happiness, 

even if occasionally actions taken in accordance  with those rules might lead to a 

decrease in happiness. This second version is closer to Kant’s universal maxim 

approach. (Mill, 1859 & 1863, summarised in Warburton, 2001.) 

 

One difficulty with utilitarianism is that, in practice, it is very hard to calculate the 

measure of happiness that will be created by each of the possible actions at one’s 

disposal. The distinction between higher and lower pleasures complicates this 

calculation  still further. In short, the utilitarian approach has theoretical utility, but 

far less practical  utility. Nevertheless, as a guiding principle, it has the benefit of 

being relatively  simple to understand and possible to apply in simple circumstances. 

 

Utilitarianism is a philosophy designed to guide governments,  those concerned with 

managing nations, states and cities, rather than individuals. It also makes goodness 

dependent on one’s ability correctly to predict the outcomes of one’s actions and 
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correctly to calculate  the amount of happiness those outcomes will produce. It reduces 

the identification  of right and wrong behaviour to a mathematical calculation,  

inevitably  based on assumptions, and thus highly susceptible to departure from any 

meaningful  resemblance to life as experienced by ordinary people. Like Kant’s 

categorical imperative  approach, it discounts human goodwill and does not allow 

for any concept of intrinsic goodness. 

 

The review above demonstrates that much of the philosophical debate about ethics 

and what constitutes a good life is focused at the societal level rather than the 

individual level—in the context of the Exterior-Collective or Lower Right  quadrant  

of Wilber’s model (Wilber, 2000). Where the individual  is mentioned, he is presented 

as an abstract  notion of a human being, subject to selfish impulses, with the ability 

to reason, but without feelings or emotions. As I have noted throughout  this discussion, 

there is little acknowledgement of the intrinsic human desire to be a good person, to 

live a virtuous life and to strive continuously for self-improvement, as conceived by 

Aristotle. Surely ethics and morality are not just about following rules, but about 

personal growth,  strength and fulfilment? They are a form of emotional capital that 

supports our emotional wellbeing in the same way as savings in the bank support our 

financial prosperity. 

 

Contemporary Australian  philosopher, Peter Singer, supports this: 

 

“Is there still anything to live for? Is anything worth pursuing, apart from 

money, love, and caring for one’s own family? Is so, what could it be?.... The 

answer is that we can live an ethical life. By doing so we make ourselves part 

of a great, cross-
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cultural tradition.  Moreover,  we will find that to live an ethical life is not self-

sacrifice, but self-fulfilment.” (Singer, 1995: preface) 

 

Singer links the ethical life of an individual  to the creation of an ethical society. He 

draws on the research of Robert Axelrod on the nature of co-operation. Axelrod made 

innovative  use of a well-known exercise in cooperation, the Prisoner’s Dilemma2. 

Instead of running it as a once-off experiment between two players, he extended it 

to a series of 200 iterations between the same players, with the overall objective of 

minimising the amount of time spent in jail. In this version, the prisoners have an 

ongoing relationship and therefore an interest in developing trust. Axelrod invited 

decision strategists  to submit strategies  for playing  this extended version of the 

Prisoner’s Dilemma. These were converted to computer programs and set to play 

against  each other. The winner was the simplest strategy  of all—cooperate on the 

first move and thereafter do whatever your opponent does. It was named, 

appropriately, ‘Tit for Tat’. It also emerged supreme in a second tournament  inviting  

challengers to counter the Tit for Tat strategy.  In general ‘nice’ strategies,  which 

started by cooperating,  did well against each other, whereas ‘mean’ strategies, which 

started by confessing (not cooperating) performed badly against  each other. In other 

words if everyone is ‘nice’ all benefit. If everyone is ‘mean’, nobody benefits. Tit for 

Tat emerged the winner because it only cooperated with other cooperators. Up against  

a ‘mean’ strategy,  it withdrew  cooperation, but responded immediately  to any 

cooperative move from its opponent (Axelrod, 1984, reported in Singer, 1995: chapter 

7). 

 

The great significance  of this finding, in Singer’s view, was that an individual’s  

decision to cooperate, while refusing to be a ‘sucker’ by allowing  uncooperative  

individuals to take advantage, could lead to greater cooperation among members of 

the society in which that individual lived. Because cooperation was withdrawn when 

other members did not cooperate, then the non-cooperative (‘mean’) members did not 

gain benefits at the expense of their cooperative (‘nice’) co-citizens. Thus, so long as 

there was a sufficient core of ‘nice’ members of a society, who interact with each 

other, then ‘niceness’ could not only survive, but drive out ‘meanness’, because 
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‘mean’ members did not benefit when they interacted with each other. Effectively, 

this is the social contract without the need for a sovereign power. 

 

Morris (1999), having  briefly reviewed various schools of thought on the nature of a 

‘good’ life, returns to Aristotle’s virtue ethics as providing a concept of goodness that 

engages the emotions and the desire to be a good person simply for its own sake, 

rather than to conform with any model of how societies should operate. Morris states 

his own personal belief, based on his studies of the great philosophers that there are 

four fundamental  dimensions of human experience: Truth, Beauty, Goodness and 

Unity, representing respectively our intellectual,  aesthetic, moral and spiritual nature. 

 

This viewpoint  is consistent with that of Wilber (2000), who equates the ‘I’ (upper 

left), ‘we’ (lower left) and ‘it’ (upper and lower right) of his four quadrant  model 

with the Good, the True and the Beautiful, and argues that reality must be viewed 

from the perspective of all four quadrants  (Unity) or it is stripped of part of its value. 

 

Overall, this review suggests that there are two distinct domains of ethics: the 

social and the individual.  The social (Hobbes, Kant,  Mills) domain deals with how 

people should behave in 

 

2 The Prisoner’s Dilemma is an experimental exercise in cooperation.  The scenario 

is thus: you are one of two prisoners who have been arrested and accused of 

conspiracy.  You are being interrogated separately. You are told that if you confess, 

you will go free while the other will receive a long sentence. Conversely,  if the other 

confesses, he will go free and you will receive the long sentence. If you both confess, 

you will both receive shorter sentences. If neither confesses, your jailers will have to 

let you go after a period of interrogation, maybe a few months. The best joint outcome 

for both prisoners is if neither confesses. But this relies on each trusting  that the other 

will not confess. If they do not have that trust, then their best option is to confess and 

avoid the worst case of the long sentence. Not confessing is interpreted  as 

‘cooperation’. order to ensure a harmonious and stable society, and is directed at the 

regulators of society (governments, monarchies). In the context of work life, this 

extends to codes of ethics that characterise  certain professions or industries. The 
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individual  domain (Aristotle, Singer) deals with how a person should live a good life, 

and is directed at members of society, with the view to creating  an ethical society 

through individual  participation. These two domains belong in the Lower Right 

(social) and Upper Left (Intentional) quadrants  of Wilber’s four quadrant  model 

(Wilber, 2000). Morality,  being primarily  an individual  concern with how to live a 

‘good’ life, belongs, with individual  ethics, in the Upper Left quadrant. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Has the above moved me closer to a conclusion about the differences between 

values and ethics? The distinction I originally  proposed between values and ethics 

in the organization context is, I believe, supported: ethics is concerned with the 

interaction  between the organization and the expectations  of the society in which 

it operates—the Lower Right or Social domain using Wilber’s four quadrant  

framework (2000). Values in the organizational 

context are concerned with internally  defined ‘desirables’, collectively embraced and 

capable of being independent of social expectations—the Lower Left or Cultural  

domain. 

 

At a personal level, the distinction between ethics and values is more difficult, and 

Wilber’s four quadrants  do not help. Both belong in the Upper Left or Intentional  

domain. I investigated the distinction through examination  of the implications of 

espousing a particular  set of values. Let 

us say that an individual—we’ll call him Tom—espouses the values of Beauty and 

Truth. 

 

Tom finds he needs a shed in his garden to house his garden tools and bicycle. As 

they are, scattered around the garden, they are not aesthetically  pleasing, so storing 

them neatly in a shed is likely to enhance the beauty of his garden. But he doesn’t 

have much money to spend and the only shed he can afford is rather ugly. He buys it 

anyway, reasoning that it is less ugly than having garden tools lying around. In 

another example, Harry, a friend of Tom’s has recently split up with his partner, Jane, 

also a friend. He asks Tom whether Jane is seeing anyone else. Tom knows that she 
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is, but also know that Harry will find this painful, so he lies and say that he doesn’t 

know. 

 

Tom’s garden tools are no longer lying around, which is good, but the ugly shed 

offends him and he intends to replace it with one more aesthetically  pleasing when 

he can afford it. 

Similarly,  he is uncomfortable  about lying to his friend, even in a good cause. He 

regrets that he didn’t have the courage to tell the truth, as his friend will find out 

sooner or later anyway. His appreciation  of Beauty and Truth is enhanced by these 

small experiences of what life is like when they are absent. His values are 

strengthened,  not diminished (though it is acknowledged that an accumulation  of 

small breaches over time would eventually  undermine his values). 

 

Let us change the question and ask whether Tom’s behaviour is ethical. He values 

Beauty, yet  he builds an ugly shed. He values Truth, yet he tells a lie. If Tom claims 

Beauty and Truth as his ethical standards, then there is no question that he has breached 

them. Contained within the word ‘ethical’ is a sense of integrity—that your deeds 

match your words. One’s ethics are not so readily breached as ones values and the 

breach is less easily repaired. We can fail to live up to our values without  damaging 

those values. But if we fail to live up to our ethical standards, can we still claim them 

as our standards? In professional ethics, the answer is no, and I believe that the same 

applies to personal ethics. And so, finally, this is the distinction that I have chosen to 

make between values and ethics: 

 

Values are a standard to which we aspire; ethics are a standard by which 

we have committed to live. 

 

The implication of this distinction for my research question is that organizational 

values impose a different demand on the individual employee than do organizational 

ethics. Organizational
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values demand personal commitment. Breaches are tolerated as an inevitable  

consequence of human imperfection, provided that the intent and commitment to the 

values remains sincere and within the ability of the individual to achieve. Failure to 

live up to values does not damage the organization’s integrity  provided that it is 

only occasional, is openly acknowledged  and that acknowledgement is used as an 

opportunity  to reinforce commitment. Organizational ethics, by contrast,  demand 

compliance. Breaches are not tolerated. Failure to observe its own code of ethics 

damages the organization’s integrity.  Organizational values define an aspiration 

that motivates high achievement.  Organizational ethics define a minimum 

benchmark that motivates prevention of breaches. 

 

This distinction is analogous to regulatory  focus theory (Higgins, 1998; 2002, cited in 

Bryant, 2007), which distinguishes between a promotion focus on hopes and 

accomplishments (gains) and a prevention focus on safety and responsibilities (non-

losses). Individuals  with a promotion focus approach new tasks with eagerness to 

achieve goals, whereas those with a prevention focus approach new tasks with 

vigilance  to avoid mistakes. Organizational values appear to be more compatible with 

a promotion focus, and organizational ethics with a prevention focus, which suggests 

that organizational values may provide a source of motivation  toward achievement  

that organizational ethics cannot offer. 

 

COGNITIVE  MORAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

The ability to live according  to ones values or to maintain  an ethical standard depends 

on one’s ability to recognise ethical imperatives  and to apply reason to determining  

the most ethical course of action in a specific context. These abilities vary from 

person to person and at different stages of our lives. A child is less able to understand 

moral nuances than is an adult. Lawrence Kohlberg  (1927-1987) was a pioneer in 

the study of the stages of moral development. His work built on that of Piaget (1896-

1980), who identified two stages of moral judgement.  Roughly speaking, Piaget 

found that younger children tended to judge an action as right or wrong by its 

consequences, whereas around the age of 10 or 11, they begin to take into account 

the motives behind the action. 
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Kohlberg  investigated how moral judgement  continued to develop after this 

transition.  He interviewed  a sample of adolescent boys (aged between 10 and 16) on 

their reactions to a story involving  a moral judgement—did the protagonists  act 

rightly  or wrongly.  From these interviews, he identified six stages of moral 

development, grouped into three main stages: pre- conventional,  conventional  and 

post-conventional (Kohlberg, 1967). He developed classification guidelines that 

would allow them to be rated independently  with reliable results. 

 

The stages were: 

 

Pre-conventional (self-interest): 

 

1.   Obedience and punishment: “if I would be punished for this, then it must be 

wrong” 

 

2.   Individualism  and exchange:  “different people think different things are 

right and wrong, so I’m free to do what furthers my own interests, 

provided I can avoid punishment” 

 

Conventional (preserving social order): 

 

3.  ‘Right’  is based on good intentions and preserving good relationships with 

other ‘good’ people (in terms of being a good role occupant by conforming 

to expectations of that role). 

 

4.   Maintaining social order, everyone subject to the same rules (“if 

everybody  did whatever  they thought was right, then we would have no 

social order, so we have to respect the rules”).
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Post-conventional (principled conscience): 

 

5.  Social contract and individual  rights: Some rights (such as life) override rules, 

and where the social order is unfair, there needs to be a democratic means to 

change it. 

 

6.   Universal principles: an action that is ‘right’ must be fair to all who are 

affected by it; it cannot be right to count any individual’s  interests as less 

important  my own or anyone else’s. 

 

Longitudinal  studies showed that, in general, children progressed through these 

stages in sequence and did not usually regress, and that moral judgement  continued 

to develop through adulthood. Development to the post-conventional stages was 

rare: most adults remained at stages three or four. Development from one stage to 

the next arose from thinking about moral problems and was most rapid when thinking 

was in the form of discussion with a person at a higher stage of development, and 

when the individual  found the process of moral reasoning interesting.  Kohlberg  

believed that the stages were ‘hierarchically integrated’, which meant that as people 

progress to higher stages, they retain the insights of the earlier stages but consider 

them inferior. This proposition was verified by Rest (1979), with the additional  

interesting discovery that people preferred the highest stage of reasoning they heard, 

even if they did not fully understand it, suggesting  an intuitive  understanding of the 

greater adequacy  of higher stages of reasoning. 

 

Kohlberg’s  work was criticised by his friend and colleague, Carol Gilligan,  who was 

disturbed by the fact that women tended to score lower than men on Kohlberg’s  states 

of moral development. She argued that because Kohlberg’s  early work was based on 

interviews  only with boys and young men, that his classification  system favoured a 

male version of morality centred on justice and abstract  reasoning,  whereas female 

morality centred on compassion and care, and was therefore, based on Kohlberg’s  

classification  system, unlikely to advance  beyond stage 3. Gilligan’s version of the 

three main stages of moral development can be summarised in terms of care: Stage 

1: care for oneself; Stage 2: care for others, often at the expense of oneself; Stage 3: 
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balancing  care for self with care for others. (Kohlberg, 1967 and Gilligan,  1982, 

summarised in Crain, 1985). 

 

Gilligan’s  conception of the three main stages of cognitive moral development is 

consistent with Clare Graves’ (1914-1986) levels of existence theory. From many 

studies involving  psychological assessments of his students, he developed a model of 

psychological  maturity  which was open- ended—that is, there was no perceived 

ultimate nirvana-style end point—and involved cycling between what he called 

adaptive (self-denying) and expressive (self-affirming) states. Graves believed that 

no state was intrinsically  better than another, just more suitable for a particular  set 

of life conditions. The more complex those conditions, the more likely that a higher 

level state would be more suitable. However, he did argue that: 

 

“for the overall welfare of total man's existence in this world, over the long run 

of time, higher levels are better than lower levels and that the prime good of 

any society's governing figures should be to promote human movement up the 

levels of human existence.” (www.ClareGraves.com, viewed 5th   September, 

2006). 

 

Graves’ work was further developed by Beck and Cowan (1996) into the model 

known as Spiral Dynamics. Spiral dynamics consists of a series of states or ‘memes’, 

each consisting of a core value system, which acts as an organising  principle, and 

each represented by a colour. Expressive memes alternate  with adaptive  memes and 

transitional  stages are recognised. Each meme is associated with a stage of 

development in human history. 

 

Spiral Dynamics was developed as a management tool, aimed at organizational 

design and transformation, but has gained acceptance  in the academic world. For 

example, the transcendent  nature of the spiral dynamics levels of existence, where 

each level transcends and includes the previous one, describes a holarchy,  which 

fits well within the integral theory approach of Ken Wilber (2000), described earlier. 

It adds insight to both the Intentional and Cultural  quadrants,  depending on whether 

it is viewed from the perspective of an individual  or an organization or social group. 
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More recently, Zohar and Marshall (2001, 2004) have proposed a scale of 

development based on what they call ‘spiritual intelligence’.  Spiritual  intelligence 

is the foundation of spiritual capital, which, they argue, is just as important to a 

healthy enterprise as are financial and social capital (Zohar & Marshall,  2004). 

Marshall,  a psychiatrist  and psychotherapist  of Jungian background and inclination,  

has developed, based on 40 years of clinical observation of patient behaviour and 

response, a scale of human motivations.  The 16-point scale builds on the five- level 

‘hierarchy  of human needs’ model originally  developed by Maslow (1943). Whereas 

the first four layers of Maslow’s hierarchy  consisted of ‘deficiency needs’, needs that 

caused no positive emotion when met, but created anxiety  when not met, Marshall’s  

scale gives greater emphasis to the top layer of Maslow’s pyramid, ‘actualisation 

needs’, which, when fulfilled, provide motivation  for further personal growth.   It 

consists of eight positive and eight negative emotions, which are numbered 1 to 8 

and -1 to -8 respectively. Motivations  higher up the scale lead to greater  personal 

effectiveness and more positive outcomes. Positively numbered motivations  may be 

thought of as actualisation needs in Maslow’s terminology.  Each negative 

motivation  is the ‘shadow’ (a Jungian  term) of it’s positive counterpart,  for example, 

‘anger’, numbered -2, is the shadow of ‘cooperation’,  numbered +2. 

 

Each motivation  represents a complete behavioural  paradigm,  embracing  

assumptions, values, emotions and other factors that influence behaviour. For 

example, to someone operating  from a motivation  of fear (-4), everything is perceived 

as a threat. Since motivations  are the cause of behaviour, then the only reliable way 

to change behaviour is to shift the underlying  motivation, which involves a paradigm  

shift—no small matter. 

 

The numbers allocated to motivations  are not arbitrary. They indicate not only rank, 

but the degree of influence on motivation  levels of others operating  at higher or 

lower levels on the scale. A person with a positive motivation  can have their 

effectiveness cancelled out by a person with the equivalent  level of negative  

motivation—thus anger (-2) cancels out cooperation (+2). A person operating  at 

+4 (mastery) can contain and maybe improve the motivation  of someone operating  

at -3 (craving), but -3 can drag down +2  (cooperation). Interaction  with others can 
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lead to temporary  shifts, but motivation  level will return to its natural level once that 

influence is removed, because there has been no long-term shift in the underlying  

paradigm.  To change one’s own paradigm,  one must first become aware of it, and 

understand the values and assumptions that underlie it, see that a different paradigm  

is possible, and develop the desire to change. Developing emotional intelligence  

(Goleman, 1996), particularly self-awareness and emotional self-control, can play a 

part in allowing  this shift to happen. Spiritual  awareness, 

Zohar and Marshall argue, is crucial in providing the desire to change (Zohar & 

Marshall,  2004: chapter 3). 

 

Zohar and Marshall provided illustrations of the practical  implications of this 

motivation  scale. Children typically  operate at +1 (exploration), but much of the 

education system operates at -3 (craving—for control). Thus, for many children, 

their experience of education is reduced to -3 (craving for credentials) or -4 (fear of 

failure). The business world typically  operates from negative  paradigms  somewhere 

between -1 (self-assertion) and -4 (fear). Similar motivations appear to drive many 

in the political field. Western society (possibly Eastern also) is therefore, apparently,  

operating  predominantly  out of negative  motivational states (Zohar & Marshall, 

2004: chapter 3). 

 

The precise mathematical properties of the scale might be challenged,  however, the 

principle that people operating  from higher motivations  can influence others to shift 

their paradigm  from a negative  to a positive (or at least less negative  state) is 

intuitively  reasonable. It is analogous to the argument  put forward by Peter Singer 

(1995) that cooperative behaviour will breed cooperation in others, even the initially  

uncooperative  (provided it does not reward uncooperative behaviour). It is also one 

of the foundations of Mahayana Buddhist practice— bodhisattvas,  those who have 

achieved the highest possible level of enlightenment, dedicate their lives to helping 

others travel the same path. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Three models of human cognitive  and moral development have been presented here. 

There are many others. These three were selected as illustrative  because they have 
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been related to the business context. Kohlberg’s  work is drawn on extensively in the 

literature on business ethics (see below), and the work of Beck and Cowan,  and of 

Zohar and Marshall,  is aimed at the corporate world. 

 

While there are elements of all three in each model, Kohlberg’s  is based mainly on 

ability to reason, Beck and Cowan’s on value systems, and Zohar and Marshall’s  on 

spirit and emotion. All three are founded on detailed observation of human behaviour 

(the Upper Right  of Wilber’s quadrants), but Beck and Cowan,  Zohar and Marshall 

attempt to interpret the findings in terms of how they appear from an interior 

perspective—both the individual (Upper Left) and the organization (Lower Left). 

 

Common to all three models is the theme of ‘hierarchic  integration’, that is each 

level includes but extends the previous one, consistent with Wilber’s (2000) concept 

of ‘holarchy’.  Upward progression is assumed to be the ideal (indeed by Kohlberg  

to be the norm) but regression is possible. Higher levels in each model are associated 

with positive outcomes, both for individuals in terms of personal growth  and for the 

societies they form. Kohlberg’s  main focus is on the individual,  Zohar and Marshall’s  

on the individual as influenced by society, and Beck and Cowan’s  on collective 

culture. But all three reflect a human aspiration  for personal growth  and fulfilment 

and a higher degree of connectedness to their fellow humans and the world in which 

they live. Furthermore, they show that perception of what is desirable will be limited 

by the stage of cognitive  development of the individual,  thus values and cognitive  

moral development are inextricably related. 

 

ETHICS AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

 

Archie Carroll (1987) defined three moral types among managers:  moral—seeking 

to do what is right by the society within which they operate; immoral—knowing the 

difference between right and wrong, but choosing to do wrong if it is good for business 

and if they believe they can get away  with it; and amoral—regarding judgement  

about right and wrong as not the concern of business. Amoral managers  could be 

either intentionally  or unintentionally so. Intentionally amoral managers  consciously 

accepted the proposition that morality was not the concern of business. 
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Unintentionally amoral managers,  by contrast were simply casual about moral 

concerns—not indifferent to right and wrong,  but insensitive to the impact of their 

actions on others, therefore often failing to identify a harm resulting from their 

activities.  Carroll asserted in 1987 that amoral managers  were overwhelmingly in 

the majority  and that they remained so 13 years later, mostly unintentionally so 

(Carroll, 2000). 

 

The collapse of such iconic companies as Enron and WorldCom involving  revelations 

of clearly unethical, and in some cases illegal, behaviour has prompted the question 

of whether these catastrophes  are the results of a few rotten apples or whether the 

whole business ‘barrel’ is infected. One such examination  (Anand et al., 2004) found 

that employees who had engaged in or supported unethical practices did not view 

themselves as unethical, but rationalised their behaviour in a variety  of ways. 

Furthermore, new employees were gradually  socialised into unethical  behaviours 

through small steps taking them further ‘over the line’. The context did not appear to 

be active intent to act ‘immorally’,  but to ‘educate’ new employees into the practical 

realities of doing business in the particular  company or industry. This is consistent 

with Carroll’s (1987) definition of amoral management, but—sadly—suggests 

that intentional  amorality  may be more common than he proposed (Carroll, 2000). 

 

The rationalisation process is illustrated by a recent Australian  case, AWB. AWB 

began life as the Australian  Wheat Board, a government  department,  with monopoly 

responsibility for securing overseas markets for Australian  wheat growers. It was 

privatised in 1999 and floated on the Australian  Stock Exchange  in 2001. It lost one 

of its major markets when the United Nations (UN) imposed sanctions on Iraq, but 

was able to start trading  again  when the UN ‘Oil for food’ program  commenced in 

1995. This program ceased in 2003 with the invasion of Iraq by a coalition of 

countries, including Australia.  The UN Volcker enquiry found that much of the ‘Oil 

for food’ income had been siphoned off by Saddam Hussein in the form of ‘kickbacks’, 

and that AWB was the single biggest contributor. 

 

In response, the Australian  government  established a Royal Commission into the 

activities of AWB during this time. This process attracted  intense media scrutiny and 
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much public debate. Many of the rationalisations identified by Anand et al. (2004) 

emerged: “It was up to the UN to police the program, not AWB” (denial of 

responsibility); “That’s the way business is always  done in the middle East” (denial 

of injury—ignores the fact that the ‘oil for food’ program was intended to bypass 

‘business as usual’); “If AWB hadn’t done it, the US or Canada  would have” (social 

weighting—others are as bad or worse than us); “AWB was just doing the best thing 

for Australian  wheat growers”  (appeal to higher loyalties). I have drawn these not 

from AWB employees (who for legal reasons said as little as possible), but from media 

reports and general conversation.  If such rationalisations carried conviction for the 

general public, then it is reasonable to suppose they would carry as much or greater 

conviction within AWB. The ability of many commentators  to support the invasion 

of Iraq, while simultaneously  defending AWB’s conduct in trading  with his regime, 

and furthermore, perceiving  no significant  conflict in 

holding such a position suggests moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1967) at Stage 2 (self 

interest) or, at best, Stage 3 (looking after ‘good’ people—in this case, Australian  

farmers). This, in turn, suggests that Australian  managers  and employees might either 

fail to perceive ethical dilemmas or resolve them by sidelining them as ‘someone else’s 

problem’ leaving them free to pursue self- interest. 

 

How does this relate to organizational values? A leader, seeking to identify what 

principles he or she values so much for their organization that they would never 

compromise them and is prepared to stand by them publicly, inevitably  takes a moral 

stance to some degree. He or she really 

cannot choose to be immoral, by Carroll’s definition. To espouse values likely to be 

perceived as unethical  by the society in which the company operates, would destroy 

its reputation  and would not be an option. To espouse values with the intent to 

contravene  them privately  would be a contradiction  of the definition of core values. 

He or she might, however, select values that are ethically neutral. ‘Innovation’,  ‘Fun’, 

‘Communication’ are examples of such values. A sincere, open commitment to core 

values does not, therefore, preclude amoral management, intentional or 

unintentional. 
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The example of AWB illustrates ethics in action at a long-established organization. 

Do the same patterns apply in emerging  companies? Two synthesis papers, a decade 

apart, have attempted to map the territory  of ethics and entrepreneurship.  Dees and 

Starr (1992) drew on prior research in the entrepreneurship  domain to examine 

entrepreneurship through an ‘ethical lens’. They suggested that the nature of 

entrepreneurial  activity  might expose entrepreneurs to particular types of dilemmas 

that would be less common for established businesses and identified three 

such types. ‘Promotor’ dilemmas balance the ethical imperative  to be honest and 

truthful with the pragmatic need to overcome the liability of newness and establish 

credibility. ‘Relationship’ dilemmas balance the ethical imperative  to treat others with 

respect and honour the obligations of past and continuing  relationships, with the 

pragmatic need to maintain  a business-like ‘arms- length’ relationship in commercial 

dealings. ‘Innovator’  dilemmas reflect the fact that entrepreneurs are the people who 

break new ground and must judge whether social resistance to the innovations  they 

attempt to introduce represents natural  conservatism  or a warning  that an ethical 

boundary has been crossed. 

 

Solymossy and Masters (2002), responded ten years later, drawing  on ethics research 

to examine ethics through an ‘entrepreneurial  lens’. They proposed a model of ethical 

decision-making that, they contended, should be equally valid for all sizes, stages 

and levels of entrepreneurial orientation  of businesses. At the centre is the process of 

moral decision making, consisting of three stages: recognition  of a moral issue, 

making a moral judgement, taking moral action. In identifying  influences on this 

process, they drew heavily on the work of Trevino. 

 

Trevino (1986) observed that an individual’s  level of cognitive  moral development 

(CMD) as described by Kohlberg (1967) would influence their ability to recognise, 

judge or act on an ethical dilemma. She further proposed that individual  

characteristics such as ego strength (strength of conviction), field independence 

(reliance on self for guidance  in ambiguous situations), and an internal locus of 

control (belief in ability to control the outcomes in one’s life) would increase the 

probability  of making a successful transition  from moral judgement  to moral action. 
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These are characteristics often identified with entrepreneurs (e.g. Brockhaus & 

Horwitz, 1986). 

 

Based on Kohlberg’s (1967) finding that moral development increased fastest through 

active engagement with moral dilemmas, she proposed that the nature of work itself 

and the culture of the organization in which an individual  worked would influence 

their level of CMD. Thus, those whose work involved frequently  dealing with ethical 

dilemmas were likely to attain  higher levels of CMD. Entrepreneurs,  whose work by 

its very nature routinely involves juggling the often conflicting  demands of 

employees, customers, investors and other stakeholders, might be expected to be 

regularly  confronted with situations constituting  ethical dilemmas. However, there 

is no certainty  that they would perceive them as such. Many founders exaggerate 

the size and maturity  of their venture in order to overcome the liability of newness. 

In their own reports of such incidents, there is rarely a sense that they see anything 

unethical in such behaviour, and yet it is unquestionably  a form of deception. 

 

However, it is fair to conclude from the above that, provided entrepreneurs are 

inclined to think about ethical issues, then the individual  characteristics typical of 

entrepreneurs and work characteristics typical of their role in their organization 

would seem to predispose entrepreneurs to ethical decision-making to a greater extent 

than business managers  in general. 

 

Despite a lingering  tendency (at least in Australia) of the general public to view 

entrepreneurs with some suspicion, regarding them as inclined to put their own self-

interest before the public good, theoretical arguments  and empirical studies have 

suggested that entrepreneurs are likely to be at least as ethical, if not more so, than 

their general business counterparts.  The theoretical approach, as outlined above, 

argues that the characteristics found to be associated with successful entrepreneurs, 

and the nature of their role within their organizations, combine to encourage a higher 

level of ethical decision-making (Trevino, 1986, 1992; Buchholz and Rosenthal, 

2005; Chau and Siu, 2000). 
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The theoretical argument  has found some support in empirical studies. Teal and 

Carroll (1999) found that entrepreneurs were likely to possess slightly higher moral 

reasoning skills than middle managers or the general population. Bucar (2001) found 

that entrepreneurs were more likely to hold ethical attitudes than business managers.  

However, Longenecker et al. (1988) found that ethical stances of entrepreneurs 

(defined as self-employed people) were different from business people in general, but 

not necessarily stronger. They surveyed a large population of business people 

(including self-employed) on their attitude to sixteen vignettes  describing ethically 

questionable behaviour.  The entrepreneurs were less tolerant than non-entrepreneurs 

on two of 16 issues, and more permissive on five, those five being the issues where 

self-interest was pursued at the expense of others. Business people in small firms also 

differed from their large firm counterparts,  but on balance were no more or less 

ethical, being more tolerant on six issues and less tolerant on another six (Longenecker 

et al., 1989). 

 

The ethical behaviour of entrepreneurs may be mediated by the context in which 

they operate. In both the Bucar and Longenecker studies described above, 

entrepreneurs reported feeling pressured by circumstances  to behave unethically,  but 

while Longenecker found entrepreneurs were more likely to feel such pressure than 

managers,  Bucar found the reverse.  Opposing factors appear to be at play here. 

Entrepreneurs are involved in all aspects of the company and deal frequently with a 

wide range of external stakeholders, thus exposing them to ethical dilemmas which 

many managers,  having  a more limited scope of activities,  and being more inwardly  

focused would be insulated from. Entrepreneurs are likely to be involved in external 

relationships where they have a lower power status, which Brass et al. (1998) 

proposed would decrease their likelihood of unethical behaviour. But while the 

asymmetry  of power might inhibit the entrepreneur from initiating unethical 

behaviour, there is clearly potential for them to be pressured to engage  in unethical  

behaviour by a higher power status party on whom their 

business depends. On the other hand, entrepreneurs have much greater control over 

the climate and operating  rules for their organizations than managers,  who are 

confined by the existing procedures, norms and conventions of their employing 

organization. Furthermore, the observed tendency for entrepreneurs to have a higher 
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internal locus of control than managers (e.g. Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986) may result 

in a lower perception of pressure to conform. 

 

Recent research (Bryant, forthcoming) has suggested that ethical behaviour in 

entrepreneurs is related to self-regulation, which describes how people set their goals 

and self-direct toward achieving  those goals. Bryant found that entrepreneurs with 

strong self-regulatory skills routinely considered values and ethics in decision making, 

whereas those with weak self-regulatory skills rarely did so. This suggests that that 

interventions  aimed at improving the self-regulatory skills of entrepreneurs could 

help to manage the anti-social behaviour that some exhibit, while at the same time 

imparting  a higher sense of purpose and personal satisfaction to those engaged in 

entrepreneurial  pursuits. In the context of this research, it also suggests that 

entrepreneurs who define a clear core purpose (a long-term goal) for their business 

may be more likely to act ethically. 

 

Where attempts have been made to validate  theory through empirical studies, these 

have tended to measure attitudes to hypothetical  dilemmas (Longenecker et al., 1988, 

1989; Bucar, 2001; Akaah & Lund, 1994), which do not necessarily reflect how the 

respondents actually  would behave if confronted by such dilemmas (Rokeach, 1973; 

Hofstede, 1990; Heider, 1958). Others (e.g. Vyakarnam et al., 1997) have used focus 

groups or interviews  to recall specific dilemmas, and are thus limited by accuracy  of 

memory and potentially  distorted by the desire to represent oneself in a favourable  

light. Furthermore, the nature of the distinction between entrepreneurs and non-

entrepreneurs is not always  clear. The situation of a self-employed tradesman or 

freelance contractor  is quite different from that of the founders of Google or eBay, 

and yet the term ‘entrepreneur’  has been used to refer to both. 

 

This is not to downplay  the value of these studies, simply to highlight  that our 

understanding of the ethical orientation  of entrepreneurs and the factors that influence 

their ethical decision- making are very incompletely understood. In particular,  

empirical studies of the development of ethical climate in emerging  companies, those 

that aspire to be the large companies of tomorrow—the USA’s Inc. 500, Australia’s 

BRW Fast 100 etc.—are lacking. Yet if we want to understand how a climate of 

high ethical standards can be embedded within our corporate sector—and Enron, 
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Arthur Andersen, WorldCom and the like provide a powerful reminder of why we 

need to do so—it is surely important  to examine how the values and assumptions 

underlying  ethical climates are formed. This research does not claim to, or even aim 

to, address this issue directly, but may shed some light on one of the contributing 

factors—the development of organizational values.  

Values and ethical behaviour 

 

Values have been widely recognised as a determinant  of ethical behaviour. 

Chakraborty (1998) argued that supporting values are essential to the successful 

implementation  of codes of ethics. In other words, normative  commitment to the 

spirit of the ethical code, rather than rather than 

instrumental  compliance with the letter, is the key to ethical behaviour.  Ethical values 

have been 

found to play a defining role in the moral life of a firm (Solomon, 1999); to provide 

guidance  to employees on the resolution of ethical dilemmas (Webley, 1999); and to 

increase employee commitment (Hunt et al., 1989) (all cited in Morris et al. (2002)). 

 

Liedtka (1989) argued that values precede the decision-making process by defining the 

‘givens’ that frame the possibilities before conscious decision-making begins. Thus 

values are an important  factor in determining  whether or not we even perceive an 

ethical dilemma. Much of the focus on ethical attitudes and behaviour focuses on 

dilemmas, which misses a whole dimension of (un)ethical behaviour neatly summed 

up by Dees and Starr (1992:90) as the things “we wish they [entrepreneurs] would 

lose sleep over”. Chakraborty (1998) acknowledged  this by calling for a greater focus 

on what he terms ‘direct’ ethics. 

 

Trevino (1986) agued that a strong, normative  culture was likely to result in clearer 

agreement about right or wrong among employees within an organization, than in 

a weak, fragmented culture. It does not necessarily follow that strong, normative  

cultures are ethical—the governing norms may condone or even encourage 

unethical behaviour—but they are likely to be consistent. Core values that genuinely 

and actively  underpin organizational culture, as was the case with the companies 

studied by Collins and Porras (1994), result in a strong, normative  culture and should 

therefore lead to consistent ethical decision-making (good or bad) across the 
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organization. If the core values were ethical values, then one would expect ethical 

decision- making within that organization to be enhanced. 

 

Victor and Cullen (1988) analysed ethical work climate at sub-group level in four 

firms using a 2-axis model consisting of ethical criteria (‘egoism’, ‘benevolence’, 

‘principle’, based loosely on Kohlberg’s (1967) stages of cognitive  moral 

development), and locus of analysis (‘individual’, ‘local’ (firm), ‘cosmopolitan’ (wider 

social context)). Although nine combinations  were theoretically  available,  only five 

distinct climate types emerged (consistent with prior research by the same authors). 

They found that employees were most satisfied with the ethics of the 

company when ethical decision-making was based on ‘benevolence’ (concern for 

relationships with others—personal, work colleagues and society in general), and 

when personal self-interest was not a criterion. The dominance of benevolence 

suggested that most employees reasoned at Kohlberg’s  ‘conventional’  level and at 

Stage 3 (concern for relationships) rather than Stage 4 (concern for social order). That 

‘principle’ emerged as a defining factor of climates perceived to be ethical by 

employees is somewhat surprising, given other propositions about the influence of 

core values (principles) on ethical climate. However, the questions relating  to the 

‘principle’ dimension, were phrased in terms of rules and laws, rather than guiding 

principles, so the findings may not be directly comparable. 

 

Neubaum et al. (2004) investigated the impact of firm newness (age) and 

entrepreneurial orientation  (proactiveness, risk-taking and innovation) on ethical 

work climate, using the Victor and Cullen (1988) model. They hypothesised that 

both entrepreneurial  and new firms were more likely to have climates based on 

egoism and an individual-centred locus of analysis, indicating  either the 

‘instrumental’ (egoism at individual and local level) or ‘independence’ (principle 

and individual) climates. However, they found that entrepreneurial  orientation  was 

not associated with any particular  climate type, and that newness was associated 

with ‘independence’, but not with ‘instrumental’ climates. Furthermore, smaller 

firms were more likely to have stronger ‘caring’  (benevolence across all loci of 

analysis) climates than were larger ones. Combined with Victor and Cullen’s (1988) 

finding that employees were more satisfied with their firm’s ethical climate when it 
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was more ‘caring’  and less ‘instrumental’, this suggests that young, small firms are 

likely to provide a more satisfying  ethical climate than are older, larger firms. 

 

Morris et al. (2002) placed ethical core values at the centre of their proposed 

framework for development of ethical structures, arguing  that without the presence 

of at least one ethical core value a firm was unlikely to provide a moral environment  

for its employees. Core values in their model could be explicit or implicit and were 

supported by explicit structures such as ethics officers, codes, ethics training,  and 

sanctions for abuses of ethics; and implicit structures such as top manager  concern 

for ethics, stories of ethical behaviour, and propensity to discuss ethics in 

conversations among employees and between employees and managers.  Applying 

this framework to develop a questionnaire,  they obtained responses from 227 small 

(<500 employees) firms founded less than 15 years ago. Cluster analysis revealed 

four distinct climate types with differing concerns for ethics. Almost half the sample 

fell into the ‘deficients’ category, with little ethics given little thought or attention.  

Only a fifth of the sample both explicitly  paid attention to ethics and consistently 

reinforced it through congruent practices—‘walking the talk’. The remainder either 

‘talked’ or ‘walked’ but not both. While Morris et al. (2002) were careful to note that 

this did not mean the ‘deficient’ companies were not ethical, it showed that ethics 

was a low priority for them. 

 

It is recognised that building an ethical climate where it is absent or not prominent 

is not easy. Paine (1994) classified ethics programs into three categories: ‘compliance 

with law’, ‘code of conduct’ and ‘integrity  strategy’. The integrity  strategy,  the 

only one underpinned by normative values, was found to be the most effective means 

of influencing behaviour, especially when supported by systems and procedures that 

make it easy for people to do the right thing. Yet formal initiatives  to encourage 

ethical behaviour in businesses (such as the Sarbanes-Oxley legislation in the USA) 

tend to transform into ‘compliance’ or ‘code of conduct’ strategies, because they are 

founded on external standards rather than appealing to an internal sense of right and 

wrong. This provides an illusion of ethical progress, but no real change in behaviour 

or reduction in risk of crossing ethical boundaries (Michaelson, 2006). 

 



72 
 

Values are also at the centre of self-image or identity, and as such they influence our 

behaviour. Image theory (Beach & Mitchell, 1985, reported in Liedtka, 1989) asserts 

that we make 

decisions by assessing the congruity  between a proposed course of action and our own 

self- image. Thus if we perceive ourselves in terms of strong, ethical values, we are 

likely to be deterred from action that conflicts with those values. Empirical support 

for this tendency was found in an investigation of strategies  used by small business 

owners to resolve ethical dilemmas (Vyakarnam  et al., 1997). Focus groups were held 

and the discussion was analysed in terms of several extant theories on dilemma 

resolution, one of which was quality of relationships with stakeholders. To the surprise 

of the researchers, ‘self’ emerged as an important  stakeholder, with many of the 

respondents feeling that it was of prime importance to hold on to their sense of identity,  

represented by their values and beliefs, even under pressure. 

 

In conclusion, there is considerable support for the positive influence of ethical 

values on the ethical behaviour of organizations and moderate support for the 

proposition that young, small firms have stronger ethical climates than do older, 

larger firms. Combining  this with the evidence that it is difficult to introduce an 

ethical climate into an established organization that lacks one, provides a powerful 

case for articulating and embedding ethical values early in the life of a company. 

 

Organizational culture and entrepreneurship 

 

The literature  review thus far identifies values as a significant  component of 

organisational culture, and the early growth  stage of the organisational life cycle 

as the period when culture starts to emerge and become embedded (e.g. Schein, 

1983; Quinn & Cameron, 1983). Since a key focus of entrepreneurship  is the 

emergence of new organizations (e.g. Gartner, 1985), it is appropriate  to examine 

the literature on organizational culture itself and how it has been related to the 

domain of entrepreneurship. 

 

A BRIEF OVERVIEW  OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND VALUES 
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For profit companies are only one type of organization, and the discipline of 

organizational culture is certainly  not confined to this sub-type, but the for profit 

company is the focus of this thesis, so the discussion of organizational culture will 

be mainly confined to this domain. 

 

In 1916 a landmark court case between the Ford motor company and the Dodge 

brothers, investors in Ford, established the legal obligation  of a corporation to act “in 

the best interests of the corporation”,  which has generally  been equated to maximising  

the wealth of its shareholders (Bakan, 2004). It was therefore incumbent upon 

corporations to manage their operations as efficiently as possible. Under such 

conditions, the scientific management of operations through rigorous analysis and 

streamlining  of every task, as epitomised by the work of Frederick Taylor (1911) 

became the focus of management. In this climate, the human side of the organization, 

especially at the lowest levels of the hierarchy  of management, received relatively  

little attention. 

 

Perhaps the first thought leader to question the scientific approach was Mary Parker 

Follett (1868-1933). One of the first graduates  of Radcliffe College, her initial 

interest was in democracy, and it was only in the last decade of her life that her 

work received much attention from the world of business. Parker Follett was an 

advocate  for the human factors of management, such as seeking ‘win-win’ 

solutions, strength in human diversity and situational leadership. With the 

continuing  rise of scientific management and reaction to the social obligations that 

her views placed upon organizations her calls for a more 'human' approach to 

administration received a limited audience.  She has, however, been acknowledged  as 

a thought- leader by Rosabeth Moss Kanter  and Peter Drucker (Graham, 2003: preface 

and introduction). 

 

It was Chester Barnard (1938) who succeeded in reinstating the human factor into 

management. He reminded managers  that corporations are made up of human beings 

and that successful management was about transforming  the human actors within a 

company from a (political) state of conflict to a (rational) state of cooperation. He 

recognised that this transformation was not easy, and that human actors were not 
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‘rational’  in economic terms, but motivated by non- financial factors. He proposed 

that the role of the executive was to “create and sustain a culture of beliefs and values 

that would support cooperation”  (Levitt & March, 1990). Barnard has been described 

as the father of the concept of corporate culture. He recognized that “shared values 

and meanings, internalized  by participants, could constitute a strong system of 

control—much more powerful than one based exclusively on material rewards or 

on force.” (Scott, 1990) 

 

From the earliest days, purpose and values were associated with corporate culture. 

Talcott Parsons defined an organization as: 

 

“a social system oriented to the attainment of a relatively specific type of goal, 

which contributes to a major function of a more comprehensive  system, usually 

the society. Such an organization is analyzed in terms of an institutionalised v a 

l u e s y s t e m , above all defining and legitimizing  its goal…”  (Parsons, 1956:63, 

emphasis added) 

 

The introduction of the term organizational culture is widely attributed  to Pettigrew  

(1979) in an influential article regarding the studying of culture in organizations. 

Prior to that time, the term was not widespread (Hofstede, 1991; Agle & Caldwell,  

1999). Since then it has become mainstream,  both in academic journals (e.g. Schein, 

1983, 1985, 1996; Weick, 1985; O’Reilly et al., 1983, 1991) and practitioner  texts 

(e.g. Peters & Waterman, 1982; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Kotter & Heskett, 1992; 

Collins & Porras, 1994).
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Definitions of organizational culture vary, but most include the concept of shared 

values (Pettigrew, 1979; Peters & Waterman, 1982; Schein, 1985; Enz, 1988; 

O’Reilly et al., 1991; Collins & Porras, 1994; Chatman  & Cha, 2003). Other 

components of that have appeared in definitions of organizational culture include 

beliefs or cognitions (Smircich, 1983; Peters & Waterman, 1982; Schein, 1985), 

assumptions (Schein, 1983; Enz, 1988; Peters & Waterman, 

1982) and norms (O’Reilly et al., 1991; Chatman  & Cha, 2003). 

 

These components of culture are related but distinct. Values imply a conception of 

the desirable, whereas beliefs do not necessarily have such connotations (Rokeach, 

1973). Beliefs or cognitions suggest rational conclusions based on evidence and 

experience, and therefore susceptible to change in the face of new evidence or 

experience. Assumptions, by contrast, suggest unexamined beliefs, originally  based 

on experience, either individual  (the founder) or collective (the organization), but 

which over time have transformed into ‘facts’ and are no longer questioned (Schein, 

1985). They implicitly influence cognition and decision-making by filtering the way 

information is received and processed, and, being hidden, may be deeply resistant to 

change. Norms describe attitudes and behaviour, which are founded on socialisation 

within the organization (‘the way we do things around here’), rather than on values 

formed early in life, which are deeply held and often sub-conscious. 

 

It is widely agreed that cultures are difficult to change (Hofstede, 1991), but it seems 

reasonable to suppose that a culture based on beliefs (derived from experience) and 

behavioural  norms (acquired through socialisation) would be more amenable to 

change than a culture based on core values or beliefs. Indeed Hofstede made this very 

point: national cultures, he asserted, because they are founded on values formed in 

childhood, are much slower to change than organizational cultures, founded on 

shared values and norms formed during adulthood through association with the 

organization. In fact, national cultures, he argued cannot be deliberately changed, 

whereas organizational cultures can, though with difficulty. Schein argued that 

assumptions are also highly resistant to change. Once formed, they quickly fall below 

the level of consciousness, are not easily inferred from observed behaviour, and are 

therefore difficult to identify, let alone challenge or change (Schein, 1985). The 
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common factor between these two observations is that when the foundations of 

culture are hidden or implicit, it becomes difficult to identify the basis for the culture, 

and therefore difficult to change it. This suggests that an organization seeking to 

manage  its culture needs to start making such values and assumptions explicit early 

in its life cycle. 

 

Do all organizations have a culture? It is often assumed that they do, and yet I suggest 

most of us have worked in, or at least encountered, organizations in which we would 

struggle  to describe ‘the way we do things around here’, let alone identify core values 

or underlying  assumptions. In many large organizations, shared values may be absent, 

and norms specific to work groups or departments, thus the culture of the organization 

as a whole is impossible to describe. The conventional  way to resolve this is to refer 

to organizations where there is a high degree of consensus about values and norms as 

possessing a strong culture. This raises the question of whether an organization in 

which there is little or no consensus on shared values and norms possesses a weak 

culture or no culture at all in any meaningful  sense of the word. Schein’s view is that 

an organization may be said to have an overall culture only if the whole organization 

has a significant  shared history, which cannot be assumed to be the case (Schein, 1985: 

ch.1). O’Reilly  et al. (1991:492) define organizational culture as existing only when 

values and norms are widely shared throughout  the organization. 

 

This question becomes important  when researching the relationships between 

organizational culture and functions of organizations, such as human resource 

management, performance, longevity  etc. Most research on organizational culture 

depends on first describing the culture from the viewpoint of individual employees (or 

owners) and strength or coherence of culture is assessed by the degree of homogeneity 

of the descriptions thus derived. This approach places emphasis on the content of 

values rather than the degree to which they are shared and the
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intensity with which they are held, which is what Collins and Porras (1994) found 

to be the important  distinction of the ‘visionary’  companies they studied. When I 

embarked on the literature  review for this research, I hoped to find an instrument 

that would allow me to assess the degree of consensus on and commitment to an 

organization’s shared values without first having  to determine what those values 

were. My search was unsuccessful and an enquiry to James Collins (co-author of 

Built to Last (Collins & Porras, 1994)) returned the response that he knew of no such 

instrument. The domain of application  of values is highly flexible: 

 

“One of the most interesting properties that values seem to have is that they can 

be employed with such extraordinary  versatility in everyday life. They may be 

shared or not shared and thus employed as single or double (or even triple) 

standards. They may be intended to apply equally to oneself and to others, to 

oneself but not to others, to others but not to oneself, to oneself more than to 

others, or to others more than to oneself.” (Rokeach, 1973:10) 

 

It is therefore appropriate  to ask, in an organizational culture founded on shared 

values, to whom are those values intended to apply? Within the organization 

only? To the industry or profession? To the society in which it operates? To the 

customers? 

 

On this point, though often without overt disagreement,  definitions do appear to 

diverge. To understand this divergence,  it is necessary to introduce yet another 

attribute  of organizational culture: that of meaning.  Organizational culture is often 

associated with giving  meaning to an organization (e.g. Pettigrew,  1979; Chatman  

& Cha, 2003). Indeed Pettigrew  puts meaning at the heart of culture: 

 

“in order for people to function within any given setting, they must have a 

continuing sense of what that reality is all about in order to be acted upon. 

Culture is the system of such publicly and collectively accepted meanings 

operating for a given group at a given time.” (Pettigrew, 1979: 574) 

 

Chatman  & Cha (2003:21) also assert the importance of culture in providing meaning: 
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“Strong cultures … improve performance by energizing employees—

appealing to their higher ideals and values and rallying them around a set 

of meaningful, 

unified goals. Such ideals excite employee commitment and effort because 

they are inherently  engaging and fill voids in identity and meaning.” 

 

These descriptions imply shared values that are inspiring or uplifting and that the 

values are perceived to be universally  desirable. This is not implicit in other 

definitions of organizational culture, where acceptability, correctness or desirability  

is described in terms of what contributes to the success of the organization. Schein 

(1985) argued that the values of the founder would only be accepted as organizational 

values if they demonstrably  contributed to the success of the company in solving 

problems of external adaptation  (how the company survives in its environment) and 

social integration (how the individuals in the company work productively together). 

In short they must help the organization to function more harmoniously  in its internal 

operations and more effectively with respect to its external environment.  The 

implication of this definition is that shared values may be deemed desirable only 

within the organization itself and only insofar as adherence to them continues to be 

associated with success. 

 

Thus ‘the way we do things around here’ is not necessarily the way we think other 

organizations, or society as a whole should operate. It is entirely possible for an 

organization to adopt values that would be deemed undesirable by the majority  of 

members of the society within which they operate, if that organization believes that 

those values promote its own success.



79 
 

Thus, although  values are widely acknowledged  as an important  component of 

organizational culture, the level of significance  attached  to them varies, and the 

precise meaning of ‘value’ in this context is not consistently defined. Some authors 

(Pettigrew, 1979; Collins & Porras; Chatman  & Cha, 2003) attach  great importance 

to values, associating  ‘values’ with providing meaning,  whereas Schein (1983; 

1985), for example, gives ‘values’ less weight and uses the term in a more pragmatic 

sense. 

 

Conclusion 

 

For an organizational culture to be based on ethical (held to be universally  desirable) 

values it would appear to be necessary that a) the founder’s personal value system 

includes ethical values; b) these values are deeply held and thus resistant to change; 

and c) the founder openly 

articulates  and consistently acts according  to these values, even (especially) in times 

of crisis and d) adherence to those values is associated with the survival and success 

of the organization. All four factors are necessary, and even they will not ensure 

that the shared values survive beyond the founder’s active involvement  in the 

organization. 

 

Conversely, in the absence of any one of these factors, a culture founded on 

pragmatic norms and behaviours, based around perceived benefit to the company, 

is likely to develop. Such “values”  would be less likely to endure if changed 

circumstances  challenged the assumed relationship between the values and the 

success of the business. The importance of articulating values and their importance 

has been demonstrated by Trevino et al. (2000), who found that employees could not 

easily distinguish between managers  who behaved morally but did not articulate  

their values, and managers  who did not consider morality important  to business. 

The effect on employees in both cases was similar—they regarded it as up to them 

to decide what was right, rather than looking to their manager  or the organization 

for ethical guidance. 

 

CULTURE AND COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 
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The impact of organizational culture on business performance has been much 

discussed. There is much support for the proposition that a company’s culture can 

provide a source of competitive advantage, but limited consensus about what 

constitutes a competitive culture, how it is acquired and sustained and how 

competitive advantage is obtained. Thus there is limited guidance  for young 

companies on building or nurturing  a culture that will enhance their success in the 

long term. 

 

Peters and Waterman brought corporate culture into the mainstream  in the early 

1980s, with the best selling book “In search of excellence”, which argued the path 

to sustainable superior performance was exceptional attention  to customers and 

constant innovation  (Peters & Waterman, 1982). Peters later noted that while these 

concepts were very simple to understand, they were surprisingly  hard for most 

organizations to implement (Peters & Austin, 1985). 

 

Deal and Kennedy (1982) proposed that the business cultures (‘the way things get 

done around here’) could be divided into four broad and potentially  overlapping  

categories,  defined by speed of feedback and acceptance  of risk (or uncertainty).  They 

were: the tough-guy macho culture (quick feedback, high risk); the work hard/play 

hard culture (quick feedback, low risk); the bet- your-company culture (high stakes, 

long term projects where feedback (i.e. success) is not known for considerable time); 

and the process culture (slow or no feedback, low risk). The intention was to describe 

cultures and understand how they contributed to or inhibited business’ success. No 

type of culture was deemed to be ‘better’ than the others, performance enhancement  

depended on how appropriate  was to companies’ strategy  and industry. 

 

Deal and Kennedy found that executives were very interested in the idea of having  

a culture that would boost their performance, but unwilling  to recognise that they 

already had a culture, which they needed to understand and deal with before they 

could attempt any sort of change
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(Richman, 1999). Schein (1985) expressed similar concerns at the lack of 

appreciation  by managers of the difficulty of attempting to change the culture 

of their companies. 

 

In an updated edition of their original text, Deal and Kennedy (1999) noted negative  

trends in corporate cultures: a severing of the implicit contract between company 

and employees, based on mutual commitment; short-term thinking driven by a focus 

on shareholder and market analyst expectations; and greed of upper management 

leading to a culture of self-interest at the 

top and fear at the bottom. They argued that this presented an opportunity  for small 

companies, with more cohesive and hence more powerful (for good or ill) cultures “an 

unprecedented opportunity  to recruit the best employees from the large companies that 

have destroyed their own cultures” (Richman, 1999). Implicit in this assertion is the 

belief that a culture that genuinely values its employees is superior. 

 

Barney (1986), adopting the resource-based view, agreed that organizational culture 

could provide a source of competitive advantage, but argued that this knowledge 

was not of great practical  value to managers.  In order to provide sustained competitive 

advantage, culture needed to be favourable (enhancing performance), rare (within 

the industry) and hard to imitate. If a culture could be easily imitated, then it could 

not, by definition, provide a source of sustainable competitive advantage. Companies 

that already had favourable,  rare and hard to imitate cultures might, however, benefit 

from recognising  and nurturing  it as a key asset. 

 

Hofstede (1991) concluded that there was no correlation between strength of culture 

(represented by homogeneity of perception of cultural practices) and organizational 

performance, in contrast to Peters and Waterman (1982). However, there was a 

strong relationship between homogeneous culture and a dimension he labelled 

‘results-orientation’, which might be equated with high performance, at least in the 

short-term (Hofstede, 2005: 293- 

294). Hofstede found that culture was, to a degree, aligned to industry and tasks, and 

also, to a lesser degree, aligned to some dimensions of national culture (see Values and 

Organizations below). The alignment  between cultural profile and industry or tasks 
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tends to support the view that culture needs to be strategically appropriate,  and there, 

if external influences demand a change in strategy,  the cultural profile of the company 

(in terms of the six dimensions Hofstede identified) may also need to change. 

 

Kotter and Heskett (1992) investigated culture and performance across a wide range 

of large companies to determine what type of culture might provide sustainable 

competitive advantage. They concluded, in agreement  with Hofstede (1991), that a 

strong culture in itself was not enough, and was as likely to lead to performance 

destruction as enhancement. Nor was a culture that gave priority to customer service 

sufficient. While they did find a benefit in having  a strategically appropriate  culture, 

they also found that ‘appropriateness’  often seemed to be a matter of chance rather 

than choice. Companies whose culture had been strategically appropriate frequently 

did not recognise when it ceased to be so. 

 

The cultures Kotter and Heskett identified as most likely to enhance performance in 

the long term were those that paid equal attention  to customers, employees and 

shareholders, and had a respect for the importance of leadership. 

 

However, they found that it was not easy for companies to sustain such a culture; on 

the contrary,  it was very easy for a company to drift from a performance enhancing  

to a performance destroying culture. A key distinguishing feature of destructive  

cultures was that management gave priority to their own interests above those of 

customers, employees or shareholders. The recent collapse of Enron provided striking 

illustration  of this phenomenon (McLean & Elkind, 2004). By contrast, the Virgin 

Group headed by Richard Branson, which was built on the belief that success is 

obtained by first looking after employees, who in turn create satisfied customers, 

which leads to profits for shareholders, maintains,  at least for now, its superior 

performance record (Branson, 1998).
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Collins and Porras (1994) found that a strong culture based on three to six ‘core 

values’ in pursuit of a long-term ‘core purpose’ was a distinguishing feature of 

companies that had achieved long-term competitive advantage. This suggested that 

clearly articulated  and understood core values might be both an element of a 

performance-enhancing culture and an effective way of embedding that culture for 

the long term, beyond the span of the original founder’s leadership. Their assertion 

is that such a culture does not need to change, regardless of external circumstances,  

because the core purpose is effectively eternal and the core values non- negotiable.  

The contrast with studies that advocate  a ‘strategically appropriate’  culture may be 

reconciled, however, by recognising  a difference in sample frame: companies in 

general (Hofstede, 1991; Kotter & Heskett, 1992) and highly successful companies 

(Collins & Porras, 

1994). 

 

Foster and Kaplan  (2001) argued that strong culture led to reduced performance in 

the long- term, because companies over time suffered from ‘cultural lock-in’, which 

prevented them from adapting  to changes in the market and business environment.  

This would appear to contradict the findings of Collins and Porras (1994), but in fact 

the few exceptions to this rule, acknowledged by Foster and Kaplan  are among the 

companies identified by Collins and Porras as successfully “built to last”. 

 

Sorensen (2002) examined the impact of strength of corporate culture on performance 

reliability, measured by degree of variability in firm performance, where low 

variability indicated high reliability.  He re-examined the data used by Kotter and 

Heskett (1992) and added to the analysis a measure of industry volatility,  based on 

the variability in performance of companies within an industry over a six-year 

period. He found that strong cultures were associated with high performance 

reliability  during periods of industry stability.  However, this advantage disappeared 

during periods of industry volatility.  The mean performance of companies with strong 

cultures declined less than those with weaker cultures. The hypothesis that strong 

cultures might be a disadvantage during periods of industry volatility  was not 

supported. Sorensen speculated that a six-year period might not be long enough for 

the limiting effects of strong culture to show up, because of the substantial  reserves 

their reliable performance allowed them to accumulate  during periods of stability. 
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Chatman  and Cha (2003) argued that the benefit of a strong culture, which they 

defined as widely shared values and norms, was that it enabled execution of 

strategy,  but did not identify any concept of a ‘strategically appropriate’  culture. 

They simply noted that a strong culture would be equally effective in implementing  

inappropriate  strategies,  which might lead 

companies with strong cultures to fail faster than companies with weak cultures when 

they make poor strategic  choices. Chatman  and Cha also observed that strong culture 

demanded consistency and was rapidly and significantly damaged if leaders’ 

behaviour conflicted with the shared values and norms. Thus any leader seeking to 

develop a strong culture in his or her company must be genuinely committed to the 

values and norms that define that culture or they were unlikely to succeed. 

Furthermore, they needed to take great care to ensure that employees shared a 

common understanding of values and the practices that derived from them, or else a 

CEO genuinely committed to values might, nevertheless, be perceived by employees 

as a hypocrite (Edmondson & Cha, 2006). 

 

Conclusion 

 

Overall, the consensus appears to be that a strong culture improves the ability of a 

company to execute its strategy.  Thus so long as the company’s strategy  is 

appropriate  for the environment in which they operate, then a strong culture will 

tend to give it a performance advantage over companies with weaker cultures. 

However a strong culture cannot be taken for granted,  but needs to actively  managed  

if it is not to decline into a culture that simply favours those in 

positions of power (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). It is not clear that a strong culture helps 

to navigate 

periods of industry instability  or sudden environmental  change. Individual cases 

suggest that a
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strong culture may make it hard for a company to adapt to radical changes 

(Carroll, 1993; Tushman & O’Reilly,  1997), however there is no real evidence 

that companies with less coherent cultures adapt any more effectively. 

 

Overall, the contention of Collins and Porras (1994) that a strong culture represented 

by a core ideology based on purpose and values forms a basis for sustained superior 

performance is not contradicted  by extant literature.  It may also provide the basis for 

a company to reshape itself. The crisis of IBM in the early 1990s has been presented 

as an illustration  of how a strong culture limits ability to adapt (Carroll, 1993). In 

fact the changes made by Lou Gerstner that turned around IBM’s performance were 

consistent with a return to the original core values of the company (Collins & Porras, 

2002:69). A focus on integrated  solutions rather than selling proprietary  hardware  

and software in particular  supported the core value of ‘making customers happy’. 

Abolition of practices that limited communication  with and hence participation of 

lower level employees supported the core value of ‘giving  consideration to individual 

employees’ (interview with Lou Gerstner, reported in Wharton Knowledge,  2002). 

This is consistent with Konz and Katz (1996) who found that male religious orders 

that had survived more than 250 years showed the ability to adapt to environmental  

changes by returning  to the spirit of the 

vision that had originally  inspired them. 

 

Thus, a strong culture based on a core ideology is unlikely to be the only factor in 

predicting long-term successful performance, but there is little evidence to suggest 

that it provides any disadvantage, and may even, as the IBM case shows, provide 

a basis for a company to reinvent itself in the marketplace. 

 

Conclusion: the role and contribution of organizational values 

 

What benefit can shared values bring to an organization?  A common theme of the 

discussion on organizational culture above is the need for work to have meaning, to 

be contributing toward a worthwhile  purpose (Parsons, 1956; Pettigrew,  1979; 

Collins & Porras, 1994; Chatman  & Cha, 

2003). That worthwhile  purpose is, itself, a value—a desirable end-state. Shared 

values also define desirable modes of conduct to be adopted in striving  toward that 
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purpose. Thus by adopting and abiding  by shared values, an organization can 

provide its employees with a sense both of meaning—in terms of working toward 

a worthwhile  purpose—and of virtue—in terms of behaving  in a desirable, ethical 

or simply ‘good’ way. 

 

This should not be underestimated.  It is frequently said that the essence of 

outstanding performance is ordinary people doing extraordinary things (original 

source unclear). That only happens in the presence of powerful and sustained 

motivation.  And history has shown us that one of the most powerful motivators  of 

human beings is belief in a cause. This has been the foundation of religious orders, 

political movements, NGOs and—yes—many successful companies, as 

exemplified by the case studies reported in “Built to Last” (Collins & Porras, 

1994). Meaningful  purpose is not confined just to lofty principles, but can be as simple 

as 

meeting a need better than anyone else in the world or even in your local environment.  

As 

Charles Handy (2002) puts it, a business should exist in order to “do something better”. 

 

This remains true for today’s newest ‘mega-companies’. One of the objectives of 

eBay founder Pierre Omidyar  was to create a marketplace where all buyers had 

equal access to information (Hill & Farkas, 2000) and the success of eBay has been 

attributed  in no small part to the 

‘Community  Values’ that guide its operations 

(http://pages.ebay.com/community/people/values.html viewed 6th 

September, 2006). Google’s success is founded on providing a solution to finding 

information on the internet, which was so much better than anything else 

available  that it quickly became the standard. Knowing that you are part of an 

organization that is the best in the world at what it does is something to be proud 

of, and that is a powerful motivator.
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Schein (1985) describes culture as developing in response to solving the problems of 

external adaptation  and internal integration. Creating  meaning  for an organization 

through shared values contributes to internal integration by aligning  workers around 

shared goals, and by coordinating  employees’ behaviour, so that formal controls are 

less necessary (Chatman  & Cha, 

2003). This alignment  may lead to higher productivity, since it reduces the need for a 

compliance monitoring  and control function. 

 

But can shared values contribute to problems of external adaptation—to dealing 

with changes in the external environment  such as market demand, government  

regulations,  new technology, increased competition? Many have argued that this is 

where shared values can become a hindrance, by locking the company into modes of 

conduct that are no longer appropriate (Carroll, 1993; Foster & Kaplan,  2001; 

Sorensen, 2002).  By contrast,  Peters and Waterman (1982) argued that shared values, 

such as attention  to customers, allowed companies to remain responsive to their 

external environment  in a proactive,  rather than reactive  way. However, there is 

reason to believe that shared values can contribute to external adaptation  in other 

ways. Arie de Geus (1997), based on decades of experience in a company famous for 

scenario planning, observed that strategy  was often visible only in hindsight. What 

often saved the company in a rapidly changing environment,  were the offshoots that 

had developed from core operations, some of which proved to be the key to 

negotiating the new external conditions. He therefore found that it was essential for 

a company to show a high degree of tolerance for local innovation.  Such innovation,  

and the tolerance for it, is more likely to thrive in a working environment  where the 

boundaries are defined through a consensus about what the organization exists for 

and how it conducts itself, rather than through rigid procedures and controls. 

Furthermore, a clear sense of what the organization exists for, provided it is not 

rigidly linked to a specific technology or market, increases the likelihood that the 

innovations are likely to be relevant to the company’s mission and acceptable  to its 

workforce. This point is also made by Collins & Porras (1994). 

 

Where organizational purpose and values are genuinely and openly shared, they may 

have another important  contribution to make—both to internal integration and to 

organizational learning.  Schein (1985) talks about the importance of assumptions in 
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organizational culture, that they are often unacknowledged  and that they may differ 

between groups within the 

organization. An open commitment to shared purpose and values forces assumptions 

to the 

surface and highlights  differences that have developed between work units. 

 

Argyris and Schön (1978) made the distinction between ‘espoused theory’ and ‘theory 

in use’. In common with Schein, they found that assumptions were enormously 

influential on the 

behaviour of organizations and the people within them, and that they were rarely 

discussed. 

They observed wide discrepancies between what the espoused beliefs of an 

organization— 

‘espoused theory’—and the beliefs actually  reflected in the actions taken by and 

within the organization—‘theory in use’, which they also referred to as ‘governing 

values’. Although the governing  values are what drive actions, because they differ 

from the espoused values, they become undiscussable, and the fact that they are 

undiscussable is also undiscussable—they become taboo areas that are, by unspoken 

consensus, out of bounds. Organizational learning is thus severely limited, because 

it is restricted to the confines of the governing  values and there is no space within 

which these values can be challenged or even discussed. 

 

A genuine and open commitment to shared values in an organization can prevent 

this situation from occurring.  The open commitment to values means that there is 

permission to challenge actions that conflict with the espoused values. This reduces 

the likelihood that these conflicting actions—unchallenged—will become the 

actual governing  values, or in Schein’s terminology, underlying  assumptions, of the 

organization. 

 

By extension, an organization that openly commits to ethical values creates an 

environment within which ethics are a conscious consideration, and ethical 

dilemmas are more likely to be identified and resolved through a process of moral 

reasoning, through reference to the organization’s core values. This in turn would 

tend to encourage higher levels of moral reasoning (Trevino, 1986). 
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In summary, there is substantial  evidence that building organizational culture 

around shared values can have significant  benefits. However, those benefits are 

not automatic  and are not necessarily enduring. Obstacles abound, including: 

 

• Selection of values—they cannot be arbitrarily chosen from a list of 

desirable qualities or behaviours, but must be genuinely owned by all 

members of the organization. They cannot be imposed, so genuine adoption 

of a value system may mean that some members of the organization must 

leave; 

 

• Embedding values throughout  the organization—identifying values is not 

enough, they must be openly espoused or workers may not perceive them as 

important  (Trevino, 

2000), and must be reinforced actively,  continuously and consistently; 

 

• Nurturing  of the value system through open discussion and debate of the value 

system itself, its application  to day-to-day practices within the organization, 

and to non-routine situations and decision points. Failure to do this may result 

in perception of hypocrisy (Edmondson & Cha, 2006), actual values diverging  

from espoused values (Argyris & Schön, 1978), or becoming fragmented  into 

group-based value systems (Schein, 1985). 

 

•  Negotiating situations where external conditions exert extreme pressure to 

compromise values. 

 

Thus, the founder(s) of an emerging  business who decide(s) to make a genuine 

commitment to certain company values choose(s) a difficult path and should be aware  

that they are doing so. Whether the values they select are ethical values or pragmatic 

ones, in order to achieve the internal integration benefits of shared values, a personal 

and emotional commitment to them by each member of the company is necessary. 

From this, it follows that abandonment  of any of the values will necessarily be 

painful, involving  a challenge to the very identity of the organization. 
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From the discussion on cognitive  moral development and its impact on management 

behaviour (Kohlberg, 1967; Trevino, 1986), it appears that the inclination  to adopt 

core values as a basis for organizational identity and purpose, and the ability to 

reinforce them consistently through congruent behaviour,  will depend on the level 

of cognitive  moral development of the founder. This path may not be for everyone. 

 

The literature on organizational values often waxes lyrical about the benefits of 

values to a company (Peters & Waterman, 1982; Collins & Porras, 1994), but 

downplays the risks. While 

the difficulties and challenges of embedding and sustaining  value systems are 

discussed at length, the consequences of failure are not much dwelt on. It may be 

more damaging to the energy and morale of a young, growing  company to adopt and 

fail to adhere to a value system than never to adopt one at all (Cha & Edmondsen, 

2006). 

 

However, if a business wishes to leverage the benefits of shared values, or even to 

manage its culture actively  rather than let it evolve unguided and undiscussed, then 

the literature suggests that the time to do it is early, when all members of the 

organization are easily reachable,  when assumptions about what works and does 

not work are still being formed (Schein, 1983, 1985). 

 

Thus, it would seem that examination  of the values of a business is something that 

the founding team should consider early in the life of the business. If they choose to 

do so, what guidance  is available  to them? While the benefits of shared values are 

widely discussed, the process of identifying  them is less so. Some texts highlight  

certain specific values, such as customer service and attention  to employees (e.g. 

Peters & Waterman, 1982), potentially  giving  the impression
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that there are certain values that any successful organization must adopt. Others (e.g. 

Collins & Porras, 1994) do highlight  the need for values to be specific to the 

organization and genuinely owned, but the examples they give are so diverse as to 

offer little guidance to a company setting out on this journey. Some values cited are 

ethical (honesty, openness, treating  others as you would wish to be treated), while 

others are more pragmatic (innovation, customer service, contribution  to 

technology). 

 

What is the founder entrepreneur to make of all this? The question is important,  

because some of these young enterprises will become the Fortune 500 of tomorrow, 

and the literature  suggests that values embedded early in their life (or not embedded, 

as the case may be) may have a significant  influence on their subsequent 

performance. 

 

Rather  than discussing what should happen, this study seeks to investigate what is 

happening. How are organizational values forming in the small, young firms of 

today that may become the large established companies of tomorrow? 

 

In the preceding chapter, three specific questions exploring this phenomenon were 

posed: 

 

•   Why did founders start to think in terms of values? 

 

•   What benefits did they expect from articulating values? 

 

• How did they go about identifying,  articulating and embedding values 

for their company? 

 

The literature  review indicated that organizational values do not need to be 

consciously considered and articulated  in order to be significant.  Implicit values 

arising from adaptation  to the challenges to survival faced by young companies 

were also very powerful (Schein, 1983). Furthermore, conflict between such implicit 

values and any values formally espoused would seriously undermine any attempt 



92 
 

to embed a culture based on espoused values (Argyris & Schön, 1978). This led to 

the inclusion of an additional  dimension to the exploration: 

 

•   If values were not articulated, how did founders think about the concept of 

values? 

Could they identify their own values or the values of their organization?  

What values were implied by their words and actions? 

 

The aim of the first phase of the research was to explore these questions by collecting 

relevant data and analysing  it in terms of the questions above, and then with reference 

to existing frameworks identified from the literature  review. The outcome of this 

phase exploration  was unknown. It might lead to a theory of emergence of 

organizational values, which could be tested in subsequent research, or it might lead 

to identification  of a gap in the theoretical  underpinning of the phenomenon of 

organizational value emergence.
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Chapter III 

3-1-Introduction 
The purpose of this preliminary investigation was to examine value congruence and 

its influence on ethical work behaviors and organizational commitment of counselors within 

employees behavior settings. Value congruence was defined as a function of “fit” between 

personal values and organizational values.  The research employed a quantitative descriptive 

design approach that enabled the investigator to describe the occurrence of variables and/or 

determine a relationship between or among the variables (Heppner, Kivlighan, & Wampold, 

1999).  Knowledge of how these variables relate to one another adds to the employees 

behavior literature as it relates to ethics and serves as a resource for understanding how the 

concept of fit contributes to the dynamics of s employees behavior and the environments in 

which these services occur. 

Chapter III outlines the methodology that was used for this study and provides 

specific details that will enable replication.  This chapter describes the (a) overview of the 

research design, (b) description of the population, (c) description of the sample, (d) selection 

of the participants, (e) description of the research instruments, (f) research procedures for 

how the study was conducted, (g) data collection, and (h) data analysis. 

3-2-Description of the Population and Sample 
 
The investigation targeted employees behavior who held counseling positions within their 

organizations, as differentiated from those who were engaged in administrative or 

paraprofessional functions. The criteria for participation in this preliminary investigation were: 

(a) All respondents had completed the ascribed probationary period within their respective 

organizations, and (b) all respondents were currently employed in organization  

3-2-1-Sample 
The sample for the investigation was obtained from the membership of KTPCO Company, a 

national voluntary professional organization To become a member of KTPCO Company, 

applicants must meet the requirements of one of three designations:  Professional, Associate, or 

Student.   



 

95 
 

The initiation of the preliminary investigation was assigned to the KTPCO Company research 

committee, which was responsible for coordinating and disseminating the invitation to 

participate in the investigation to KTPCO Company members.   

3-2-2-Research Procedures 
 
The participants were recruited utilizing the procedures described above from the membership 

database of KTPCO Company and received the web-based survey via a mass email, which also 

included the online survey line Online research surveying is advantageous in that is expedient, 

with faster turn around and an inexpensive contemporary approach (Roztocki, 2001).  The 

researcher employed a de-selection process. According to Yalom (2005), it is vital to preserve 

the integrity of a study by ensuring that eligibility requirements are met. The de-selection process 

excluded ineligible participants from the study and accepted all others.  
 
3-3-Data Collection 
 
Individuals who met eligibility requirements that allowed for participation in the study were 

offered access to an online web-based survey.  The on-line survey utilized a data collection 

program called Qualtrics that was provided by The University of Iowa. Qualtrics is a secure, 

online data collection service that enabled respondents to complete the survey electronically. 

KTPCO Company emailed the survey link to recruits captured in the random sample and 

directed them to the survey that was administered by the Qualtrics survey program. The first 

round email contained an introduction and an invitation to participate in the study (see Appendix 

A). When respondents accessed the survey, they were provided with the terms of participation.  

At that time, respondents who decided to participate continued by selecting the link that routed 

them to the introduction letter containing details regarding the purpose of the research. The 

introduction letter served as an informed consent letter (see Appendix D). After reading the 

letter, respondents were provided with the option at the bottom of the letter to continue if they 

wished to participate in the preliminary investigation and complete the online web survey. 

Participants who continued with the survey selected the “continue” option, which indicated 

informed consent. Upon receipt of consent, the survey was administered.  The estimated time to 
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complete the survey was 25 to 30 minutes based on previous “test run” respondents who were 

administered the survey for the purpose of ensuring accurate estimates of completion times.  Up 

to two rounds of follow-up contacts were made to individuals in the sample pool. The second 

and third invitations to participate in the study (see Appendices B and C) were sent via email in 

10-day increments.  The rounds served as reminder emails to encourage participation in the 

investigation; however, the survey link to access the investigation remained active until all data 

were collected. 
 
3-4-Research Instruments 
 
Although qualitative methods are traditionally used to assist researchers in obtaining data 

regarding culture and values, observation may produce invalid results in that it may encourage 

employees to answer questions in ways that are socially desirable, for example.  Additionally, 

the instruments utilized in this preliminary investigation were  both ipsative and normative 

approaches (Chatman, 1991).  Normative techniques provide data that take into account how the 

respondents rate the extent to which they agree to a set of items or statement that are presented 

on a Likert rating scale.  This method allows values to be assessed independently of each other 

(Boxx, Odom, & Dunn, 1991).  In contrast, ipsative methods assess preferences between values 

by requiring the participant either to rank a set of equally positive values or to respond to a forced 

choice (Cable & Judge, 1996; Chatman, 1991; Enz, 1986; Meglino et al., 1989; O’Reilly et al., 

1991). Both normative and ipsative methods have advantages and disadvantages. 

The purpose of this preliminary investigation was to examine value congruence, defined as the 

extent of fit between personal and organizational values, and its influence on perceived ethical 

work behaviors and organizational commitment of counselors within employees of 

organizations.  In this preliminary investigation, personal values were measured utilizing the 

Personal Values Scale (Scott, 1965), and organizational values were measured using the 

Corporate Ethical Values Scale (Hunt et al., 1989). Also used was the Ethical Climate 

Questionnaire (Trevino, Butterfield, & McCabe, 1998), the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), and the Value Congruence Scale (adapted from 
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Cable & Judge, 1996; Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1983; and O’Reilly et al., 1991). 

These instruments will be described in more detail in the following sections. 

Personal Values Scale (Scott, 1965) 
 
Concepts of personal value have been used to predict varied types of behaviors (Kamakura & 

Mason, 1991).  Scott (1965) developed the Personal Values Scale to measure personal values 

using 12 subscales with four to six items per scale.  The subscales measure the following: 

intellectualism, kindness, social skills, loyalty, academic achievement, physical development, 

status, honesty, religiousness, self-control, creativity, and independence.  Each scale has a set 

of items that are rated on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = always dislike, 2 = depends on situation, 

and 3 = always admire).  The word “always” is used to capture the absolute nature of values, 

while the word “admire” is meant to be a more socially acceptable way of assessing 

“rightness” or “wrongness.” This scale was chosen because it has been well-validated for 

research concerning the importance of value similarity in seeking membership to 

organizations, in recruitment of potential members, and in satisfaction with the group 

(Braithwaite & Scott, 1991).  The Personal Values Scale has been identified as both valid and 

reliable; however, there are limitations regarding its use: (a) The short form was not found to 

be as reliable as the long form when measuring individual subjects, (b) the short form does 

not balance the occurrence of acquiescence and response bias, and (c) the 240-item long form 

is not economical and may be impractical for many researchers (Braithwaite et al., 1991). 

Therefore, the investigator selected a subset of items of interest from the long form to 

circumvent these issues (see Appendix F). 

The reliability coefficients for the short form of the Personal Value Scale ranged from .55 for 

independence to .78 for religiousness, whereas the alpha reliability for the long form ranged 

from .80 to .89.  Braithwaite (1979) reported comparable alpha reliability coefficients, ranging 

from .78 for independence and status to .92 for religiousness.  In terms of validity, correlations 

between the short and long forms of each value were reasonably high, ranging from .66 for 

intellectualism to .81 for physical development and religiousness. 

Ethical Climate Questionnaire (Trevino et al., 1998) 
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Organizations do not possess values that are independent of the values of their members (Tepeci, 

2001).  According to Chatman (1991), an organizational value system or culture exists when (a) 

individuals understand that group support is given as it relates to certain beliefs, (b) the majority 

of members within the organization are in agreement, and (c) core values within the organization 

are unyieldingly held.  Therefore, the value system or culture within the organization serves as 

an important unit of analysis (Chatman, 1991).  The instrument used for this preliminary 

investigation to measure  culture was based on the Ethical Work Climate Questionnaire 

developed by Victor and Cullen (1987, 1988) but modified by Trevino, Butterfield, and McCabe 

(1998) (see Appendix G). It is a 15-item instrument rated on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 = 

strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Trevino et al. (1998) made slight modifications to place 

items in the context of provincial non-profit sport organizations.  For the purposes of this 

research, the modified instrument was more appropriate because items were more relevant to 

the constructs of interest. Previous research established that the ethical climate of an 

organization (Victor & Cullen, 1988) has an influence on employees’ affective commitment 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991). In earlier work by Victor and Cullen (1987, 1988), there were 

differences in the number and the content of the different scales. The Victor and Cullen scale 

incorporated “caring” whereas the Trevino et al. (1998) instrument measured theoretical 

constructs of benevolent-individual local and benevolent-cosmopolitan. These theoretical 

constructs were in the context of analyzing respondents’ feelings regarding the well-being of 

both co-workers and the public. These dimensions were labeled “individual caring” and “social 

caring” (Trevino et al., 1998). The ethical climate scales measure individual caring, 

Machiavellianism, independence, social caring, and law and code. Most of the factors are 

significantly correlated at p < 0.05 except for independence. The constructs have satisfactory 

reliability coefficients as follows: individual caring (0.6)7, Machiavellianism (0.86), 

independence (0.78), social caring (0.79), and law and code (0.79).  In addition, the internal 

consistency coefficients as assessed by Cronbach’s alpha are individual caring (0.57), 

Machiavellianism (0.86), independence (0.73), social caring (0.79), and law and code (0.77). 
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Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday et al., 1979) 

The 15-item instrument measures the constancy between respondent and organizational goals 

and the respondent’s willingness to work for the good of the organization (see Appendix H).  

Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). A 

high score represents a high degree of organizational commitment. The scale has been found to 

have high internal consistency and reliability at .884 (Truckenbrodt, 2000) and a coefficient 

alpha of .91 (Sias, 2005).  

Value Congruence Scale (adapted from Cable & Judge, 1996; Cammann et al., 1983; 

O’Reilly et al., 1991) 

An 11-item, adapted instrument (see Appendix J) was used to assess perceived and calculated 

fit between the respondents and the organizations that employed them. 

The preliminary investigation assessed both perceived and direct P-O fit, and respondents 

themselves provided an estimation of the extent that they believed their values were similar 

to those of their organization.  The method allowed for the assessment of value congruence 

at a perceptual level.  In this preliminary investigation, respondents’ perceived fit was 

measured with an adapted version of the three-item 7-point Likert scale developed by Cable 

and Judge (1996).  The scale was used to assess perceived or “direct” P-O fit.  Responses to 

these three items were averaged to obtain an overall measure of perceived P-O fit.  For 

“indirect” measurement of P-O fit, overall job satisfaction was assessed with a scale adapted 

from Cammann et al. (1983).  Responses to these three items were averaged to obtain an 

overall measure of employee job satisfaction as an indirect measure of P-O fit. 

Intent to leave is a measure of an employee’s likelihood of leaving his or her organization 

(O’Reilly et al., 1991).  The third item was reverse coded (i.e., higher scores indicated higher 

intent to “remain”), and the three items were averaged to obtain an overall measure of intent to 

remain. Last, employees’ willingness to recommend their organization to others as a good place 

to work was an indirect assessment of P-O fit.  A two-item scale developed by Cable and Judge 

(1996) was used for measurement of willingness to recommend the organization. The second 
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item was reverse-coded and the two items were averaged to obtain an overall measure of 

willingness to recommend the organization. 

Corporate Ethical Values Scale (Hunt, Wood, & Chonko, 1989) 

The measure of corporate ethical values was captured with the use of the five- item 7-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree) to obtain information on three broad-

based perceptions: (a) the extent to which employees perceive that managers are acting ethically 

in their organization, (b) the extent to which employees perceive that managers are concerned 

about the issues of ethics within their organizations, and (c) the extent to which employees 

perceive ethical (unethical) behavior is rewarded or punished.  Items 1 and 2 were reverse 

scored. The degree of reliability was sufficient (coefficient alpha = .78). Table 1 lists the 

instruments that were utilized to measure the four variables of interest: personal values (PV), 

organizational values (OV), perceived ethical work behavior (EWB), and organizational 

commitment (OC). 

Table 1. Instruments Used to Measure Variables 
 

Variable Instrument 

Personal Values (PV) 
 
Organizational Values (OV) 

 
Perceived Ethical Work Behaviors (EWB) 

Organizational Commitment (OC) 

Value Congruence (VC) 

Personal Values Scale 
 
Corporate Ethical Values Scale 

Ethical Climate Questionnaire 

Organizational Commitment Scale 

Value Congruence Scale 
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3-5-Data Analysis Overview 

 

The responses from the survey collected by KTPCO Company through Qualtrics were entered 

into a spreadsheet for analysis using SPSS statistical software.  Descriptive statistics such as 

means, standard deviations, reliabilities, multiple regressions, and correlation were calculated 

and analyzed.  Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was calculated and analyzed to aid in establishing 

reliability and internal validity.  The spreadsheet identified the state where the respondent was 

employed, demographics (age, gender, race/ethnicity, state of residence), organizational type 

(e.g., residential, outpatient, community), position title, years in the field of employees 

behaviour, years in the current organization, completion of probationary period, highest degree 

earned, and certification or licensure.  The survey did not require any self-identifying 

information. The data collected from each respondent included the responses to the questions 

on each of the instruments:  the Personal Values Scale, the Ethical Climate Questionnaire, the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, the Value Congruence Scale, and a demographic 

questionnaire (see Appendix E). 

Summary statistics were developed for all variables across the TEHRAN states. In addition, 

correlation and regression procedures were used to address the following research questions: 

1.  What are the personal values (PV) as measured by the Personal Values Scale, organizational 

values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical Values Scale, the perceived ethical work 

behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate Questionnaire, the organizational 

commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, and value 

congruence (VC) as measured by the Value Congruence Scale of employees who participated 

in this preliminary investigation?



 

102 
 

 
 
 

2.  What is the relationship between personal values (PV) and organizational values 

(OV) of employees as measured by the Personal Values Scale and the Corporate Ethical 

Values Scale? 

3.  Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) of employees s 

predict organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire? 

4.  Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) of employees predict 

perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate 

Questionnaire? 

5.  Which of the following variables, personal values (PV) as measured by the 

Personal Values Scale, organizational values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical 

Values Scale, and perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical 

Climate employees selors as measured by the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire? 

6.  Which of the following variables personal values (PV), organizational values 

(OV), perceived ethical work behaviors (EWB), and organizational commitment (OC), 

best predict value congruence? 

The data were analyzed using standard software packages (SPSS) available at The 
 

University of Iowa. 
 
3-6-Chapter Summary 
 
Chapter III defined the variables and discussed the instrumentation that would be used to 

measure them.  Chapter III also introduced the design of the study, as well as the data collection 

and analysis utilized.  Chapter IV will present the results from the above analyses, and Chapter 

V will provide acknowledgement of limitations, implications, and suggestions for future 

research.
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CHAPTER IV RESULTS 
4-1-introduction  
This chapter presents the statistical results and theoretical implications of findings drawn from 

the current preliminary investigation.  In includes a review of the steps taken to conduct the 

analysis, basic descriptive statistics, overall structural findings, and construct-specific results.  

Sufficient detail to allow for replication of the study is provided, which also would allow for 

expansion to an additional research study. 

Statistical results address the study’s research hypotheses that were extracted from theory 

provided in the previous chapters. Chapter I presented the background and the significance of 

the research investigation, as well as the importance of ethical behaviors and commitment 

among employees within their organizations.  Chapter II reviewed the relevant literature related 

to person-organization fit (which is the match 

between the norms and values of the person and those of the organization), organizational 

commitment, and behavior.  Chapter III presents the investigation’s instrumentation, design, 

data collection, and analysis techniques.  The subsequent section reviews the data analysis steps 

necessary to conduct the statistical approach followed in this preliminary investigation. 

 
4-2-Description of Data Analyses 
 
Outcomes of organizational commitment and perceived ethical work behaviors were 

examined using two statistical techniques: bivariate correlation analysis and multiple linear 

regressions.  The Statistical Package, version 21, was used to calculate the bivariate 

correlations and the multiple linear regressions.  The Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was used to assess the linear relationship of personal values (PV) and 

organizational values (OV) for employees as measured by the Personal Values Scale and the 

Corporate Ethical Values Scale, respectively. 

Simple and multiple linear regression were appropriate analyses to use when assessing 

how well personal values and organizational values predict organizational commitment 

(OC) as measured by the Organizational Commitment Scale for employees.  Simple and 
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multiple linear regressions were also suitable for examining how well personal values 

(PV) and organizational values (OV) predict organizational commitment (OC) as 

measured by the Organization Commitment Scale. 

Finally, the use of multiple linear regression was utilized to analyze which variables, personal 

values (PV), organizational values (OV), and ethical work behaviors (EWB), best predicted 

organizational commitment as measured by the Organizational Commitment Scale.  In this 

type of regression analysis, variables were entered. 

4-3-Description of Participant Variables 
 
Approximately 453 surveys (see Appendices E-J) were emailed to randomly sampled 

employees who were members of KTPCO Company, were working full-time as s 

employees in the IRAN region, and had passed their probationary period within their 

organizations. Selection was presumed to be random, as KTPCO Company facilitated the 

selection process based on the researcher’s directions to select a random sample from the 

organization’s database.  After the 453 surveys were sent, 130 were returned with 75 

complete and usable.  Those responses that were considered unusable were incomplete, 

which means respondents completed less than 80% of the survey.  The remaining were 

automatically deselected by the Qualtrics online survey program if they did not meet 

criteria, which included KTPCO Company membership, being a full-time employees, 

having passed the probationary period established by their organization, and having worked 

as a counselor within the IRAN region. 

4-4-Descriptive Statistics 
 
Data were analyzed for the 75 participants who returned usable surveys.  The descriptive 

statistics were used for demographic data.  The participants completed the demographic 

data information prior to beginning the survey.Likert-type survey questions were used to 

collect information regarding eight demographic variables: gender, age, ethnicity, number 

of years as a employees, total years employed by current agency/organization, position/title, 

agency type, and the state of employment. Descriptive statistics are presented Table L1 (see 

Appendix L for all statistical tables). 
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Next, the data show that the ages of the survey participants were primarily between 55 and 64 

years (46%).  Table L1 also shows that for the survey participants, the data collected were 

disproportionate, with females being overrepresented as compared to male employees.  

Therefore, in terms of gender, 40% of all respondents were male, while 60% were female.  The 

most common ethnic background of the respondents was Caucasian. 

Table L2 presents descriptive statistics for the years employed at the current agency and the 

years of employment as a employees. The number and percentage of persons responding to the 

selected background information are shown for the following demographic variables: years of 

employment at current agency and years of employment as a employees. Table L2 indicates the 

most common length of employment at the current organization for survey participants was 2 

to 5 years (mode=3.5 years) while the most common length of employment as a employees was 

10 to 14 years (mode=12.5 years). 
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Table L3 presents descriptive statistics for organization type, position/title, and geographical 

location within the IRAN region. Table L3 indicates the most common work environment 

was a Level II Intensive Outpatient setting (34.7%). 

Additionally, while all participants met the criteria for employees and indicated during the 

selection process that they were providing services as a employees, they also indicated 

supervisory titles.  Therefore, the most common position held by respondents was employees 

(62.7%), and 25% held a title of administrator/supervisor. As shown in Table L3, 29% of 

survey participants were employed in the state of Kansas, followed by 24% in the state of Iowa.
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4-5-Description of Criterion Variables 
 
The dependent criterion variables of this investigation were the examination of value 

congruence and its influence on ethical behaviors and organizational commitment of 

counselors within employees settings. 

Research Question 1 
 
Research Question 1: What are the personal values (PV) as measured by the Personal Values 

Scale, organizational values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical Values Scale, the 

perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate Questionnaire, 

organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational Commitment Scale, and 

value congruence (VC) as measured by the Value Congruence Scale of employees who 

participated in this investigation? 

Descriptive statistics were analyzed for each of the variables of interest: personal values, 

organizational values, perceived ethical work behavior, and organizational commitment and 

value congruence.  The results of the analysis provided descriptive statistics for measures of 

central tendency for each of the five variables.  As indicated in Table L4, the mean for the 

Personal Values Scale was 91.6 with a standard deviation of 9.45; the Corporate Ethical Values 

Scale had a mean of 29.0 with a standard deviation of 2.90; the Ethical Climate scale was 221 

with a standard deviation of 25.27; the mean for the Organizational Commitment Scale was 

57.6 with a standard deviation of 13.4; and the Value Congruence Scale had a mean of 63.9 

and a standard deviation of 17.1.  The means and standards deviation for all scales focused on 

the distribution properties of the responses indicated by respondents. The results in Table L4 

indicate mean scores that reflect the average score that are slightly above the midpoint 

indicated on the Likert scales and/or near average for each instruments used to measure the 

variables of interest. The mean scores represent overall measures of personal values, 

organizational values, ethical work behaviors, organizational commitment, and value 

congruence. The standard deviations indicate an acceptable distribution of responses within 

the samples. 
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Several scales were used to measure the variables of interest, and there were various numbers 

of items and scores specific to each instrument used.  Therefore, converting the raw scores into 

T-scores (standardized score) was necessary to ensure less cumbersome analysis of the data 

collected.  Changing each of the scores in the distribution into a standardized score created a 

standard mean and standard deviation. 

 

The purpose of the analysis conducted was to identify the distribution of scores, which 

indicated that there were no extreme outliers or skewedness in regard to the employees’ 

responses to survey items.  In other words, there was an acceptable distribution of responses, 

which were found to normal and/or nearly normal. 

4-6-Interpretation of Findings 
 
Research Question 2 
 
Research Question 2: What is the relationship between personal values (PV), organizational 

values (OV) for employees as measured by the Personal Values Scale, and the Corporate 

Ethical Values Scale? 

Correlations were computed among (a) Personal Values Scale, (b) Corporate Ethical Values 

Scale, (c) Ethical Climate Questionnaire, (d) Organizational Commitment Scale, and (e) Values 

Congruence Scale.  Descriptive statistics for the average scores for all variables of interest were 

analyzed. The average scores for the five primary variables are listed in Table L5. 
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Analyses of the variables were conducted to determine if a bivariate relationship existed 

between personal values and organizational values.  A Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient was 

conducted with an index range in value from -1 to +1.  The use of this analysis allowed for the 

investigation of several variables with different measures.  The levels of significance for all 

variables of interest were analyzed, which showed the relationships among each variable of 

interest when compared.  The relationship between Personal Values and Organizational Values 

is illustrated in Table L5.  As shown in Table L6, the correlation between personal values and 

organizational values for employees as measured by the Personal Values Scales and the 

Corporate Ethical Values scale is .013, p>.05. This means that the correlation of .013 is not 

statistically significant from 0. As a result, it cannot be concluded that a relationship exists 

between the Personal Values and Organizational Values. The analysis presents a low positive 

relationship between personal values and organizational values, but no significant relationship 

exists between them.  However, ethical work behavior is significantly correlated with 

organizational commitment and value congruence. 
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Previous research was conducted with the use of the Personal Values Scale (PVS) developed by 

Scott (1965), which is also the same scale used to measure personal values in the current 

investigation.  The findings of Scott’s research were consistent with the current findings, which 

indicated personal values were not impacted by organizational values. The Personal Value Scale 

(Scott, 1965) was utilized to evaluate the personal values of employees (n=75).  The Personal 

Value Scale (PVS) is an instrument designed for examining an individual’s concept of ideal 

relations among people or ideal personal traits.  The instrument was constructed to measure 

twelve values: (1) intellectualism, (2) kindness, (3) social skills, (4) loyalty, (5) academic 

achievement, (6) physical development, (7) status, (8) honesty, (9) religiousness, (10) self-
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control, (11) creativity, and (12) independence.  The scores are obtained by summation across 

items. Each item is rated on a three-point scale. Scott administered the PVS to 200 

undergraduate college students who were selected from fraternities and sororities, and were in 

psychology classes. Scott investigated the Greek organizations with the assumption that the 

organization would be a source of value influence.  Scott also assumed that values would be 

vulnerable to groups that cohabitated because (a) group members provide cues concerning 

universally shared norms, (b) group member encourage individuals to engage in behaviors that 

may require justification later, and (c) members of the Greek organization could later hold 

individuals accountable for serious deviation from the group norms.  Scott assumed that shared 

ideas about what is “right” or
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“wrong” serve as standards for justifying actions within Greek organizations (Scott, 1965, pp. 
81-82).  However, the results of Scott’s research indicated that fraternities and sororities did not 
make any significant impact on the values of its members.  In addition, the values of the Greek 
organization members became more heterogeneous rather than homogeneous over time (Scott, 
1965, p. 213). 
Conclusively, the results of both the previous and current studies imply that personal values 

are complex constructs that are deep-seated ideals intrinsically important to those who uphold 

them and they are not necessarily influenced by external forces within the organizational 

environment. 

Research Question 3 
 
Research Question 3:  Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) of employees 

predict organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire? 

To determine whether organizational commitment could be measured by analyzing personal 

values and organizational values as predictor variables were examined by using multiple 

regression analysis.  In this analysis the dependent variable was entered into the regression 

analyses (OC) and two predictor variables (PV and OV) were used to examine their effect on 

the independent variable (OC).  As shown in Table L7, these two variables, personal values 

and organizational values (PV and OV), did not significantly predict organizational 

commitment (OC) for employees, as measured by the Personal Values Scale and the Corporate 

Ethical Values Scale. 

 

In comparison, research conducted by Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989), who are also credited 

with the development of the Corporate Ethical Values Scale (CEVS), found that certain 
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intrinsic job characteristics can enhance performance within organizations and influence 

employee commitment.  Hunt et al. explored corporate ethical values and organizational 

commitment in marketing. The researchers empirically tested the relationship (positive) 

between corporate ethical values and organizational commitment.
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The results of their research provided strong evidence of a positive association between 

corporate ethical values and organizational commitment. The researchers compared marketing 

managers, researchers, and advertising agency managers on corporate ethical values, and the 

results indicated that on the perceived levels of corporate ethical values, the three professional 

marketing groups were significantly different.  Advertising managers perceived their 

companies to have the highest ethical values (x=5.88), marketing managers (x=5.33), and 

researchers (x=5.08), which indicated that marketers’ perceptions of corporate ethical culture 

seemed to be related to the specific area of marketing in which they worked.  Hunt et al. 

measured corporate ethical values and organizational commitment in marketing with the 

Corporate Ethical Values scale and found a strong link between commitment and specific 

organizational benefits.  In fact, the results of their research indicated the relationship between 

corporate ethical values and organizational commitment remained highly significant (p<.01). 

Therefore, although there are certainly contextual differences among marketing professionals 

and employees, when corporate ethical values and organizational commitment association are 

analyzed in combination with other variables (i.e., value congruence), the results appear 

stronger. However, although the same instrument (CEVS) was used in the current 

investigation, the findings of the current study were not consistent with the results of the 

aforementioned research. Personal values and organizational values were not found to be 

predictors of organizational commitment.  

Research Question 4 

Research Question 4: Do personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) predict 

perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate Questionnaire 

for employees? 

The relationship between perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) and the combination of 

personal values (PV) and corporate ethical values (OV) is shown in Table L8. 
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As shown in Table L8, although personal values (PV) did not contribute significantly as a 

predictor of perceived ethical work behavior (EWB), organizational values (OV) did not 

predict perceived ethical work behavior (EWB).  However, personal values (PV) and 

organizational values (OV) together did predict perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) fairly 

well.  The multiple R was .677, and the two variables in combination accounted for 45.9% of 

the variance in ethical climate. 

In comparison, Trevino, Butterfield, and McCabe (1998) conducted a field survey that focused 

on ethical climate and ethical culture with the use of the Ethical Climate Questionnaire (ECQ).  

Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they observed other members of the 

organization engaging in unethical behavior.  The measurement specifically attended to 

“observed” behavior rather than self-reported behavior. Trevino et al. conducted a factor 

analysis and a correlation analysis to determine if the two constructs were measuring similar or 

different dimensions of the ethical context of both ethical climate and ethical culture. Analysis 

indicated that although measurements of the constructs were somewhat different, both 

measured strongly related dimensions of ethical context.  Trevino et al. further conducted 

analyses to determine if there existed a relationship between organizational commitment and 

observed unethical behavior for participants who worked in organizations with and without 

ethical codes. The regression results indicated that an ethical culture-based dimension was 

more strongly associated with observed unethical conduct in code organizations, while climate-

based dimensions were more strongly associated with observed unethical behavior in non-code 

organizations. Therefore, ethical culture and ethical climate-based factors influenced 

organizational commitment in similar ways in both organizations.  The regression analysis 

conducted indicated that organizations that held codes significantly influenced observed 

unethical behavior.  Ethical climate dimensions were not found to be significant.  The stronger 

the general ethical environment, the fewer unethical behaviors were observed.  Analysis of the 

dimension (self-interest) was significant and accounted for 19% of variance.  In contrast, the 

more ethical climate was perceived to focus on self- interest, the more respondents reported that 
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they observed unethical behavior.  In regard to organizational commitment, culture variables 

indicated that culture made a significant contribution to the regression model explaining 23% 

of variance. Climate was also significant with 8% variance, which meant that respondents were 

more highly committed to organizations that were concerned about the welfare of employees 

and the community. This study was the first to include the measures of both ethical climate and 

ethical culture, to investigate the relationship between them, and to examine their influences on 

unethical conduct and organizational commitment.  Overall, the previous research supported 

that ethical culture seemed to be important for ethical conduct in organizations that have ethical 

codes. 

Suar and Khuntia (2010) examined whether personal and organizational values differed in 

private and public sectors and whether personal values and value congruence determine 

unethical practices and work behaviors. The Cronbach alpha reliability of constructs used in 

the study was high (≥0.70), except for a dimension of unethical practice (alpha=0.51) and both 

dimensions (alpha=0.66 and 0.53) of organizational commitment (Organizational 

Commitment Scale utilized).  The analysis measured the values, unethical practices, 

performance, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and taking initiative.  The results 

of their research indicated that middle-level managers’ personal values more strongly and 

consistently decreased unethical practices, increased job performance, organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, and initiative, and that middle-level managers in private sectors 

scored higher as compared to middle-level managers in public sectors.  Additionally, the 

investigation found that the personal values of middle-level managers were similar to the 

organizational values in the private sector, more so than in the public sector. In essence, 

holding the core values of the organization influenced middle-level managers to be 

competitive in performing their duties well and being committed to the organization.  

Moreover, personal values appeared to have greater influence than value congruence in 

decreasing unethical practices and increasing work behavior. 

Although the population who participated in the study was different from that surveyed in the 

present study, the overall constructs of interest were similar.  It stands to reason that although 
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the results of this research question did not find personal values and organizational values to 

independently contribute to ethical work behavior, they are influential in combination.   

A possible explanation for this may be that employees may be indirectly influenced by 

organizational values, which in turn may have some influence on organizational values.  

However, no propositions were raised about such relationships. 

Research Question 5 
Research Question 5:  Which of the following variables, personal values (PV), 

organizational values (OV), and ethical work behaviors (EWB), best predict organizational 

commitment (OC)? 

The prediction of organizational commitment (OC) by analyses of the three variables, 

personal values (PV), organizational values (OV), and ethical work behavior (EWB), is 

shown in Table L9. 

 

Multiple regression was used to predict organizational commitment (OC) from the variables 

of personal values (PV), organizational values (OV), and ethical work behaviors (EWB).  In 

this analysis, the independent variables were entered into the regression analyses to determine 

if they were predictors of the variable of interest, organizational commitment (OC).  As 

shown in Table L9, ethical work behaviors (EWB) were a strong predictor of organizational 

commitment, while personal values and organizational values did not contribute much to 

explain variance in organizational commitment.  The findings in the analysis are consistent 
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with earlier researchers who developed and ensured the reliability and validity of the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) to measure organizational commitment  

The intent of Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1979) was to validate the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ).  A total of 15 items were selected that the researchers 

believed appeared to tap the aspects of their definition for organizational commitment.  The 15 

items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale.  The sums were totaled and divided by 15 to 

arrive at an indicator of organizational commitment.  In an effort to examine the psychometric 

properties of the instrument, a validation strategy was formulated in which the researchers used 

diverse samples from various work environments.  Distribution properties of the OCQ were 

analyzed across all samples (9 work environments), and the mean level of commitment ranged 

from 4.0 to a high of 6.1 across samples.  The standard deviations indicated an acceptable 

distribution of responses within samples.  Results indicated that there was strong evidence that 

the OCQ has internal consistency and test-retest reliability. 

Overall, the OCQ was found to be a reliable and valid predictor of tenure and turnover in 

organizations.  Therefore, the use of this instrument to determine which variables, PV, OV, and 

EWB, were predictors of OC was appropriate because it has demonstrated to perform 

measurement of the constructs of interest reasonably accurately. In addition, the research of 

Trevino et al. (1998), as mentioned previously, also provides strong support that individuals 

who perceived themselves to work in ethical environments where there were fewer incidents of 

observed unethical behaviors tended to perceive themselves as having more organizational 

commitment. Therefore, in comparison to the constructs identified as reliable predictors found 

in earlier research, these findings are also consistent. 

 
Research Question 6 

 
Research Question 6:  Which of the following variables, personal values (PV), 

organizational values (OV), ethical work behaviors (EWB), and organizational commitment 

(OC), best predict value congruence (VC)? 
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The four predictor variables (PV, OV, EWB, and OC) were used to predict value congruence 

(VC). The results are shown in Table L10. As shown in Table L10, personal values (PV), 

organizational values (OV) and ethical work behaviors (EWB) did not significantly predict 

value congruence.  However, organizational commitment (OC) is a strong predictor of value 

congruence (VC).  The percent of variance in value congruence (VC) accounting for the 

combination of variables is 87.8%. 

 

Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1982) studied the integrity of the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (OCQ) to determine if it does in fact provide reliable and valid measurement of 

organizational commitment.  Mowday et al. asserted that organizational commitment is an 

important variable in understanding behavior of employees within organizations. The OCQ 

was found to be strongly related to employees’ estimates of how long they would remain with 

their organizations. The results of this investigation indicate that organizational commitment 

is a strong predictor of value congruence, and these findings are consistent with the assumption 

that commitment is fueled by an intrinsic motivating force.  Therefore, it would seem highly 

motivated employees would exhibit higher levels of contributive behaviors to their 

organizations. 

In comparison to the current investigation, a hierarchical regression analysis was also utilized 

to identify any predictor variables that may exist.  The analyses indicated that organizational 
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commitment was a strong predictor of value congruence.  Mowday et al. (1979) discussed 

commitment in terms of behavioral commitment and attitudinal commitment.  These 

theoretical concepts are differentiated in terms of employees who come to work and perform 

as expected are functioning from a behavioral perspective of commitment and choose to link 

themselves to their organization.  In contrast, employees who are demonstrating attitudinal 

commitment not only come to work and perform as expected, but their identity is linked to the 

organization. 

The research of Cable and Judge (1996) further supports value congruence as an important 

construct.  Cable and Judge investigated job seekers’ and new employees’ subjective person-

organization (P-O) fit perceptions, and the importance of P-O fit perceptions in job choice 

decisions and work attitudes relative to job attributes.  The researchers measured (a) 

organizational values, (b) perceived person-organization fit, (c) attractiveness of job attributes, 

and (d) perceived person-job fit. The results indicated that job seekers’ P-O fit perceptions 

were predicted by the congruence between their values and their perceptions of recruiting 

organizations’ values.  The following were measured: (a) the importance of P-O fit in job 

choice, (b) job satisfaction, (c) perceived job opportunities, (d) organizational commitment, (e) 

intent to leave, and (f) willingness to recommend the organization.  Value congruence scores 

were calculated by correlating two values profiles which were the respondents’ perceptions of 

organizational values after the interview and their perceptions of their own values. The results 

indicated that job seekers’ perceived P-O fit with organizations, measured prior to receiving 

job offers, shared the strongest relationship with actual job choice decisions (r=.32, p< ,02). 

Furthermore, outcomes of employee’s P-O fit perceptions significantly predicted their 

organization commitment, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and willingness to recommend 

their organization to others.  In this particular study, the standard deviation for P-O fit 

perceptions was .71 and the standard deviation for person-job fit perceptions was .62.  Overall, 

the results suggested that P-O fit perceptions predicted both job choice intentions and work 

attitudes.  Last, the research found that job seekers can manage their future work attitudes by 

weighing P-O fit in the career choice decisions. 
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Kouzes and Posner (2002) suggested that people with the greatest clarity of personal values 

coupled with the greatest degree of organizational values had the greatest level of commitment 

to the organization.  The findings of the current investigation are consistent with previous 

studies that also support the idea that there is indication that suggests P-O fit can influence 

organizational commitment. 

4-7-Chapter Summary 
 
Chapter IV presented the findings of this investigation and the interpretation of the results.  

Additionally, an overview of the results of previous studies that also examined similar 

constructs with the use of the same instruments utilized in this investigation was provided. 

Two of the five questions that investigated the relationship between variables and the 

predictability of variables were supported by the data. Research Question 2 investigated if a 

relationship existed between personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV), in which 

the data indicated the absence of a bivariate relationship.  Research Question 3 investigated if 

personal values and organizational values were predictors of organizational commitment, and 

the data did not support the variables of interest as predictors. Research Question 4 

investigated whether personal values and organizational values were predictors of ethical work 

behavior (EWB), and the data did not support that each variable independently was a predictor 

of ethical work 

behaviors, but in combination the two variable were predictors of ethical work behaviors. 

Research Question 5 investigated whether personal values, organizational values, and ethical 

work behavior predicted organizational commitment (OC).  The data did not support personal 

values and organizational values to be predictors of organizational commitment, but supported 

ethical work behaviors to be a predictor of organizational commitment. Last, Research Question 

6 investigated which variables (PV, OV, EWB, and OC) were predictors of value congruence 

(VC). The data supported that organizational commitment (OC) was the best predictor of value 

congruence. 

As expected, P-O fit was statistically proven to influence ethical work behaviors and 

organizational commitment.  However, additional study of the relationship of personal values 
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and organizational and how they contribute to ethical work behaviors and organizational 

commitment is needed.  Chapter V will present the highlights of this investigation and discuss 

the implications of the findings.
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CHAPTER V DISCUSSION 
This chapter reviews the purpose and the need for this preliminary investigation, and briefly 

discusses the procedures used in the investigation. The theoretical and practical implications 

of the results that were found will be summarized in Chapter 5. This chapter contains (a) a 

discussion of the findings and their relationship to previous research, (b) a section on 

implications and potential utilization of the findings, (c) an examination of the limitations of 

the findings, and (d) a summary of the investigation and suggestions for future research. 

The purpose of this preliminary investigation was to examine the influence of personal and 

organizational values (personal and organizational) and how the interaction (fit) between the 

two translated into perceptions of organizational behavior and commitment employees. 

5-1-Summary of Findings 
 
This preliminary investigation provided information about the measurement of person-

organization fit (P-O fit) and the value of fit in examining perceived ethical work behaviors and 

organizational commitment.  It was expected that the current preliminary investigation would 

agree with the preponderance of previous empirical findings that reflected the positive effects 

of P-O fit on perceived ethical work behaviors and in commitment to the organization and/or 

the actual vocation of employees. It was also expected that P-O fit would account for more 

variance in organizational commitment than both personal values and organizational values, and 

that P-O fit would serve as a predictor variable.  Figure 1 is the conceptual model that was 

introduced in Chapter II.  The model illustrated the interaction between both personal values 

and organization (input), and suggested that the interaction between the two (process) could 

affect the variables of ethical work behaviors (EWB) and organizational commitment (OC).  

Upon completion of the analysis of the data, conceptualization of Figure 1 was revisited.  Figure 

2 was modified to reflect the findings of this preliminary investigation which supported that the 

interaction between employees values and organizational values influenced their ethical work 

behaviors and organizational commitment.  Figure 2 illustrates the outcomes of the research 

questions posed in this investigation.  The analysis addressed specific input variables of interest 
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(PV and OV), and how the fit of these variables when analyzed with the use of correlational 

analysis and multiple regression analysis impacted the outcome variables (EWB and OC).  

Figure 2 shows no relationship between the personal values of the employees who participated 

in this study and the values of the organizations in which they worked.  

In other words, no significant statistical indicators suggested that the personal values of 

employees were affected or impacted by the organizational values of the treatment facilities that 

employed them.  However, the modified figure does depict that although these two variables 

independently were not influential in predicting ethical work behaviors and organizational 

commitment, personal values (PV) and organizational values (OV) in combination served to 

predict perceptions of ethical work behavior (EWB).  These findings suggest that individuals’ 

personal values that they perceive as worthy of upholding will be played out within their 

organizations.  Additionally, employees who are practicing within organizations that they 

perceive also hold organizational values that are worthy and important and that are congruent 

with their worldview may be encouraged to continue maintaining ethical work behaviors. 

Moreover, the mere existence of perceived value congruence (fit) between the personal values 

of the employees (person) and the treatment facility (organization) can influence ethical work 

behavior and organizational commitment. Suar and Khuntia’s (2010) research on personal and 

organizational values in public and private sectors supported the idea that employees who held 

similar values to those of their organization exhibited more ethical work behaviors and increased 

tenure within the organization. As depicted in Figure 2, ethical work behavior was found to be 

an independent predictor of organizational commitment, and organizational commitment was 

independently found to be a predictor of value congruence. 

Overall, the findings of this preliminary investigation served to extend the current understanding 

of the relationship between personal values and organizational values and how they contribute 

to the ethical work behaviors and organizational commitment of employees.  Furthermore, the 

findings have also provided support for the assertion that P-O fit may be a tool to be considered 

when aiming to improve ethical work behavior and organizational commitment. However, the 

results of the investigation only partially supported the relationship between personal values 
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and organizational values as contributors to perceived ethical work behavior and commitment 

because they had more impact in conjunction with one another as opposed to being independent 

predictors of the behavioral outcomes of ethical work behavior and organizational commitment. 

5-2-Findings for Research Question 1 
 
The first research question sought to determine the personal values (PV) as measured by the 

Personal Values Scale, the organizational values (OV) as measured by the Corporate Ethical 

Values Scale, the perceived ethical work behavior (EWB) as measured by the Ethical Climate 

Questionnaire, and the organizational commitment (OC) as measured by the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire of employees who participated in this preliminary investigation.  

An analysis of descriptive statistics was utilized to assess central tendencies which indicated 

that each scale had a normal distribution.  Understanding the distribution of the scores was 

important because there were several scales used to measure the variables of interest (PV, OV, 

EWB, OC, VC).  It was imperative to describe these behaviors statistically, and once the mean 

and standard deviation were obtained for the distribution of the responses, it provided more 

efficient computations of the probabilities of the occurrence of the behaviors that were being 

measured. Each scale was found to have a normal or nearly normal distribution. 

Overall, knowledge gained regarding the distribution of the scores was statistically 

purposeful and useful to the investigation.  Understanding the mean and standard deviations 

of each instrument provided less statistically cumbersome analysis and enabled easier 

conversion of raw scores to percentiles. 

5-3-Findings for Research Question 2 
 
The second research question sought to measure the relationship between personal values and 

organizational values.  As presented in Chapter IV, the analyses showed no relationship between 

the two variables.  As indicated by the definition of terms, personal values were defined as social 

principles, goals, and standards that members of a culture believe have intrinsic worth and that 

serve as guiding principles in individuals’ lives. Organizational values were defined as beliefs 

and ideas about standards of behavior that organizational members should exhibit to achieve 

organizational goals within the organizational community. To answer the question, a correlation 
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analysis was used to determine the relationship between these two variables.  The result showed 

a low positive relationship between personal values and organizational values, but no significant 

relationship existed between them.  In other words, although the counselors had their own 

personal values, it is possible they maintained these in spite of possible misalignment with the 

values within their organizations.  This idea further supports the findings that personal values 

and organizational values are not indicators as to whether a counselor will demonstrate 

organizational commitment.  Individuals may choose to remain employed within organizations 

for different reasons (money, rewards, demographic similarity, etc.).  As some researchers have 

pointed out, values are produced from individual and social foundations, and the varied 

foundations can alter behavior to different extents (e.g., Kluckhohn, 1951; Rokeach, 1973). 

Additionally, values as a construct present challenges in measurement, and conceptualized P-O 

fit in terms of value-based congruency appears to have the largest effect sizes with a variety of 

outcomes (Arthur et al., 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Verquer et al., 2003). Therefore, the 

variability and the context in which these values are upheld make it is difficult to gain a 

comprehensive view of counselors’ values and beliefs.  This endeavor would have to be an 

intentional, well-executed process of obtaining this knowledge in hopes of establishing, 

fostering, and maintaining an environment that would promote positive outcomes. Therefore, 

based on these results, changes that may occur in the personal values of the counselor or the 

values of the organization do not have an impact on the other. 

However, we cannot ignore the findings that indicated work behaviors to be significantly 

correlated with organizational commitment and value congruence.  

Although this result seems intuitive, it stands to reason that individuals will remain 

committed to organizations in which they believe there is a fit with their own values. 

However, we must use caution and remain cognizant of the possibility that individuals 

who have high organizational commitment may be oblivious to ethical work behaviors 

that exist within their organizations (i.e., “I am committed to my organization and the 

profession of employees, therefore, there are no ethical issues that exist in my treatment 

facility.”).  Perceptional distortion can impede an individual’s ability to objectively assess 
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situations in which they are involved.  Hunt et al. pointed out that “perceptual distortion 

is higher when the relevant object or construct is highly valued” (1989, p. 87). 

 
5-4-Findings for Research Question 3 

This research question sought to examine whether personal values and organizational values 

predict organizational commitment.  To answer this question, a regression analysis was 

conducted to determine if these two variables were indeed predictors of organizational 

commitment. The findings indicated that personal values and organizational values did not 

significantly predict organizational commitment for these employees.  This result was 

surprising because intuitively it could be reasoned that people attempt to maintain congruency 

between their personal values and those of the organizations that employ them.  Findings from 

previous studies that examined the effects of individual and/or organizational value structures 

and P-O fit on organizational commitment were inconsistent in gauging whether values predict 

commitment. 
 

5-5-Findings for Research Question 4 
 
The fourth research question sought to measure whether personal values and organizational 

values predict perceived ethical work behavior.  The results showed that personal values did 

not contribute significantly as a predictor of perceived ethical work behavior, nor were 

organizational values a predictor of perceived ethical work behavior.
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However, both personal values and organizational values together did predict perceived ethical 

work behavior fairly well. The multiple R was .677, and the two variables in combination 

accounted for 45.9% of the variance in perceived ethical work behaviors, which contributes to 

positive ethical work behaviors.  It was unexpected that both variables together would account 

for more variance in organizational commitment. So although the analysis indicated no 

relationship between personal values and organizational values separately, these findings 

further support the idea of correlative indicators.  In other words, non-correlative indicators 

are not appropriate determinants of causality.  Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt (1985) found 

that shared values had significant benefits for both the individual and the organization. 

Moreover, although personal values were not a stand-alone predictor, because P-O fit is most 

often assessed at the level of values (Piasentin & Chapman, 2006), it is implicated that 

personal values will continue to have bearing when assessing for P-O fit.  Among the key 

findings were that harmony between the values of the individual and the organization 

contributed to feelings of personal success, increased organizational commitment, and 

helped to decrease stress and anxiety. Posner et al. also found value congruence to be 

associated with ethical practice and social responsibility. Therefore, the combined effect of 

personal values and organizational values can indeed increase ethical work behaviors and 

the perception that the work climate is favorable. 

 
5-6-Findings for Research Question 5 
 
The fifth question sought to measure whether personal values, organizational values, and 

ethical work behaviors predict organizational commitment (OC).To answer this question, 

simple and multiple regressions analyses were implemented. The prediction of 

organizational commitment by the analysis of personal values, organizational values, and 

ethical work behaviors showed that ethical work behaviors are a strong predictor of 

organizational commitment, while personal values and organizational values do not 

contribute much to the variance of organizational commitment.  The main effects of ethical 

work behaviors were significant and positive which suggest that higher levels of ethical 

work behavior (perceived positive work climate) result in higher organizational 
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commitment. It is expected that strong climates provide clearly defined roles, practices, 

and procedures, and those who perceive that these expectations are a fit for them would be 

more likely to commit to the organization and successfully perform their duties.  Taking 

this into consideration, the highest ratingsof organizational commitment would be for 

counselors experiencing high P-O fit in what they perceive to be strong ethical work 

environments. 

Mischel (1977) provided a rationale for how climate strength could impact P-O fit 

relationships by discussing the concept of strong versus weak situations. Mischel 

suggested that strong situations produce similar interpretations of the environment that 

individuals perceived to be well defined and have uniform expectations for behavior, 

provide incentives for behaving in accordance with what is expected, and the same skill 

sets are required to perform specific behaviors.  When these situational constraints are 

present in a strong situation, individuals’ behavior is more likely to be congruent with the 

expectations of their environment, especially because there are only a select number of 

agreed upon acceptable responses within their work environment. 

In contrast, weak situations provide individuals with different interpretations of the 

environment, with no uniform expectations or clear incentives for behaving in a certain 

manner, and there are various skills sets to perform a specific behavior (Mischel, 1977). 

As a result of the ambiguity of the weak situation, individuals are more likely to perform 

based on their personality characteristics and other individual traits.  Beaty, Cleveland, and 

Murphy (2001) suggested that when there are weak cues (e.g., few cues to reinforce the 

importance of protecting confidentiality), individuals rely on personality characteristics 

and have stronger relationships with intent to engage in contextual performance behaviors.  

Similarly, organizational climate has the ability to provide situational cues to their 

employees that serve to guide behavior. Organizational values, norms, policies, and 

procedures provide situational controls to define what behaviors are expected and 

considered appropriate (Syvantek & Bott, 2006).  Therefore, when there is agreement 

within the organization as to the relevant values, norms, policies and procedures, then the 

organization’s climate is said to be strong and is a means of guiding behavior (Schneider, 

Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002). 
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The aforementioned supposition is epoch for employees because the foundation of 

counseling is the provision of services that embody ethical behaviors and competencies 

that protect the well being of the client.  Building on existing skills sets and competencies 

of employees will help ensure that clients receive the best care possible, and taking steps 

to circumvent the loss of skilled employees through turnover will strengthen the 

organization as well. 

5-7-Findings for Research Question 6 
 
The sixth research question sought to measure whether the four variables, personal values, 

organizational values, ethical work behaviors, and organizational commitment, were predictors 

of value congruence.  To address this question, a hierarchical regression analyses was utilized.  

The results showed that organizational commitment was a strong predictor of value congruence.  

The results of this analysis are in keeping with previous research that has attempted to explain 

the relationship of P-O fit and work-related outcomes.  Various researchers have reported a 

positive relationship between value congruence and organizational commitment (Boxx et al., 

1991; Finnegan, 2000; Meglino et al., 1989).  This earlier research indicated that employees 

who are loyal and committed to their organizations do better work than those who are less 

committed, and this commitment translates to better performance, competencies, and ethical 

work behaviors. 

According to Dawis and Lofquist’s (1984) Theory of Work Adjustment, individuals respond to 

environments based on their perceptions and/or evaluation of the extent to which they believe 

that their needs are fulfilled by the organization and the organization’s needs are fulfilled by 

the individual.  Individuals are anticipated to show greater job satisfaction and decreased 

likelihood to leave the organization when there is a match between individual needs and 

organizational needs.  Further meta-analytic research has indicated that assessing P-O fit is an 

important measurement strategy as it relates to relationships with work attitudes or 

performance.  Previous research indicated strong correlations existed when variables of 

interests such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment were analyzed (Arthur et al., 

2006; Kristof-Brown et al.,2005; Verquer et al., 2003).  The previous research findings are 

consistent with the results of the present study. P-O fit was measured and the results of this 

study have shown that value congruence was a predictor of organizational commitment.  
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Therefore, consistent with the assumption that certain characteristics (i.e., values) that exist 

within an environment (i.e., an organization) can be influential as a moderator of specific 

behavioral outcomes such as ethical work behavior and organizational commitment provide 

merit that fit does matter. 

Both previous research and the current findings on organizational commitment as a predictor 

of value congruence indicate that it may serve employees well to become informed regarding 

the specific values that employees perceive themselves to possess and the degree to which they 

consider those values to be a match with those of the organization.  Conceptually, employees 

organizations can isolate those values and foster organizational climates that support the values 

identified among employees. Perhaps more favorable outcomes such as ethical work behaviors 

and organizational commitment would be more likely to occur. Furthermore, P-O fit may be a 

tool that could be considered when aiming to improve ethical work behavior and organizational 

commitment within organizations employees. There is insufficient existing literature to which 

the present results may be compared. However, the present investigation does provide some 

results consistent with similar theoretical predictions and provides a clear illustration of the 

value congruence effect for employees. 

The results of the investigation showed that there was no relationship between personal 

values and organizational values because no correlation was identified. However, ethical 

work behaviors (perceived ethical work climate) was significantly correlated with 

organizational commitment and value congruence.  This was thematic throughout the 

investigation, suggesting that P-O fit does have an effect on organizational commitment and 

ethical work behaviors.  However, there must be caution in assuming that correlations infer 

causality because they do not.  In addition, the results indicated that organizational 

commitment and ethical work behavior are moderating factors when considering P-O fit.  

These findings are in keeping with various research studies that have examined P-O fit 

effects on outcomes.  

In summation, P-O fit is useful because it provides an organization the ability to predict the 

extent to which values may contribute to work place behaviors and allows for the adoption 

of organizational norms (Chatman, 1989).  When considering ethical work behaviors and 

organizational commitment, other studies have found that employees who are high in 
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commitment tend to have better job performance, less stress, and less work community 

conflict, vocational commitment, and satisfaction, and tend to have longevity with their 

organizations because they want to continue to be employed within the organization that 

provides intrinsic and external motivators (Meyer et al., 2002). Therefore, it stands to reason 

that the same would hold true for employees who are also highly committed to their practice 

and their organizations.  

overall, the results of this preliminary investigation provide evidence that fostering a 

positive organizational climate is essential in employees perceptions of ethical work 

behaviors that occur within their organizations. Furthermore, the investigation also supports 

the assumption that organizational commitment is more probable when employees 

perceived that their values matched those of their organizations and that ethical work 

behaviors were occurring within the organization. 

 
5-8-Limitations of the Study 
 
There were limitations to this investigation, as there are with all studies.  The most notable 

limitations were due to (a) the small number of participants, (b) issues of survey sampling 

and distribution, (c) a homogeneous sample, and (d) lack of a measurement instrument that 

assessed person-organization fit between employees and their organizations.  

The results of this investigation may not be generalizable to the population of all employees, 

since only those who were members of KTPCO Company were surveyed.  A limitation of 

the investigation was related to sample size. A sample of 130 respondents was obtained, and 

40% of those were excluded due to the item response rate being less than 80%.  A larger 

sample size may have provided a better explanation of the variability that exists between the 

factors analyzed.  While the findings are useful, there was not enough power in the sample 

to adequately test for outcome variances in the fit between personal values and organizational 

values.  Furthermore, the population of employees surveyed did not include the total number 

of employees who practiced in the IRAN, because employees in the organization may have 

been members of certifying bodies specific to their states, but were not members of KTPCO 

Company.  Also, of the states that were sampled, respondents were heavily concentrated in 

North Dakota, South Dakota, and Kansas.  Additionally, it is important to note that there are 
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other professional organizations with which employees are affiliated at both national and 

state levels. The employees who responded to the survey were members of a national 

organization, and it is uncertain whether their responses would have been similar to those 

who were members of those professional organizations solely operating on a state level.  

5-9-Summary 
 
Chapter V presented a discussion of how the fit between personal values and organizational 

values (P-O fit) impacted ethical work behaviors and organizational commitment of employees.  

Chapter V provided (a) a summary of the findings, (b) implications for organizations 

employees, (c) implications for rehabilitation counselors, (d) limitations of the study, (e) 

implications for future research, and (f) the conclusion. 

5-10-Overall Summary and Conclusion 
 
The question that this study sought to answer was how does fit between the personal values and 

organizational values impact work behaviors and organizational commitment of substance 

employees.  The findings of this investigation indicated that personal values, organizational 

values, and the congruence of these values do affect ethical work behaviors and organizational 

commitment. The best explanation for the findings of this investigation was that person-

organization value congruence has a place in influencing ethical work behaviors and 

organizational commitment of substance employees. However, the role of personal values and 

organizational values as independent predictors and as possibly influential in affecting ethical 

work behaviors and organization commitment was not supported by the findings of this 

investigation and should be subject to future empirical research. 
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

APPENDIX G PERSONAL VALUES SURVEY 
Instructions: 
Please read the following statements and for each one indicate by circling the appropriate number whether 
it is something you always admire in other people, something you always dislike in other people, or 
something that depends on the situation whether you admire it or not. 

 
1. Having a strong intellectual curiosity  

 Always admire                Depends on Situation 
3                                        2 

Always Dislike 
1 

 
2.   Creating beautiful things for the enjoyment of people 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
3.   Being able to get along with all kinds of people, whether or not they are worthwhile 

 
 
 
 

4.   Studying constantly in order to become a well-educated person 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
5.   Defending the honor of one’s group whenever it is unfairly criticized 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
6.   Being respected by people who are themselves worthwhile 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
7.   Always telling the truth, even though it may hurt oneself or others 

 
 
 
 

8. Being devout in one’s religious faith  

 Always admire           Depends on Situation 
3                                        2 

Always Dislike 
1 

 
9. Always being patient with people  

 Always admire           Depends on Situation 
3                                        2 

Always Dislike 
1 
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

 
 
 

10. Conforming to the requirements of any situation and doing what is expected 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
11. Working and living in harmony with other people 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
12. Constantly developing new ways of approaching life 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
13. Working hard to achieve academic honors 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
14. Being good in some form of sport 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
15. Always attending religious services regularly and faithfully 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
16. Never losing one’s temper, no matter what the reason 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
17. Helping organize group activities 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
18. Being outspoken and frank in expressing one’s likes and dislikes 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
19. Developing an appreciation of the fine arts—music, drama, literature, and ballet 

 
 
 
 

20. Inventing gadgets for the fun of it
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

Always admire  Depends on Situation  Always Dislike
3  2 1

 
 

21. Being poised, gracious, and charming under all circumstances 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
22. Developing physical strength and agility 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
23. Having the ability to lead others 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
24. Practicing self-control 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
25. Being the person in the group who is the most popular with the opposite sex 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
26. Devoting one’s entire energy to the development of new theories 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
27. Thinking and acting freely, without social restraints, and encouraging others to do likewise 

 
 
 
 

28. Being kind to people, even if they do things contrary to one’s own beliefs 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
29. Being well mannered and behaving properly in social situations 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
30. Treating an attack on one’s group like an attack on oneself 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
31. Taking good care of one’s physical self so that one is always healthy
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

 
 

32. Being in a position to direct and mold others’ lives 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
33. Always living one’s religion in one’s daily life 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
34. Concealing from outsiders most of one’s dislikes and disagreements with fellow 

members of the group 
 
 
 
 

35. Being able to create beautiful and artistic objects 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
36. Developing new and different ways of doing things 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
37. Turning the other cheek and forgiving others when they harm you 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
38. Doing all one can to build up the prestige of the group 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
39. Striving to get the top grade point average in the group 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
40. Showing great leadership qualities 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
41. Never telling a lie, even though to do so would make the situation more comfortable 

 
 
 
 

42. Encouraging others to attend services and lead religious lives
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

 
 

43. Replying to anger with gentleness 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
44. Being independent, original, non-conformist, different from other people 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
45. Being an intellectual 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
46. Helping another person feel more secure, even if you don’t like him/her 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
47. Dressing and acting in a way that is appropriate to the occasion 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
48. Studying hard to get good grades in school 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
49. Never cheating or having anything to do with cheating situations, even for a friend 

 
 
 
 

50. Being an intellectual 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
51. Helping another achieve his/her goals, even if it might interfere with your own 

 
 
 
 

52. Being able to get people to cooperate with you 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
53. Working hard to improve the prestige and status of one’s group
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Always admire  Depends on Situation Always Dislike
3  2 1

 
 

54. Developing an attractive body that others will admire 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
55. Helping a close friend get by in a tight situation even though you may have to stretch the 

truth a bit to do it 
 
 
 
 

56. Being graceful and well-coordinated in physical movements 
Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 

3 2 1 

 
57. Avoiding the physical pleasures that are prohibited in the Bible 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
58. Having an active interest in all things scholarly 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
59. Gaining recognition for one’s achievements 

Always admire Depends on Situation Always Dislike 
3 2 1 

 
60. Not expressing anger, even when you have a reason for doing so
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APPENDIX H 
 

ETHICAL CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of All Ethical Climate and Ethical Culture Items 
 

Instructions: 
Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible feelings that individuals might have about 
the company or organization for which they work. With respect to your own feelings about your own 
organization, please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by circling 
one of the seven alternatives below each statement. 

 
 

(1) Ethical Environment 

Questionnaire Items

1.   Management in this organization disciplines unethical behavior when it occurs. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

2.   Employees in this organization perceive that people who violate the ethics code still get 
formal organizational rewards. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

3.   Penalties for unethical behavior are strictly enforced in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

4.   Unethical behavior is punished in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

5.    The top managers of this organization represent high ethical standards. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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6.    People of integrity are rewarded in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

7.    The ethics code serves as "window dressing" only in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

8.   Top managers of this organization regularly show that they care about ethics. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

9.    Top managers of this organization are models of unethical behavior. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

10. Ethical behavior is the norm in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

11. Top managers of this organization guide decision making in an ethical direction. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

12. The ethics code serves only to maintain the organization's public image. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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13. Ethical behavior is rewarded in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

14. Ethics code requirements are consistent with informal organizational norms. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

(2) Employee-Focused Climate 
15.  The most important concern is the good of all people in this organization. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

16. People are very concerned about what is generally best for employees in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

17.  Our major consideration is what is best for everyone in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

18.  What is best for each individual is a primary concern in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

19.  It IS expected that each individual is cared for when making decisions here. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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20.  In this organization, people look out for each other’s good. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

 (3)  Community-Focused Climate 
21. The effect of decisions on the customer and the public are a primary concern in this 

organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

22. People in this organization are actively concerned about the customer's, and the public's 
interest. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

23.  It IS expected that you will do what is right for the customer and public. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

24. People in this organization have a strong sense of responsibility to the outside community. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

 (4) Obedience to Authority 
25. This organization demands obedience to authority figures, without question. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

26. People in this organization are expected to do as they're told. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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The boss is always right in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

(5) Code Implementation 
27. Employees are required to acknowledge that they have read and understood the ethics code. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

28. The organization has established procedures for employees to ask questions about ethics 
code requirements. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

29.  The code of conduct is widely distributed throughout the organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

30. Employees are regularly required to assert that their actions are in compliance 
with the ethics code. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

 (6) Self-interest Climate 
31. People in this organization are very concerned about what is best for themselves. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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32. In this organization, people protect their own interests above other 
considerations. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

 (7) Efficiency Climate 
33. In this organization, each person is expected above all to work efficiently. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

34. The major responsibility of people in this organization is to consider efficiency 
first. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

35.  Efficient solutions to problems are always sought here. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

36.  The most efficient way is always the right way in this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

THE ETHICAL CONTEXT IN ORGANIZATIONS (8) Rules 
and Procedures Climate 

37.  It is important to follow strictly the organization's rules and procedures. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

38. Everyone is expected to stick by company rules and procedures. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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 (9) Personal Ethics Climate 
39. In this organization, people are guided by their own personal ethics. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

40. Each person in this organization decides for themselves what is right and wrong. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

41. The most important concern in this organization is each person's own sense of right and 
wrong. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

 (10) Law and Professional Codes Climate 
42. In this organization, people are expected to comply with the law and professional 

standards over and above other considerations. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

43. In this organization, people are expected to strictly follow legal or professional 
standards. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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APPENDIX I ORGANIZATIONAL 
COMMITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instructions: 
Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible feelings that individuals might have about 
the company or organization for which they work. With respect to your own feelings about your own 
organization, please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by circling 
one of the seven alternatives below each statement. 

 
1.   I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help 

this organization be successful. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

2.   I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

3.   I feel very little loyalty to this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

4.   I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for this 
organization. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 
1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 

 
5.   I find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 
1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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6.    I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

7.   I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work was 
similar. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

8.   This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

9.   It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this 
organization. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

10. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I 
was considering at the time I joined. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

11. There is not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

12. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s policies on important 
matters relating to its employees. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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13. I really care about the fate of this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

14. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

15. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7
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APPENDIX J 
 

CORPORATE ETHICAL VALUES SCALE 
 

1.   Managers in my company often engage in behaviors that I consider to be unethical. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

2.   In order to succeed in my company, it is often necessary to compromise one's ethics. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 
 

3.   Top management in my company has let it be known in no uncertain terms that unethical 
behaviors will not be tolerated. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 
1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 

 
4.   If a manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that results 

primarily in personal gain (rather than corporate gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 
1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7 

 
5.  If a manager in my company is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that 

results primarily in corporate gain (rather than personal gain), he or she will be promptly 
reprimanded. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 
1                   2                  3                    4                      5              6                    7



 

171 
 

 

 

 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree  Agree       Agree Agree
1             2                  3                    4  5                6 7 

 
 

APPENDIX K 
 

VALUE CONGRUENCE SCALE 
Section D: Individual and Organizational Perceptions 

Listed below are a number of statements that describe your feelings about your current job. 
Please select the number on the scale below each question that best represents your feelings about the 
organization for which you presently work. Please respond to all questions in this page. Although they seem 
similar, the repetition is for statistical purposes. 

 
 
1. My values match those of this organization. 
 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ 

 
 
 

Slightly 

 
 
 
Moderately 

 
 
 
Strongly 

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree 
1             2                  3                    4 

Agree 
5 

Agree 
6 

Agree 
7 

2. In general, I don’t like working here.    

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Disagree   
Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree 

1             2                  3                    4 

Slightly
Agree 

5 

Moderately 
Agree 

6 

Strongly
Agree 

7 

3. I intend to remain with this organization.    

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree Agree Agree Agree 
1             2                  3                    4 5 6 7 

 
4. My values match those of current employees in this organization. 

 
 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Disagree   
Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree 

1             2                  3                    4 

Slightly  Moderately 
Agree       Agree 

5                6 

Strongly
Agree 

7 

5. All things considered, I like my job.   

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree Agree       Agree Agree 
1             2                  3                    4 5                6 7 

 
6. I would recommend this organization to my friends as a good place to work. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree Agree       Agree Agree 

1             2                  3                    4 5                6 7 

 
7. If I were to have my own way, I would be working for this organization three years from 

now. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly
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8. The values and personality of this organization reflect my own values and personality. 
 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Disagree   
Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree 

1             2                  3                    4 

Slightly  Moderately 
Agree       Agree 

5                6 

Strongly
Agree 

7 

9. I am satisfied with my job.   

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/ Slightly  Moderately Strongly

Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree Agree       Agree Agree 
1             2                  3                    4 5                6 7 

 
10. I have thought seriously about changing organizations since I have worked here. 

 
Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1             2                  3                    4                      5                6                    7 
 

11. I would tell my friends NOT to work for this organization. 
 

Strongly   Moderately   Slightly   Neither Disagree/   Slightly  Moderately  Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree      Disagree       nor Agree          Agree       Agree           Agree 

1             2                  3                    4                      5                6                    7
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