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Abstract

The predominant assumption in the management literature 1s that corporate values
are Internalised mnto organisational members’ personal value systems. Corporate
values, viewed in this way, perform a controlling role in organisations, consistent
with the characteristics of a deliberate strategy perspective. Theories concerning
the nature of personal values challenge this assumption of corporate value
internalisation. However, there 1s a lack of empirical research 1n the management

field investigating the relationship between personal and corporate value systems.

In this interpretive research study, I explore managers’ interpretation of their
organisation’s corporate values, and relate these to their personal value priorities.
Senior managers from three commercial companies took part in the study: one
with no published corporate values statement; one with a recently introduced
statement; and the third with a well established corporate values statement. I
explore how managers interpret their organisation’s corporate values through the
description and meaning they give to value terms, and elicit their personal values
by using an adaptation of the laddering technique, and by inferring values

revealed in managers’ narrative of their career histories.

The findings show that managers feel they share their corporate values but
interpret them in differing ways, both through those they identify as representing
the corporate values, and through the meaning they give to value terms. The
variation in interpretation is consistent with differences in their own personal
value priorities, suggesting that managers adapt corporate values so that they more
closely reflect their own. These findings challenge the notion that corporate
values provide an effective means of normative control, and instead suggest they

legitimise the worldview of 1individual managers, thus enabling differences to be

accommodated within a broad framework of shared values. A model of value
relationships is proposed, suggesting a way that corporate values may assist in

bringing together deliberate and emergent strategy perspectives.
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1 An introduction to the research

1.1 Introduction

Twenty years ago, in their influential book ‘In search of excellence’, Peters &
Waterman (1982) summed up their ‘all-purpose’ advice for management: “Figure
out your value system. Decide what your company stands for” (p. 279). They
argued that excellent companies achieve superior performance through conformity
to a limited number of values that employees identified with and intemalised.
This view was supported at that time by others such as Deal & Kennedy (1982),
and Pascale & Athos (1981), who noted the existence of strong corporate values
were a major difference between successful Japanese companies and struggling
American ones. Following these studies, others have argued the importance of
corporate values as a management tool (Dobni, Ritchie, & Zerbe, 2000), and have
suggested that companies with ‘strong cultures’ based around a set of core values
are more successful than those with weak cultures (Collins & Porras, 1994; Kotter
& Heskett, 1992). The principle behind this view is that the core values will be
internalised by organisational members, and incorporated into their own value
system, to the extent that they “either buy into their values or get out” (Peters &
Waterman, 1992: 77). The supposed result is a united staff finding fulfilment and
common purpose in their work (Beyer, 1981; Pruzan, 1998). Individuals whose
own values do not fit with those of the organisation will be “expunged like a
virus” (Collins & Porras, 1994: 9). Organisations with ‘appropriate’ core values
that underpin ‘valuable’ cultures can find them a source of sustained competitive
advantage (Barney, 1996). Although the importance of such shared values had
been noted by others including Selznick (1957) some time earlier, the impact of

the corporate culture movement of the past twenty years has had a significant

effect on organisational activity. It 1s now commonplace to find organisations of



all types declare their ‘corporate values’' and there are examples of considerable

investments being made by organisations in order to develop values that have the

clear purpose of changing cultures (Turnbull, 2001).

Corporate values can be defined as a form of social values, those desired by the
leadership of a social group®. They differ from organisational values, which are
defined as the averaged sum of the personal values of the members of a group
(Schwartz, 1994a). While the predominant assumption in the corporate values
literature 1s that organisational members internalise the values of the organisation,
the personal values literature typically suggests this might not be the case.
Researchers in personal values (e.g. Feather, 1975; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz,
1992; Smith, 1969) argue that they are relatively enduring, mostly established as
the adult matures and thereafter largely resistant to change. Furthermore, personal
values are thought to be organised into some form of hierarchical structure,
whereby some values are more centrally held, and more 1mportant to the
individual than others (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). This contrasts with
corporate values, which are normally presented as having equal significance or
importance; any sense of hierarchy has to be interpreted. Both corporate and
personal values are thought to act as guides and determinants of behaviour
(Rokeach, 1973), but will do so differently unless they are closely aligned. While
such alignment is assumed by those coming from an integrated culture perspective
(Martin, 1992), and evidence 1s found by some in such concepts as person-
organisation fit (e.g. Chatman, 1991), there are a number of studies that question
this (e.g. Adkins, Ravlin, & Meglino, 1996; Finegan & Theriault, 1997; Isaac,
Cahoon, & Zerbe, 1992).

In addition to structural differences, personal and corporate values also differ
conceptually. Personal values are concemed with personal preferences for end-

states or modes of conduct over converse end-states or modes of conduct

! An internet scarch through the “Google™ search engine, using the term ‘corporate values’ produces many
thousand ‘hits’, the vast majority of which are the corporate values statements of organisations ranging from
commercial companies, not-for-profit organisations, and national and local government departments.

2 Corporate values are more fully defined in Chapter Two, section 2.2
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(Rokeach, 1973). Personal values may have elements of that which the individual
desires, and that which the individual considers desirable — both ‘want’ and
‘ought’ elements. Corporate values, on the other hand, are concerned only with
the desirable, as defined by the leadership of the organisation. This study explores
the relationship between personal and corporate values, and does so at the level of
senior manager, where the relationship 1s likely to have implications for how

strategy 1s formed and 1implemented.

1.2 Values and strategy perspectives

The process of strategy development 1s a subject of continuing debate concerning
how 1t is best undertaken, where in the organisation it is best undertaken, and
when (Lynch, 1997). In the convolutions of this debate, there are many
perspectives of the strategy process (Whittington, 1993), but a broad distinction
can be made between those that are deliberate, and those that are emergent
(Mintzberg, 1978). Values have been evoked in both deliberate and eﬁlergent
strategising: in the former as reflecting the desires of the founders and top
executives of the organisation (Selznick, 1957), and as a means of control (Nohira
& Ghoshal, 1994); and 1n the latter as part of the social and cultural contexts out
of which strategies might emerge (Peters & Waterman, 1982).

The importance of values in strategy 1s a recurrent, although intermittent, theme in
management literature, but its history reveals differences over time in the
emphasis on values at the personal or corporate level. In one of the earlier
references to values, Chester Barnard (1938) saw them as offering a solution to
the problem of creating and managing complex organisations. Divergent interests
could be minimised by socialising organisational members to have a common set
of values and goals, an early indication of the potential of corporate values as a
means of control. Selznick (1957) proposed that organisations distinguish
themselves from others through the development of a distinctive set of values,
characteristic of their identity. These values would become an integral part of

organisations, there to “fix the assumptions of policymakers” (p. 55). In this,
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Selznick is arguing for corporate values acting both as a component of corporate
identity and as guides and determinants of behaviour for those who develop

strategies.

There followed a period through the 1960s and 1970s when the emphasis 1n the
literature swung from the corporate values of the organisation to the personal
values of the chief executive and top management team (England, 1975). This
coincided with an increasing interest in personal values generally, arising out of
the development of research instruments (e.g. Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1970;
England, 1967; Rokeach, 1973), and the resulting conclusions drawn by those
using them. England (1967) suggested that personal values influence both
managers’ perceptions of problems, and their decisions and solutions, while Guth
& Tagiuri (1965) argued a clear link between the executive’s values and the
resulting corporate strategy. Meanwhile, Steiner (1969) claimed that “the values
of top managers are reflected in the network aims of an enterprise. Whether
written or not, these values have the profoundest impact on the direction in which
a firm moves and the way it operates”" (p. 143). This view was reflected by
Sikula (1971) who also saw an organisation’s operations to be largely a reflection
of the values of the chief executive. Connor & Becker (1975) considered the
relationship between the values of top managers and the performance of
organisations. They argued that managers’ values may be seen as “identical with
or underlying the formation and pursuit of organizational goals”, and that “in the
latter view, values are seen to lie at the heart of goal setting and strategy choosing

processes; in the former view, values are the goals™ (p. 557).

A growing interest in corporate culture from the early 1980s led to a change of
focus from the values of individual managers and executives to the values of the
organisation itself. This coincided with the increasing interest in the strategic
importance of shared values, argued by Pascale & Athos (1981), Deal & Kennedy
(1982), and most notably, Peters & Waterman (1982). Corporate values were
declared important components of the organisation’s mission, together with its

objectives and strategy (Campbell & Yeung, 1991), and studies showed that those
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organisations with strong cultures centred around core values outperformed those
with weaker cultures (Collins & Porras, 1994; Kotter & Heskett, 1992).
Companies that publicly declared their corporate values were shown to perform
better 1n terms of return on sales and 1n employment measures than those that did
not (Bart & Baetz, 1998). A consequence of this focus on values as a
management tool has been the development of the concept of ‘values-based
management’ (Anderson, 1997; Pruzan, 1998), which aims to place the values of
.stakeholders, including customers and organisational members, at the centre of

management decision-making.

The changing emphasis of values from the corporate to the personal and back
again may relate to the differing roles that values have been described as playing
in the management literature, and this, in tum, can be linked to an evolving
understanding regarding assumptions behind sfrategy formation. Corporate values
may play one or more of four principal roles in organisations®. First, corporate
values can become embedded 1nto the social structure of an orgahisation
(Selznick, 1957) and serve to strengthen an individual’s identification with 1t
(Glynn, Barr, & Dacin, 2000). Secondly, corporate values may act as a form of
normative control and as a substitute to rules and regulations (Nohira & Ghoshal,
1994; Ouchi, 1980). Thirdly, and conversely, corporate values may appear to
offer liberation from control, releasing organisational members from the
constraints of the rulebook and replacing 1t with value affinity (Peters &
Waterman, 1982; Barley & Kunda, 1992). Finally, corporate values may be
employed as a marketing communication tool, to give external stakeholders the
impression, real or otherwise, that the organisation has values in keeping with

their own (de Chernatony, 1999).

The concept of corporate values acting as a form control appears to sit most
comfortably with deliberate models of strategy formation. Mintzberg 1dentifies
both the design and the planning schools as exemplars of deliberate strategy

formation. In the design school, strategy is formulated as an informal process by

* The roles of corporate values are developed in Chapter Two, scction 2.3
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the organisational leadership, and i1s implemented by others (Mintzberg, 1990). In
the planning school, strategy 1s again centrally formulated, but formally by
planning teams (Mintzberg, 1994), and also implemented by others. Corporate
values represent '"the beliefs and preferences of those who formally lead the
organisation" (Mintzberg, 1990: 175), and they are encapsulated in the plans
which others are required to implement. A key assumption of the planning school
is summed up by Ackoff (1970), who introduces his text on corporate planning by
stating that the fortune-teller only tries to predict the future, but “the wise man
tries to control 1t” (p. 1). The purpose of corporate values in deliberate strategy

formation 1s the control of the future actions of organisational members (Dobni et

al., 2000).

An alternative view of corporate values, however, 1s that they liberate
organisational members so that creativity and innovation can arise in the context
of individual self-fulfilment generated by a sense of sharing of the values
(Dandndge, 1983). Corporate values in such situations may act as enablers,
legitimising the actions of the individual: “their attentiveness to the innovative and
creating potential of employees ... enables [them] to expand, albeit within well-
defined limits, their sphere of ‘objective’ autonomy and responsibility” (Alvesson
& Willmott, 1992: 459). In this respect, they encourage the emergence of
strategic 1nitiatives from diverse parts and different levels in the organisation. In
this role, corporate values may be compatible with an emergent strategy

perspective.

The extent to which corporate values liberate and legitimise the actions of
individual, or act as a form of invidious control i1s a subject of some debate (ten
Bos & Willmott, 2001). In replacing rules and regulations, corporate values may
simply replace formal mechanisms with a requirement for conformity of thinking,
in which case they assume the role of control. However, where corporate values
are conceived in such a way that they, as objects in organisations, ‘“‘offer
considerable latitude for definition and self-validation™ (Weick, 1979: 157), then

they may allow managers to feel a sense of self-worth (Pratt, 1998). In this way,
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corporate values may legitimise the thoughts and actions of managers and other
organisational members, fostering creative thinking, a notion that fits with the

emergent perspective of strategy formation (Mintzberg, 1987).

Corporate values, therefore, may be considered as manifestations of the values of
the chief executive and the top management team, or as reflections of the
corporate culture. Likewise, they can act as a form of control as part of a
- deliberate strategy process, or as points of reference that allow freedom from
control and the encouragement of emergent strategies. The extent to which
corporate values play either of these roles depends a great deal on the relationship
between them and the personal values of organisational members. If corporate
values are assimilated into the personal values of managers and other
organisational members, then they may be considered as forms of control. On the
other hand, if corporate values can be interpreted in ways that allow managers and
other organisational members to feel they are able to think and act in accordance
with their own idiosyncratic personal value priorities, then they may help to

legitimise their thoughts and actions.

1.3 Objectives of the research

The primary objective of this study is to explore the relationship between the
personal values of those individuals 1n an organisation who are concermed with the
formation and implementation of strategy, and their interpretation of their
organisation’s corporate values. This study 1s important because, although much
is assumed about the role and impact of such ‘shared’ values, little 1s actually

understood about how the two value systems interrelate (Hambrick & Brandon,

1988; Roe & Ester, 1999).

Theories of selection (Cable & Judge, 1997) and socialisation (Enz, 1988),
together with those of corporate mission (Campbell & Yeung, 1991), assume that

individuals seek organisations with matching values, or that they adopt and
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internalise their organisation’s corporate values after joining. The evidence for
this in the literature is by no means conclusive, and there are indications that
individuals do not change their personal value systems to match those of their
organisation (Isaac et al., 1992; Kamoche, 2000; Kraimer, 1997). Furthermore,
this assumption does not accord with theories regarding the development of
personal value systems (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992), which suggest that
personal values are relatively enduring. Unless individuals are fortunate enough
to find employment in organisations where there exists a close match with their
own values, there 1s likely to be some tension between their personal values and
the corporate values of their organisation. This tension has not been much
explored in the management literature. Some have discovered cynicism and
antagonism towards corporate values (e.g. Kunda, 1992; Watson, 1994; Tumbull,
2001), but they have not related these to the personal values of organisational
members. A few have considered the conflict between corporate values and
personal values (e.g. Liedtka, 1989; Posner & Schmidt, 1992), but these studies
have been based on survey methods, which assume similarity in the meaning of

value terms.

Studies 1n the management literature have not specifically, and empirically,
investigated the notion that individuals may interpret their organisation’s
corporate values in ways that are different to one another, or investigated whether
any such differences may be related to differences in personal value priorities. It
1s widely understood, particularly in the sensemaking hterature, that individuals
interpret, or make sense of, their environment in ways that are idiosyncratic. For
example, Smircich & Stubbart (1985) argue that “individual people occupy
personal, subjective space — space in which intentions, meaning and sensibility
often are quite 1diosyncratic — what the world means to thém” (p. 732).
Idiosyncratic interpretation of the world extends to symbols (Gioia, 1986), which
include corporate valués. At the same time, it 1s understood that the way an
individual interprets ‘what the world means to them’ is influenced to a greater or
lesser extent by their personal value priorities, through the processes of perception

and interpretation (England, 1967; Postman, Bruner, & McGinnies, 1948). It



would seem logical, therefore, that symbols such as corporate values might be
interpreted through the filter of the individual’s values (Hambrick & Mason,
1984).

In this study, I ask the question: What is the relationship between managers’
personal values and their interpretation of their organisation’s corporate values?
The study is exploratory, so the question is necessarily fairly broa(i and one that 1s
unlikely to be fully answered. It is, however, a qhestion that allows for certain
room for manoeuvre as this exploratory study unfolds. The nature of the
relationship can be better understood by investigating both the ways that managers
interpret their corporate values, and their personal value priorities in the same
context and situation. Managers may show similarity or differences in the way
that they interpret corporate values, and they may have similar or ditterent
personal value priorities. These alternatives give rise to four possible outcomes:
personal value priorities and corporate value interpretations may both be similar,
they may both be different, or one of the two may be similar and the other
different. Each of these outcomes has implications for the nature of the

relationship, and for theories concerning the role and impact of corporate values®.

1.3.1 The focus on senior managers
My intention at the outset was to investigate the phenomenon at those levels in

organisations where the informants had responsibility for aspects of the strategy
process. The more senior the manager, the greater is his or her influence, both on
the development of managerial initiatives such as strategies, and on their
subsequent implementation. Additionally, more senior managers have a greater
role in managing the interpretation of events and symbols (Isabella, 1990;
Smircich & Morgan, 1982) for those subordinate to themselves. The focus,
therefore, 1s on the relationship between senior managers’ personal values and

their interpretation of their organisation’s corporate values.

* Thesc themes are more fully developed in Chapter Two, section 2.6
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In this study, I have usually referred to my informants simply as managers. Most
of those interviewed could be described as senior, rather than middle managers,
although such definitions are somewhat vague. Hambrick, Cho & Chen (1996)
define a top management team as including all executives above the vice-
president level, effectively those who sit on the main board of an organisation.
My informants are clearly not at this level, but a number sit on subsidiary boards
and are vice-presidents or directors, which implies they hold senior manager
.status, and most of the remainder report to a director. Floyd & Wooldridge (1992)
describe middle managers as ‘linking pins’ who have four roles 1n the strategy
process: they may act as champions of particular options; they synthesise
information that will affect top manager’ perceptions; they facilitate the adoption
of new approaches; and they implement deliberate strategy. My informants
displayed many of these roles in their descriptions of their responsibilities, so they
may be considered middie managers. However, the ‘linking pin’ role may equally
describe all managers whose position rests anywhere between the top management
team and non-managerial staff, to some degree or other. Because the managers in
this study, with very few exceptions, report either to the top management team, or
to a manager who reports to the top management team, their status 1s that of senior

management.

1.4 An overview of the findings, implications and contribution

The study took place in three commercial organisations. An initial exploratory
study was carried out within a medium-sized hotel and conference service
provider, here known by the initials HCC, where two middle managers and three
senior managers were interviewed. Two organisations took part in the main
study: ‘FMCGQG’, a major UK-based multinational provider of a group of consumer
products; and ‘HITECH’, a large multinational, US-based high technology
‘company. Twenty-two directors and senior managers from these two companies
took part in the study. Interviews were designed to explore both the values that
managers selected as representing their organtsation’s corporate values, and the

meaning they gave to value terms, while eliciting personal value priorities, so that
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the outcome of each interview was a set of ‘values-with-interpretations’ that were

then analysed.

1.4.1 Findings
A key finding of this study is that the managers interviewed in each organisation

interpreted their corporate values in ways that were different from one another. A
further finding revealed that there exists a varnety of personal value priorities
amongst the managers interviewed in each organisation. Furthermore, the
differences in corporate value interpretations among the managers were broadly
consistent with differences 1n their personal value prionities. These managers do
not appear to change their own value priorities to match the corporate values, but
instead they appear to interpret their corporate values so that they more closely fit
their own personal value priorities. There was some evidence from the accounts
that managers gave of their career histories that there 1s a limit to which corporate
values can be interpreted to fit their value priorities. Several managers reported
leaving companies where they encountered corporate values so contrary to their

own that it became uncomfortable to remain.

While the managers studied revealed differences in their interpretations of their
organisation’s corporate values, and held different personal value priorities, many
stated that they felt they shared their organisation’s values. It appears that what
managers think they share is the concept of the corporate values, but not the detail.
At the level of ‘Our Values’, agreement 1s high, implying a sense of ownership
and belonging. The more that ‘Our Values’ are defined, however, the greater the
divergence 1n managers’ opinion about their content and meaning. One manager’s
interpretation of the corporate values might differ quite markedly from another’s,
yet both would consider their interpretation to be ‘Our Values’, and both would

believe they reflected their own personal values.

1.4.2 Implications
There are a number of implications arising out of these findings. First, the wide

range of personal value priorities amongst senior managers, most of whom have
11



worked for their company for many years, suggests that selection and socialisation
process do not result in managers adopting the corporate values as their own.
Organisations involved in this study are not successful in ‘governing the souls’
(Rose, 1989) of their managers. Secondly, the variety in interpretation of
corporate values reduces their scope for normative control. Organisations, it
would seem, should not give up more traditional formal control mechanisms in
favour of their corporate values. Thirdly, the finding that managers felt they
shared their organisation’s corporate values, while revealing significantly different
Interpretations, suggests that corporate values do play an important role in uniting
different perspectives. In this way, corporate values, conceptualised as a top-
down function of leadership, but subject to bottom-up cognitions and practices
(Spender & Grinyer, 1995), offer a way of bringing deliberate and emergent
worldviews together. Finally, the saliency of, and differences between, managers’
personal value priorities revealed in this study support those such as-Eden &
Ackermann (1998a), who recommend the sharing of personal value priorities as
part of the process of making strategy. In this way, a deeper level of
understanding i1s achieved amongst those involved in the process, and the values
that form the bases for strategic decision-making are better understood and

negotiated.

1.4.3 Contribution

The study makes six contributions to knowledge. First, it contributes by
proposing a theory of the relationship between corporate and personal values, thus
answering the challenge put down by Hambrick & Brandon (1988). In doing so,
this study contests Willmott’s (1993) claim that corporate values extend
management control by “colonising the affective domain” (p. 517) of
organisational members. Secondly, the study contributes by adding to the
growing body of literature that challenges the assumptions of shared interpretive
systems or schema (Smircich, 1983), and instead recognises differences and
overlaps in individual’s interpretations (Daniels, de Chernatony, & Johnson, 1995;
Donnellon, Gray, & Bougon, 1986; Langfield-Smith, 1992). In the more specific

area of corporate values interpretation, this research adds to that of Bumpus &
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Munchus (1996), who argue that shared values can have different meanings.
Thirdly, this research contributes by confirming the saliency of managers’
personal values at levels below that of the top management team. It adds voice to
those who challenge the assumption that rpersonal values of managers and other

organisational members are altered to accommodate their organisation’s corporate

values (Finegan & Theriault, 1997; Isaac et al., 1992).

The fourth and fifth contributions are to method. This study contributes by
confirming the importance of qualitative research as a means of developing theory
in strategic management (Mir & Watson, 2000; Sutton, 1997). There have been
few studies that have investigated either personal values of organisational
members or corporate values from an interpretive perspective. This brings both
together. It also contributes by adding to the repertoire of research tools available
for researchers in the management field. In developing this research, a small but
useful adaptation was made to Hinkle’s (1965) laddering method. This enables
values to be elicited during the course of a single interview that also covers other
topics. This opens up the possibility of interpretive research relating individuals’

personal value prionities to aspects their thoughts and actions.

Finally, this study contributes by adding to those who question the efficacy of
selection and socialisation processes as means of homogenising organisational
members personal values (Kamoche, 2000; Kraimer, 1997). In concluding that
such processes do better at selecting out those whose values are in direct conflict
with the corporate 1values, rather than selecting in those whose values are
congruent, this research challenges those who claim the processes result in
personal value adaptation (McDonald & Gandz, 1992b). It also supports
Schwartz’s (1996) theory of integrated value systems, which argues that values

play little role in behaviour except when there is value conflict.
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1.5 The structure of the thesis

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. In Chapter One, I have introduced the
core ideas, together with the research question, key definitions and a summary of

the findings and contribution. The remainder of the thesis develops these core

1deas and sets out the method, findings and conclusions formed.

In Chapter Two, I take up the central theme of this thesis, that of values, and in the
first part of the chapter consider the nature of values and their philosophical
underpinning, drawing out the differences in views and setting out definitions of
personal and corporate values. Following this, I compare the role and structure of
corporate values to those of personal values in order to illustrate differences In
their theoretical structures and the potential for conflict in their roles. These
differences in the role and structure of the two value systems form the basis for
the second part of the chapter, where I investigate the contribution in the 1iterature
regarding their theoretical relationship. In doing so, I question the assumptions
that pervade the corporate values literature regarding value congruity in the
selection process, and value adoption through socialisation. I also consider the
alternative to value congruity — that individuals live with conflicting values — and
the notion, largely unexplored in corporate values literature, that individuals might
interpret corporate values in such a way that they more closely match their own
values. These theoretical resolutions to the relationship between corporate and
personal values are presented as alternative outcomes to the research question,

which 1s developed 1n the final part of the chapter.

Research of this nature requires a method that allows a manager’s personal value
priorities to be uncovered at the same time as his or her interpretations of
corporate values, so that the resulting °‘values-with-interpretations’ can be
analysed. In order to do this, a method of operationalising the two values
constructs had to be developed, and I devote Chapter Three to a discussion of how
these might be researched. I review the existing methods for understanding value
systems in terms of their appropriateness for this research, and for the ontological

position taken. This leads to the conclusion that personal values are best
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understood when they are inferred or elicited, rather than measured using a priori
lists of values, or by asking informants to respond to a direct question of what
their values might be. From here, I review the indirect methods for identifying
values, particularly the laddering method, and argue that this form of
understanding personal values 1s appropriate to the research. I then review
methods used in the past for uncovering individuals’ interpretation of corporate
values. This sets out the broad principles for operationalising the research, which
I then refine by introducing the adaptation to the laddering method that allows for
these methods to be used during the course of a single interview, where fime 1s
likely to be a constraint. Finally, at the end of the chapter, I outline the key
methodological assumptions that underpin the development of the method

employed.

In Chapter Four, I outline the research design, considering the criteria for site and
informant selection before describing the interview protocol, the use of the
laddering method in the interview situation, and the methods used to analyse the
resulting data. In Chapters Five and Six, I report on the findings from the
fieldwork, which mvolved an initial exploratory study and a main study. The
initial study had the combined purposes of carrying out a preliminary exploration
of the relationship between the two value systems, and of testing the methods
developed to that point. Following analysis and writing up of this study, I sought
feedback and this raised some concerns about the methods used to elicit personal
values, which I shared. The solution was the development of the laddering
method for use 1n a single interview, and which I combined with the method for
inferring personal values used in the exploratory study. The findings of this
exploratory study, however, raised some interesting features about the relationship

between the value systems, and these are reported in Chapter Five.

Chapter Six sets out the findings of the main study, carried out among senior
managers In two large organisations, here named FMCG and HITECH. After

introducing the two organisations, I devote the first part of the chapter to

considering the personal values elicited by the laddering method, discussing
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managers’ responses to the value priorities they revealed and comparing the
results with those inferred through the accounts they gave of their career history. 1
then turn attention to the findings of each of the case studies, reporting managers’
interpretations of corporate values, differences in their personal values, and how
the two 1nterrelate. I present the findings by directly quoting the managers from
the tape transcripts, as well as displaying data in ‘ladder maps’, tables and figures.
It will be seen that at FMCGQG, where a new corporate values statement was
introduced only two years before the interviews took place, there were differences
In managers’ selection of values statements, as well as differences in the meaning
given to particular value terms. In HITECH, however, all managers related to the
same corporate values statement, which was strongly supported in its generic
form, described here as the ‘HITECH code’, but differences showed up in the
values managers considered to make up the corporate values, and in the meaning

given to some of the value terms.

In Chapter Seven, I discuss the findings in the context of values theory developed
in Chapter Two. This discussion leads to my setting out a proposed theoretical
model of the relationship between an organisation’s corporate values, and
managers’ personal value priorities. I consider the implications, both for the role
of corporate values in organisations, and for values in perspectives of strategy
formation discussed earlier in this chapter. I then briefly set out the implications
that the findings have for practice. In the final part of the chapter, I consider the
contributions that this research makes to theory, method and practice, before

highlighting its limitations and suggesting some key areas for future research.
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2 On personal and corporate values

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the various literatures on values in order
to set out the focal point of this research study. In the first section, I discuss the
nature of values, working towards a definition of personal and corporate values,
and then consider their roles and structures. Differences in these roles and
structures suggest potential for tension between the two value systems, and in the
second part of the chapter, I explore the contributions from management and
social psychology fields that offer explanations to how such tension are resolved.
The conclusion is that not all possible explanations have been fully explored, and
this suggests a gap in our understanding, which I develop by posing the research

question and considering the possible outcomes of its asking.

2.2 What are values?

Some fifty years ago, Clyde Kluckhohn wrote that “much of the confusion in
discussion about values undoubtedly arises from the fact that one speaker has the
general category in mind, another a particular limited type of value, and still
another a different specific type” (Kluckhohn, 1951: 412). Not much has changed
in the intervening years. In the late 1960s, Smith (1969) wrote: “We talk about
altogether too many probably different things under one rubric ... and we are
embarrassed with a proliferation of concepts akin to values” (pp. 96-97). This
state of affairs remains the case today. In her extensive review of the values
construct, Meg Rohan makes reference to the nursery rhyme character when she
says:

“The status of values theory and research suffers because the word values is open

to abuse by non-psychologists and psychologists alike. ... [People] seem to use
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the word values in Humpty-Dumpty fashion: they make it mean just what they
choose i1t to mean.” (Rohan, 2000: 255)

The use of the term ‘values’ as a plural noun 1s relatively recent; it did not appear
in the Oxford English Dictionary until the 1930s. Himmelfarb (1995) traces the
origin of its usage to Nietzsche, writing in the late nineteenth century who used it
to differentiate his concept of existential ‘values’ from the related term, ‘virtues’,
which were thought to be God-given. Much of the confusion regarding the
concept of values can be traced to this link with virtues, which are more
concerned with ideals that people are encouraged to live up to, rather than

principles or beliefs concerning their ways of living.

A question regarding the nature of values 1s whether they are concepts in the
human mind, or whether they exist independently and somehow appear as
properties of physical or abstract objects. Frondizi summed up the debate in the
form of a question: ““are things valuable because we desire them, or do we desire
them because they are valuable?” (Frondizi, 1971: 19). The latter position is

argued by the German philosopher, Max Scheler:

“There are authentic and true value-qualities and ... they constitute a special
domain of objectivities, have their own distinctive relations and correlations, and,
as value qualities, can be, for example, higher or lower. This being the case,
there can be among these value-qualities an order and an order of ranks, both of
which are independent of the presence of a realm of goods in which they appear,
entirely independent of the movement and changes of these goods in history, and

‘a prior1’ to the experience to this realm of goods” (Scheler, 1973(1916): 14-15).

Scheler conceives a hierarchy of a priori values, with those pertaining to the
senses, the pleasant and unpleasant, forming the base, superseded by vital feelings
such as health, sickness, old age and death. Above these lie the spiritual values of
the beautiful and ugly, the just and the unjust, and truth, but above all are the
values of the holy and unholy, realised in ecstasy and desperation. Scheler’s view
1s that values are independent of ‘goods’, but they appear in such goods. This

notion of values as existing ‘out there’, unchanging over time and entirely
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removed from context 1s less widely held in modern Western philosophy, although
examples can still be found from time to time. For example, Stephen Covey’s
popular book on the habits of effective people 1s based on “principles that guide
human effectiveness — natural laws in the human dimension that are just as real,

just as unchanging and arguably ‘there’ as laws such as gravity in the physical

dimension” (Covey, 1992: 32).

The idea that ‘things are valuable because we desire them’ 1s rooted 1n existential
philosophy but is criticised by Frondizi who argues, “if every dispute over values
implies a difference 1n taste, and there 1s no objective criterion to determine who
1s 1n the rnight, ‘sin’ disappears” (Frondizi, 1971: 80). At the same time, he i1s
critical of Scheler’s absolutist position that something bad 1s always bad,
regardless of circumstance or interpretation. His conclusion 1s that values are
‘relational notions’ that could not exist without objects if they are to be perceived,
but whether they are perceived 1s subjective. Furthermore, he argues that both
object and percerver are situated 1n “the complex of individual, social, cultural and
historical elements and circumstances” (p. 158). In this conclusion, Frondizi is
taking what Hall (1997) terms an ‘integrationist’ perspective of values: as
‘relational notions’, values require both objects and social actors 1n order to exist,
but once created they remain social constructions independent of both; and the
nature of their existence 1s bound up in social interaction. The integrationist
perspective 1s implicitly or explicitly accepted in the writings of those who have
influenced our understanding of values over the past fifty years or so, including,
for example, Kluckhohn (1951), Allport (1962), Rokeach (1971) and Schwartz
(1992) working in the fields of anthropology and social psychology. Where there
are differences between these and other writers on the subject of values, it is 1n the
nature of these constructions: are they concemed with that which 1s desirable, or
that which 1s desired? The desirable emphasises the social requirement in values,

while the desired emphasises the personal.
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2.2.1 Values as the desired or the desirable

Kluckhohn’s defines a value as “a conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of
an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable which influences the
selection from available modes, means, ends of action” (Kluckhohn, 1951: 395).
Although an anthropologist himself, his definition has been adopted by social
psychologists (e.g. Smith, 1969) and management researchers (Guth & Tagiuri,
1965), and was important in the development of the concept of values put forward
by Rokeach (1973) and Schwartz (1992). Kluckhohn opts for ‘desirable’ in his
definition because “value statements are, by our tradition, normative statements as
contrasted to the existential propositions to which they are closely related”,
arguing that the desirable includes the aesthetic and ‘“those elements of the
cognitive which reflect appraisal” (p. 398), as well as the moral. To him, values
result from the need for standards both within the individual and ‘roughly’ agreed
upon by a group, and that societies could not function 1f values were simply the

alternative, existential ‘desired’.

The concept of values as the ‘desirable’ is also adopted by Brewster Smith:
“personal values pertain to the desirable, the preferable, rather than to the merely
desired or preferred; to the realm of ‘ought’ rather than that of ‘1s” or ‘want’”
(Smith, 1969: 102). He, like Kluckhohn, rejects the existential view of values and
shows his disapproval of the shift from absolutism towards relativism in “our
modern culture”. In criticising some of the more established methods for
determining personal values available at the time, particularly the Allport-Vermon-
Lindzey ‘Study of Values’ (1970), Smith objects to their focus on the preferred
rather than the preferable — he appears to use the terms desirable and preferable,
desired and preferred interchangeably — because they “do not come to grips with
the distinction that I am presently insisting on” (Smith, 1969: 103). His argument
1s that values as the preferable, or desirable, are distinctly human characteristics,
while values as the preferred can be found in a wide range of animal behaviour.
At the same time, Smith accepts that the distinction is an analytical, rather than an

empirical one. He accepts that “there is reason to expect people more often than

not prefer what they think preferable, and vice versa” and that “values — as one
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concretely encounters them, that 1s — are embedded in a context of fundamental
assumptions, ‘existential’ or ‘is’, rather than ‘ought’ propositions” (p. 104). Smith
argues for an ‘out there’ concept of values that precedes their adoption, and which
act as standards that become incorporated into the self, and, through the particular
way individuals adopt these ‘desirable’ values, together with other aspects of their

personality, influence their evaluation of their own actions or the behaviour of

others.

Hoistede (1980) also distinguishes between the desired and the desirable and
suggests that the two represent different areas of study: the phenomenological;
and the deontological, which, he says, belongs to ethics, ideology or theology (see
Table 2.1). Values as the desired are differentiated by the intensity by which they
are held, are phenomenological, and are concerned with an individual’s choices.
Values as the desirable, conversely, are concerned with direction and with the
1deological, eaming approval or disapproval from others. Hofstede’s view
emphasises the conceptual difference between the two types of values, and also
their locus: when considered as the desired, they are concerned with the individual
(‘me, you’); but when considered as the desirable, they are concerned with people
in general. His own research was based the values-as-the-desired perspective, and

he defines a value as “a broad tendency to prefer certain states of affairs over

others” (1980: 19).

Values as the Desired Values as the Desirable
Dimension of a Value Intensity Direction
Nature of corresponding norm of  Statistical, phenomenological, Absolute, deontological, ideological
value pragmatic
Corresponding behaviour Choice and differential effort Approval or disapproval
allocation
Dominant outcome Deeds and / or words Words
Terms used in measuring Important, successful, attractive, Good, right, agree, ought, should
instrument preferred
Affective meaning of this term Activity plus evaluation Evaluation only
Person referred to in measuring Me, you Pcople 1n general

instrument

Table 2.1: Hofstede’s (1980) distinctions between values as the desired and the desirable

21



Hofstede’s major study 1nto the differences in value prionties of cultures indicates
that his conception of cultural values 1s the sum of values as the desired, and not
of the desirable, a perspective that 1s developed 1n section 2.2.3. Others who
conceive of values in terms of the desired include Allport et al. (1970), Maslow
(1970), Hambrick & Brandon (1988), and Watson (1994). In developing their
theory of the nature of values, Schwartz & Bilsky (1987) use the term ‘desirable’,
while accepting that personal values combine elements of both ‘ought’ and ‘want’.
They make the assumption that “values are cognitive representations of three
types of universal human requirements: biologically based needs of the organism,
social interactional requirements for interpersonal coordination, and social
institutional demands for group welfare and survival” (p 551). By taking this
essentially practical and social constructionist view of values, Schwartz & Bilsky
imply that values serve the fundamental purpose of assisting people to operate
both as individuals and as members of society. They argue that because values
combine personal need satisfaction and social effectiveness, they are both
representations of the desirable and the desired. Values rooted in an individual’s
biological needs may be (but are not always) more concerned with the desired
rather than the socially desirable, while values rooted in the need to acquiesce to
social institutional demands may be more concemed with the desirable, and those
rooted 1n the need for human interaction may be concerned with either. Schwartz
and Bilsky (1987) do not make the distinction explicit, accepting that values
involve both: depending on factors such as personality, people live their lives in a

constant flux between what they want and what they think they ought to want.

2.2.2 Rokeach’s definition and concept of values
In his important study of the subject, Rokeach (1973) set out his assumptions

about the nature of human values. He argues that: they are relatively small in
number; all people possess the same values to some degree; they are organised
into value systems; their antecedents can be traced to culture, society, institutions
and personality; and their consequences will be “manifested i1n virtually all
phenomena that social scientists might consider worth investigating and

understanding” (Rokeach, 1973: 3). He defines a value and a value system thus:
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“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 organisation of
beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct or end-states of existence along a

continuum of relative importance” (Rokeach, 1973: 35).

Rokeach points out that values are initially taught in 1solation from one another as
absolutes: “such-and-such a mode of behaviour or end-state, we are taught, is
always desirable. We are not taught that it 1s desirable, for example, to be just a
little bit honest” (p. 6). Because values are initially taught as absolutes, and
because maturing children encounter different values taught in this way through
the family, school and other social institutions, there is an increasing likelithood
that several values might come into conflict with one another. Rokeach argues
that through the process of maturation, people learn to integrate 1solated values

into a hierarchically organised system of more and less important values.

According to Rokeach, a value is an enduring belief. A value 1s enduring but not
fixed, otherwise there would be no possibility for individual and social change,
and a value is not completely unstable, otherwise continuity of personality and
society would be impossible. It is a certain type of belief, one that is prescriptive,
different from those that are descriptive and from those that are simply evaluative,
although it has evaluative elements (Rokeach, 1968). A value, like other types ot
beliefs, has cognitive, affective and behavioural components; it is “an intervening
variable that leads to action when activated” (Rokeach, 1973: 7). In his definition,
Rokeach states that values are concerned with modes of conduct of end-states of
existence. He goes on to suggest that end-state of existence, or terminal, values
can be divided into those that are self-centred and those that are society-centred,
while modes of conduct, or instrumental values may be those that are moral or

those that are competence related. Rokeach suggests that violation of moral
values will induce feelings of guilt, while violation of competence values will
induce feelings of shame. Here, Rokeach seems to be implying that values can
have both aspects of the desirable and the desired. He considers Kluckhohn’s

(1951) definition, which concerns conceptions of “the desirable which influences
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the selection of available means, modes and ends of action” (p. 395), and argues
that this represents “a definable preference for something to something else”
(Rokeach, 1973: 10). Furthermore, Rokeach points out that the notion of the
‘desirable’ raises the question of for whom is it desirable, and that a person may
have double or even triple standards — desirable for them but not for me. For
these reasons, and for the reason that a hierarchical value system often requires
selection between conflicting values, Rokeach defines values as the personally or
Socially preferable. In this way, he 1s appears to be suggesting a way forward that
1s later reflected in Schwartz & Bilsky’s (1987) view that, for an individual,

values are preferences that may involve both the desirable and the desired.

2.2.3 Corporate values as social values
Values can be categorised into three broad groups: personal, cultural, and social

values (Dose, 1997). It 1s clear that personal values are those held by an
individual, and these have been shown to be empirically distinct from social
values (Mueller & Wornhoff, 1990). A further distinction needs to be made,
however, between cultural and social values. In the following paragraphs, I shall
differenfiate the two, and argue that ‘organisational’ values are the cultural values

of an organisation, while ‘corporate’ values are its social values.

A major area of values research i1s concerned with those at the level of cultures
(e.g. Graves, 1972; Hofstede, 1980; Kluck_hohn, 1951; Schwartz, 1994a; Triandis,
1972). It 1s normally accepted that cultural values are inferred from personal
values averaged across members of a society. The average value priorities of
societal members reflect “commonalities of enculturation”, with “individual
variation around the average reflecting the range of unique personalities and
experiences within the society” (Schwartz, 1994a: 92). Thus the cultural values of
a society are, effectively, the averaged sum of personal values of the individual
members of that society. Social values, on the other hand, are more idealised;
they are those that are designated as desirable for a particular society and reflect
the general modes of behaviour that an individual “should” or “ought” to exhibit;

they are socially desirable phenomena (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987).
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In the muddied field of values theory, these distinctions are not as clear or as
consistent as one might hope (Rohan, 2000). A case in point 1s that of ‘work
values’, generally defined as those that specifically relate to the work environment
(Ros, Schwartz, & Surkiss, 1999). There is disagreement in the literature about
whether work values are a subset of personal values (Agle & Caldwell, 1999;
Mottaz, 1986) or are soctally determined preferences (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987),
while some so-called work values appear to be little more than attitudes (Beatty,
1988) and others include a mixture of attitudes, personal and social values
(England, 1967; Posner & Schmidt, 1984; 1992). This general lack of clanty in
the definitions used by researchers led Dose (1997) to declare that the “various

perspectives on work values are like the proverbial blind men attempting to

describe an elephant” (p 227).

A similar lack of clarity 1s found in research on ‘organisational values’. For some,
the assumption, explicit or implicit, is that organisational values are cultural, in
that they are the average values of organisational members, while for others,
organisational values are social, in that they represent the desirable values of the
dominant group in the organisation. Within the literature that investigates values
at the cultural level, organisational values are considered to be those that are
widely shared by the organisation’s members; that is, they are the values that exist
and are reflected both as widely shared assumptions and in the culture’s artefacts
(Schein, 1992). Weiner argues that “when a number of key pivotal values
conceming organisation-related behaviours and state-of-affairs are shared — across
units and levels — by members of an organisation, a central value system 1is said to
exist” (Weiner, 1988: 535). Krnistof (1996) argues the cultural perspective by
means of an example: “if a mechanic does not perceive customer service as a
value in an organisation, but the CEO perceives it as one of the organisation’s
primary values, then it may not be valid to assert that an organisational value for
customer service exists at the organisational level” (p. 13). However, she draws
back from this extreme position by saying that ‘perfect homogeneity’ 1s not

absolutely necessary for an organisational level value to exist. Instead, she aligns
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herself with Chatman (1989) who defines organisational values as “a group
product; even though all members of the group would not have the same values, a
majority of active members would agree on them and members of the group
would be aware of the group’s support for a given value” (Chatman, 1989: 339).
This view 1s echoed by Katz & Kahn .(1978): “it 1s not necessary to find a
miniature reflection of the ideology of the system in the individual motivation
patterns of most members 1n order to have an effective set of group values” (p.
390). Here, researchers appear to be taking a cultural perspective in their

conceptualisation of organisational values.

Other researchers conceive of ‘organisational values’ as those that are conceived
by, or at least sanctioned by, leaders of the organisation. For example, Cathy Enz
defines organisational values ‘“as the beliefs held by an individual or a group
regarding the means and ends organisations ‘ought to’ or ‘should’ 1dentify in the
running of the enterprise, in choosing what business actions or objectives are
preferable to alternate actions, or in establishing organisational objectives” (Enz,
1988: 287). Meanwhile, Pant & Lachman consider “the values of the organisation
to mean the values of the top managemént team™ (1998: 198). In these cases,
‘organisational values’ mean those that have been condoned by the group or its
leadership, and may not accurately reflect the values of the membership as a

whole. Such social values have a greater ‘ought’ or ‘should’ connotation.

This research is concerned with ‘corporate values’. Are corporate values social or
cultural? To be consistent with the definitions described above, the answer
depends on whether corporate values are the average values of individual
members of the organisation or are the socially desirable values approved by the
leaders and shapers of the organisation, and which are therefore consistent with
their aims and objectives. To help answer this, I refer to the distinctions between
organisational and corporate identity made by Hatch & Schultz (1997). They
define organisational identity as what “members perceive, feel and think about
their organisations” and argue that corporate identity “differs from organisational

identity in the degree to which it 1s conceptualised as a function of leadership™ (p.
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357). Following this line of argument, corporate values, like corporate identity,
can be considered as being largely conceptualised as a function of leadership and
are thus social values, while organisational values are the average values of
individual members of the organisation, and are thus cultural values. The
distinction between organisational and cultural values is reflected in Anthony’s
(1994) view of culture. He distinguishes between an organisational culture as
something an organisation is, from a corporate culture as something that managers

should aspire to.

2.24 Summary

In this section, I have suggested that the term ‘values’ 1s open to multiple
interpretations, but that a central contention surrounds their nature as objective
and concerned with the desirable, or subjective and concerned with the desired.
The situation 1s further complicated by the level of values being considered.
Personal values are those of the individual, while cultural values are the averaged
personal values of a culture, and social values are those conceptualised as a
function of leadership. Because personal values may be made up of both the
desired and the desirable, Rokeach (1973) describes them as ‘preferences’, and
because cultural values are the averaged sum of a population’s personal values,
they may also be considered preferences. Social values, on the other hand, are
concerned with the desirable, and they carry ‘ought’ or ‘should’ implications for
members of a group. Following the examples set out by Anthony, (1994) and
Hatch & Schultz (1997), ‘organisational values’ are the cultural values of a group,

while ‘corporate values’ are its social values.
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2.3 The role and structure of corporate values

“Values are determinants of virtually all kinds of behavior that could be called
social behavior — of social action, attitudes and ideology, evaluations, moral
judgments and justifications of self and others, comparisons of self with others,
presentations of self to others, and attempts to influence others. Boiling all this
down to a more succinct theoretical statement, it can perhaps be stated that values

are guides and determinants of social attitudes and ideologies on the one hand

and of social behavior on the other.” (Rokeach, 1973: 24)

The role of values as guides and determinants of attitudes, 1deologies and
behaviours is apparent in both the literature on corporate values and that on
personal values. The simplicity of this statement, however, 1s not borne out in the
views expressed in the literature. There appear to be differences in the emphasis
placed on the different roles of corporate values, which are exacerbated by the
lack of structure exhibited in organisation’s statements of their corporate values.
Furthermore, similanty in the roles of corporate and personal values suggests that
tension may exist between the two systems unless they are closely aligned. In this
section, I review the major roles that corporate values might play in an
organisation, and then consider their structure and the degree of conflict that can
be found in corporate values statements. This review of the role and structure of
corporate values is then compared in the next section with a similar review of
personal value systems. The purpose of these reviews is to highlight the

differences that may lead to conflict between the two value systems.

2.3.1 Role of corporate values
A number of roles for corporate values can be found in the literature, each of

which has implications for their place in the strategy process. Corporate values
can act as the defining characteristics of an organisation’s identity; they can act as
the ideological control of members; they can act as enablers for individual

responsibility; or they can simply be a marketing ploy designed to persuade
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stakeholders that the organisation holds certain desirable standards, which may or

may not be the case.

Selznick (1957) argues that the values of an institution are set out from its

foundation, and that they reflect those of the founders, or policymakers:
"The formation of an institution is marked by the making of value commitments,
that is, choices which fix the assumptions of policymakers as to the nature of the
enterprise — its distinctive aims, methods, and role in the community. These
character-defining choices are not made verbally; they may not even be made
consciously. When such commitments are made, the values in question are

actually built into the social structure” (Selznick, 1957: 55-56)

Through being built into the social structure, corporate values become part of the
identity of the organisation (Albert & Whetten, 1985). These values will be
incorporated into its emerging culture and identity (Hatch, 1993; Schein, 1985),
and will act as a ‘normative glue’ (Morgan, 1986) which holds the organisation
together. While such values may have started out as being those conceptualised as
a function of leadership, they may become embedded into the culture of the
organisation, and transform into organisational values. Having made this
transition, corporate values as identity can be difficult to change, and may require
both the efforts of charismatic leadership (Weiner, 1998) to start the change, and a
shift in the underlying assumptions held by organisational members to embed
change (Schein, 1985). Organisational members themselves identify with their
organisation (Gioia, 1998; Pratt, 1998), so changes in corporate values, like

change in corporate identity, while possible, are difficult to accomplish (Gioia &

Thomas, 19906).

Corporate values have been described as both a means of control and a means of
liberation from control. Their role in controlling behaviour in an organisation is
well reported 1n the literature. It can be traced from Barnard (1938), who saw
‘shared values’ as a solution to the problem of managing complex organisations,
Etziomi (1965), who considered their role in forming a normative organisation,

and Ouchi (1980), who argued their potential to “erase the possibility of
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opportunistic behaviour” (p.138). Dobni, Ritchie & Zerbe (2000) recently
described corporate values as a “tool of confrol that informally approves,
constrains, or prohibits behaviours” (p. 94). Nohira and Ghoshal (1994)
investigated headquarters control of subsidiaries, comparing the efficacy of shared
corporate values as a means of control with ‘differentiated fit’, or the approprnate
balance of centralisation and formalisation according to the subsidiary
circumstance. They found that there was little difference in the outcomes,
measured in terms of return on assets and growth, when headquarters used either
corporate values or differentiated fit as primary control methods, but that there
were significant improvements where headquarters used both. The business ethics
literature has also identified the role that corporate values play in controlling or
guiding ethical behaviour (Griseri, 1998; McCoy, 1985), while Pruzan (1998)
notes that corporate values are often introduced ‘“as a new way to maintain

classical power’ (p. 1381).

The role of corporate values as a means of control 1s attacked on ideological
grounds by Willmott (1993) because “improvements in productivity and quality, it
is argued, flow from corporate cultures that systematically recognise and reward
individuals, symbolically and materially, for identifying their sense of purpose
with the values that are designed into the organisation” (Willmott, 1993:515-516).
This manipulation of the individual employee, as Willmott sees it, “aspires to
extend management control by colonising the affective domain™ in a way that he
describes as “incipiently totalitarian” (p. 517). The view taken by Willmott is that
organisations use corporate values as a more insidious form of control than 1s the
case with rules and regulations. The extent of this control 1s demonstrated by
Campbell, Devine & Young (1990), who state that “in recognising the importance
of values ... we have done no more than acknowledge the weight of academic,
consultant and management opinion that values can both motivate employees to

behave in a desired way and provide employees with meaning that can make work

fulfilling and worthwhile” (p. 51).
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The idea that values can provide employees with ‘meaning that can make work
fulfilling’ can be viewed as Willmott’s colonisation of the affective domain, or as
liberation from the rules that stifle organisational members. This latter view is the
basis of the notion that corporate values can act as an enabler, and 1t 1s the
Interpretation that Peters & Waterman (1982) adopt. Barley & Kunda (1992)
suggests that the enabling aspect of corporate values is intended to work 1n the
employees’ favour:
% “Although shared beliefs and values might blur the boundaries between self and
organisation, such commitment was said to imply no loss of individualism or

autonomy. In fact, strong cultures were said to actually enhance autonomy, since

well-socialised employees could be entrusted to act in the organisation’s best

interest.” (1992: 383)

The enabling role of corporate values is also accepted, albeit reluctantly, by
Alvesson & Willmott (1992). They concede that corporate values can provide the
encouragement for releasing the innovative and creative potential of employees,
which “other philosophies of management control deny” (p. 459). Dandndge
(1983) suggests that an unfolding understanding of the relationship between a
person’s values and those of his or her organisation can lead to greater fulfilment
at work. The difference between corporate values as a means of controlling from
the centre and corporate values as enablers that allow for creative 1deas to emerge
from organisational members echoes the difference between Mintzberg’s (1994)
view of planned strategy formation controlled from the centre, and emergent

strategy formation arising from the creative thinking of organisational members.

A fourth role for corporate values may be as a marketing communication device to
customers and other external stakeholders, which, in 1ts most cynical form, may
have little or no resemblance to those values in use within the organisation. It is
not surprising that this potential role for corporate values is rarely discussed, but
has to be inferred. In discussing the external issues of brand management, de
Chematony (1999) suggests that the desired brand values — those that will result in
superior brand performance — set the parameters for employee behaviour, and thus

the values that they adopt. This ‘market-led’ perspective effectively places the
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formation and development of corporate values in the hands of the customers who

seek brands that reflect their own value priorities (Howard & Woodside, 1984).

It 1s probable that in the majority of organisations, corporate values take on more
than one of these four roles of identity, control, liberation and marketing
communication.  The emphasis 1s likely to differ from organisation to
organisation, and this paradoxically, will depend upon their corporate values.
Organisations that espouse such values as diversity, freedom and individual
responsibility might be expected to place corporate values in a liberating role,

while those that espouse authority, conformity and order might place them in a

controlling role.

2.3.2 Structure of corporate values
Corporate values are always presented in plural form, as are other forms of shared

values — you never come across organisational members talking about ‘our
corporate value’. Their plurality raises the question as to what sort of structure a
corporate value system might have. Theoretical models of personal value systems
contain the notion of a hierarchy of values, whereby some values are of greater
priority to individuals than others (see section 2.4.1). Cultural value systems are
also considered hierarchical because the value priorities of a culture are the
averaged sum of its members (Schwartz, 1994b). This, however, i1s not the case
with corporate values, which represent those values considered desirable by an

organisation’s leadership, and are normally presented without any hierarchy.

One of the few models that considers the structure of organisational values, and
which might be translated to corporate values, is Quinn & Rohrbaugh’s (1983)
Competing Values Model. In this model, the values of organisations are
conceived to fit along two dimensions: that of flexibility versus control; and that
of internal versus external focus (see Figure 2.1). This reveals four dominant
value types: human relations, internal process, open systems and rational goal.
These types will each compete with another to some extent, with greater scope for

conflict between the opposites: flexibility versus control; and internal versus
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external focus. This model has been used to map the values of an organisation,
and to compare them with members’ personal values in order to assess
congruency (e.g. Kalliath, Bluedom, & Strube, 1999), or to relate values to
organisational structure (Buenger, Daft, Conlon, & Austin, 1996). In these cases,
the values measured have been organisational values, measured as the average of
a sample of the membership, and the results can be mapped onto the model 1n

order to 1denfify the dominant values in an organisation.

Flexibility

Human Relations Open systems
Empowerment of employees to act Flexibility, innovation & change
Participation and open discussion Expansion and growth
Employee concerns and ideas Creative problem solving
Human relations, teamwork,and cohesion Decentralization, risk taking
Morale, loyalty, trust and openness, Providing the newest services,
friendliness products and techniques

Internal External
Internal Process Rational Goal
Centralization Efficiency, production and profitability
Predictable outcomes Outcome excellence and quality
Stability and continuity Setting objectives and clanifying goals
Maintaining the existing systems & structure Getting the job done, goal achievement
Controlling the work process Hard-driving competitiveness
Order, rules and regulations Doing one’s best

Control

Figure 2,1 The Competing Values Model (adapted from Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983)

Corporate values differ from organisational values because they are determined by
the leadership of an organisation, and not the average of 1its members.
Furthermore, statements of corporate values do not indicate which are the more
important, so no hierarchy is declared. The Competing Values Model can be a
useful tool to illustrate the extent to which conflict might exist between corpdrate
values. Corporate value statements are now widely published in corporate
documents, and many examples can be found posted on the Internet. In Table 2.2,
the corporate values of five companies, taken from statements posted on the

Internet, are compared (see Appendix A for full statements). In none of the
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examples are the values prioritised 1n any way. Those of HSBC emphasise
internal processes and rational goals, with some human relations, from the four
categories in the Quinn & Rohrbaugh Competing Values Model, while those of
Intel also include values from three of the four categories. In these examples,
many of the values can be considered competing. The corporate values of
Whirlpool, on the other hand, are all in the human relations category, while those
of Microsoft and Kodak contain values from two of the four categories. In these

examples, there 1s likely to be less conflict between individual corporate values.

Company | Corporate values (stated) Comments

Group’s interests ahead of

Integrity individual’s High on control, .Low on
Truth and fair dealing Delegation & [flexibility
Hands-on management accountability
HSBC Quality and competence Fair and objective employer | Includes internal process,
Minimum bureaucracy Merit rational goal and human
Fast decisions and Compliance with laws relations values, but no open
implementation Environment, local systems.
community
Customer orientation Risk taking ngh on external, lower on
. internal.
Intel Discipline Great place to work :
. ) : Includes all but internal
Quality Results orientation
processes.
Customers People High on flexibility, low on
Microsoft Innovation Entreprencurial culture control.
Partners Diversity Includes open systems and
Integrity Community human relations values.
Respect for the dignity of Cred{blllty : High on flexibility, low on
F g . Continuous improvement
the individual control.
. and personal renewal :
Integrity . Includes human relations and
Recognition and
Trust : open systems values.
celebration
Whirlpool Respef:t Diversity All v:alues are in the human
Integnity Teamwork relations category.

Table 2.2: Corporate values statements of five large companies (source: Internet)

These examples 1llustrate that statements of corporate values can include those
that are likely to conflict with each other. At the same time, such statements have

no relative structure. They do not indicate the intended hierarchy of the values;
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they do not say that such-and-such a company values customer service, for
example, a bit more than empowerment of employees. Statements of corporate
value list those that are considered desirable, sometimes with a paragraph of
explanation, but do not indicate priorities. In situations where there are competing
value terms, the lack of any hierarchical system makes it difficult for
organisational members to decide appropriate actions. This is likely to weaken

the role of corporate values as a means of normative control.

Corporate values may serve the purpose of providing a sense of identity, of
confrolling or liberating the organisational members, or of communicating to
stakeholders. Furthermore, corporate values are always several in number, often
contradictory 1n nature, and do not declare their priorities. There is no assurance
that such values can be internalised or instilled into the membership of an
organisation so that each member shares the values in the same way. It is difficult
to see how an 1ndividual might absorb their organisation’s corporate values into
their own personal value system, which, in contrast, is structured and broadly
coherent 1n nature. In the next sections, I shall consider the structure and role of

personal values in some detail.

2.3.3 Summary

Corporate values are concerned with the desirable, conceived as a function of
leadership, and may have one or more of the four key roles of characterising
corporate 1dentity, of a tool of control, of a liberating device, or of a marketing
communication tool. Which of these are the actual roles is itself largely
dependent on the assumptions and values of the organisation’s leadership. The
specific values In an organisation’s corporate values statement are presented

without any hierarchical structure.

35



2.4 The structure and role of personal values

While corporate values are presented without structure, personal value systems are
thought to be arranged in some form of hierarchy, although there is some
difference 1n opinion about its actual form. Their role as determinants of social
attitudes, 1deologies and behaviour arises from their function in affecting an
individuals’ perception and choices of action. In this section, I consider
theoretical structures of personal value systems that lead to explanations of how
certain values have greater influence on perception and action. I then consider
theoretical models that show how personal values affect behaviour, and consider
cognitive and environmental contexts and situations that can obscure the
relationship between an individual’s personal value priorities and observable
outcomes. The purpose of this section is first, to indicate the difference in the
structure of personal values compared with corporate values, and secondly, to
explain their effect on personal behaviour. The conclusion I draw from this and
the previous section is that there is potential for conflict between an individual’s

personal values and the corporate values of his or her organisation.

2.4.1 Theoretical structures of personal value systems

Rokeach (1973) states in his definition of values that a value system is organised
along a continuum of greater and lesser priority. In his method for determining an
individual’s personal value system, the Rokeach Values Survey, respondents are
required to rank in order those values they consider to be more or less important
as guiding principles in their lives from an a priori list of instrumental and
terminal values. This ipsative approach assumes a clear order of value priorities
In a continuum, or columnar structure; one value 1s placed above another, and no
two share the same place in the structure. Others argue that it 1s more appropriate
to have respondents rate each value on some numerical scale each value according
to i1ts importance as a guiding principle (Maio, Roese, Seligman, & Katz, 1996;
Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Implicit in the adoption of rating over ranking is the
assumption that an individual’s value system can contain two or more values of

the same level of importance, so the shape of the structure is no longer columnar.
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This means that, theoretically, all values could be held with the same degree of
importance by an individual. This 1s unlikely to be the case, however, because 1t
would make value-based preferences impossible. The conceptual structure of a
value system viewed from this perspective 1s somewhat egg-shaped, with
relatively few values held either as very important, or as having no importance,

and a larger number held somewhere 1n between.

Sagie & Ehizur (1996) conceive of a value structure whereby types of values are
grouped together according to their point of focus: those to do with religion, work,
optional activities, and life in general. The assumption underlying this concept is
that our value system 1s organised into discrete areas, and these are activated
according to the object of interest, reflecting Scheler’s (1973) conception of a
values hierarchy arranged according to type. The resulting structure, according to
Sagie & Elizur, 1s conceived as a cone, with religious values occupying the
summit, and life-in-general values, the base. There appear to be limitations in this
model, the most significant of which 1s that 1t was conceived before being tested,
and the test assumed its existence by dividing, a priori, a questionnaire into the
predetermined groupings. It does, however, propose an alternative structural
relationship 1n personal value systems to the columnar and the egg-shaped and
1llustrates another theoretical structure. Musek (1993) also conceives personal

values as falling into discrete areas, but divided by ‘want’ and ‘ought’ type.

There 1s a general acceptance that values are concemed with opposites or
converses: Kluckhohn (1951) suggested that approval and disapproval are the
manifestations of values; while Rokeach (1973) explicitly includes the terms in
his definition of values; and Watson (1994) defines values as “ideas about what is
good and what 1s bad, right and wrong” (p 74). Crosby, Bitner & Gill (1990) and
Kilmann (1981) also consider value structures to be organised into polar
dimensions. With this being the case, it 1s surprising that none of the preceding
theoretical structures are based on opposites or converses, but are instead based

simply on relative importance and implicitly assume that all values are positive for

the individual. Schwartz (1992; 1994b; 1996) investigated the relationships of
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value priorities in different populations and found that “the structure of
relationships among value types is based on oppositions between motivational
goals that tend to be mutually exclusive” (Schwartz, 1996: 22). Unlike the
columnar, egg-shaped or conical conceptions of the structure of value systems,
which consider the structures to be unidirectional, Schwartz’s version can be
conceptualised as similar to a compass, where value priorities may be aligned 1n
one or other direction (see Figure 2.2). If a person, for example, considers those
values in the direction of; say, ‘conformity and tradition’ to be of greatest
importance as guiding principles, then according to the Schwartz model, he or she
will not consider those values aligned oppositely — hedonist type values — as being
important guiding principles. Furthermore, Schwartz has found that as one moves
in either direction around the points on the ‘compass’, neighbouring values are
likely to be of decreasing importance. For example, to someone holding a
northward direction of value priorities, those at points east and west will be of
relatively lower importance, and those closer to south will be of little, zero, or

negative importance, and may even provoke antagonism.

Benevolence

Figure 2.2: Structural relations among 10 motivational types of values (Source: Schwartz,

1996)
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Schwartz’s focus of interest has been to establish the extent to which this structure
can be considered universal and to this end he has investigated populations in
some 49 countries (Schwartz, 1999) finding that the overall structure holds, with
few exceptions, as a general shape representing the spatial distance between value
types. Because of the consistency of these structural relations, two basic
dimensions appear: in one dimension, ‘Openness to Change’, comprising the self-
direction and stimulation value types, opposes ‘Conservation’, comprising
-security, conformity and tradition; in the other dimension ‘Self-Transcendence’,
comprising benevolence and universalism, opposes ‘Selt-Enhancement’,
comprising power and achievement (hedonism was found to share elements of
both self-enhancement and openness to change). The research suggests that
motivational differences between value types are continuous rather than discrete;
once a value type 1s known to be a priority, it 1s possible to hypothesise the
relative importance of other value types for the individual (or population)
concerned. Thus, for example, 1f it 1s known that ‘tradition’ 1s a priority value
type for an individual, one can expect him or her to be somewhat opposed to the
notion of ‘hedonism’. It is interesting to note the similarities between Schwartz’s
model of value types and the Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983) Competing Values
Model. Where Schwartz has the dimensions of self-enhancement versus self-
transcendence, and openness to change versus conservation, Quinn & Rohrbaugh

have internal versus external focus, and flexibility versus control.

Schwartz’s theoretical conception of personal value systems 1s attractive for a
number of reasons. It conceptualises a value system to be based on opposites,
thus conforming to Rokeach’s definition of a value. It also reflects the theoretical
assumptions in Personal Construct Theory (Kelly, 1955), which form the basis for
the method for determining values employed 1n this thesis (see Chapter Three).
Furthermore, it intuitively makes good sense in that experience suggests that a
person who holds self-transcendent values to be of uppermost importance cannot
at the same time hold self-enhancement values with anything approaching the
same degree of importance without entangling themselves 1n gross contradictions,

and likewise for values in any other plane in the structure. This does not rule out
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the possibility of a person holding contradictory values, but does suggest that such
contradictions will only occur with those that are less centrally held in the
person’s value system, and that at its poles, an individual’s personal value system

will be broadly coherent.

These models of personal value structures, reflected in the value priorities of
cultures, suggest that the more important a value is, the more it is likely to act as a
determinant or guide for behaviour. Corporate values, however, do not typically
have such a structure; they are presented as though each value 1s of equal
importance. There would seem to be the potential for conflict between

hierarchically structured personal values and unstructured corporate values.

2.4.2 Theoretical roles of personal values in affecting behaviour

While there have been a number of studies into the effects of personal values on
individual behaviour, evidence has not always been convincing (Williams, 1979).
Theory suggests that personal values affect both what individuals perceive and
choices of action 1n response to perceived situations. In his theoretical model of
‘specific time-space behaviour’, England (1967) proposes two types of values:
operative values that have the greatest influence on behaviour; and intended and
adopted values, those that may be professed, but <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>