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Abstract 

Organizational scholars have yet to establish an empirical link between organizational 

culture and profit. This research is an exploratory study that looks at 16 values-based 

variables of organizational culture and how these may be related to profitable 

performance (top and bottom line financial indices, employee engagement and 

customer satisfaction). The 16 values-based variables fall under six dimensions: 

leadership, community, relationships, values-driven orientation, passion, and profit-

driven business practices. A survey instrument, The Return on Values Inventory 

(ROVI©) was used in this study to operationalize variables. The ROVI© was 

developed from a previous version of this questionnaire that was based on the extant 

literature. This study is part of the larger Return on Values Project that also includes 

qualitative case studies of highly successful values-based businesses. In the analysis 

we examine the link between the financial measures and the 16 variables of company 

culture for 63 small and medium-sized privately held enterprises. On the basis of 

current evidence gathered from this study, the impact of culture on performance 

appears to be small. Findings suggest there is only partial support for a relationship 

between some dependent organizational performance measures, primarily employee 

engagement and customer satisfaction, and certain variables of organizational culture. 

It is suggested that future research be based upon a larger sample and a refined 

measure of culture to better understand the relationship between organizational 

culture and performance. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
There is a large body of research devoted to how groups and organizations function. 

The field of organization studies examines “how individuals construct organizational 

structures, processes, and practices, and how these, in turn, shape social relations and 

create institutions that ultimately influence people” (Clegg & Bailey, 2008, p. xiiii). 

Scholars and practitioners alike have grappled with fundamental questions about 

issues of business performance and effectiveness; how people work together 

productively and how organizations (as a collective body) function effectively. As a 

result, an opportunity has emerged for scholars to deliver research to practitioners that 

will be valued and utilized if it is relevant (Mohrman & Lawler, 2012). This research 

study is meant to do just that. 

 

Organizational research may hold the greatest value for business leaders following 

difficult economic times such as the recent corporate scandals, the credit and housing 

bubble collapse of the mid-2000s, and the worldwide recession that resulted. For 

instance, big banks were called upon to explain their lack of foresight and cultures of 

corporate greed. At the same time, the public, government, and business leaders 

called for changes. This focused increased attention and inquiry into areas such as 

ethical leadership and the elements that influence it, of which organizational culture 

figures prominently. This scenario is the same for small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs), the focus of this research. There are numerous examples of SMEs that failed 

because they couldn’t implement the changes they needed to make in order to survive 
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the turbulent economic climate (Garg & Sharma, 2011; Kennickell, Kwast, & 

Pogach, 2015). 

 

Within organization studies there is a substantial amount of theory and research 

focused on organizational culture. Findings in numerous studies show organizational 

culture and its attributes influence structure, processes, and practices in businesses of 

all sizes, including the most basic level of decision-making (Lismen, Shaffer & 

Snape, 2004; Yarbrough, Morgan, & Vorhies, 2011). In addition, research validates 

the contention that organizational culture has a profound effect on many other 

elements found in organizations, as well including leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1994; 

Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Ogbonna & Harris, 2000; Schein, 1999), change (Cameron & 

Quinn, 2011; Schein, 2010), employee turnover (Davis & Landa, 2000), strategy 

(Brown-Kaarst, Nicholson, Von Dran, & Stanton, 2004), and organizational identity 

(e.g., Ackerman, 2010; Dutton, Roberts, & Bednar, 2010). Each of these elements is 

shown to have an influence on organizations’ performance (Fisher, 2000). 

 

As French (1998) stated, “Understanding the concept of organizational culture is 

important because the components of culture are linked to organizational 

performance” (p. 113). Some scholars contend that businesses without this 

understanding may experience disastrous consequences on business outcomes 

(Schein, 1999). To remedy this, research has been undertaken to discover exactly 

which factors, including dimensions of organizational culture, help organizations to 
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perform and be successful. With respect to organizational culture, it hasn’t been an 

easy process. Still today, scholars have not successfully created one consensus 

definition or measurement of organizational culture (Fisher, 2000) nor have they 

unequivocally identified which attributes positively impact performance and profit 

(Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014; Cameron, Mora, Leutscher, & Calcaro, 20ll). 

 

Previous efforts to link organizational culture to performance has also uncovered 

methodological weaknesses due to organizational culture’s intangible nature, such as 

unknown construct validity and small sample sizes (Wilderom, Glunk, & Maslowski, 

2000), as well as a lack of agreement on the best way to measure it (Ashkanasy, 

Broadfoot, & Falkus, 2000).  

 

Scholars have traditionally examined this question from a negative or deficit 

perspective (Dutton & Glynn, 2007; Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2002; Spreitzer, 

Sutcliffe, Dutton, Sonenshein, & Grant, 2005). Organization scholars traditionally 

based their assumptions and variables on a worldview that “emphasizes theories of 

problem solving, reciprocity and justice, managing uncertainty, overcoming 

resistance, achieving profitability, and competing successfully against others” 

(Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2009, p.3). The deficit model approach is evident in 

articles found in highly ranked organization science journals and reveals negative 

assumptions about organizations, characterizing them as inherently negative entities 

(Caza & Caza, 2008). Many studies focused on how to overcome a “problem” or fix 
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it (Hansen, 1999); coping with an existing problem, such as Eisenhardt’s article about 

strategic decision-making in high-velocity environments (1989); negative 

organizational outcomes (O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989); and prescriptive 

measures for negative factors such as stress (Karasek, 1979). 

Problem Statement 
Leaders themselves, or the consultants they bring in to diagnose an existing 

organization or performance problem, often discover that the organization’s problems 

really lie in the basic assumptions of the organization’s culture. Therefore, we suggest 

that the relationship between a firm’s culture, its performance, and its ability to adapt 

when needed in order to sustain financial profitability is an influential one. 

 

Weak or ineffective organizational cultures include a lesser emphasis on all the key 

organization stakeholders (customers, stockholders, and employees), and low 

employee performance and commitment, as well as the inability to adopt strategic and 

tactical changes when necessary (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). For example, many 

businesses find it advantageous to avoid the consequences of a rigid, uncaring 

company culture during challenging times or when a company strategically chooses 

to institute change (Smith, 2014). Therefore, a fresh look that focuses on identifying 

virtuous cultural attributes that may facilitate effective organizational performance 

and financial profitability is needed. Thus the idea, though not a new one, to cultivate 

positive qualities at both the individual and organizational level of business as one 

means to improve organizational effectiveness has resurfaced (Cameron, 2010; Rego, 
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Ribeiro, Pina e Cunha, & Jesuino 2010, 2011). While in recent years, more scholars 

are advocating for the inclusion of virtue and virtuousness in the business and 

management curriculum and research agenda (e.g., Cameron, Bright, & Caza, 2004; 

Cameron et al., 2011; Gavin & Mason, 2004; Lilius, Worline, Maitlis, Kano, Dutton, 

& Frost, 2008; Moore & Beadle, 2006; Peterson & Park, 2003), relatively little 

empirical research has focused on virtuousness in organization culture and its 

possible effects on organizations (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003) or the 

relationships between virtuous organizational culture and performance (Cameron & 

McNaughtan, 2014).  

 

Empirical research studies focused solely on virtuousness in organizations are scarce 

due to the few available assessment instruments that capture positively deviant, 

affirming, and virtuous practices at the organization level of analysis (Chun, 2005; 

Shanahan & Hyman, 2003; Solomon, 1992), though more are being developed 

(ROVI©). 

Purpose of the Study 
The notion that the development of virtuousness should be primary within successful 

organizations is embodied in a global organization called the Small Giants 

Community (SGC) (www.smallgiants.com). The SGC is a group of small and mid-

sized privately held companies that define their success not only by their financial 

bottom line but also by their operational values that include contributions to their 

communities, dedication to exceptional customer service, and the creation and 



 

 

6 
preservation of workplace cultures that place a high value on all company 

stakeholders, especially employees (Small Giants Leadership Forum, 2014).  

 

In April 2012, SGC leadership approached Benedictine University’s Center for 

Values-Driven Leadership (CVDL) to inquire about the possibility of conducting 

research to determine if there is a relationship between values and profit. Together, 

they conceived a research program to study whether businesses that organize around 

Small Giant-like values are in fact higher performers and more profitable than 

businesses that do not embody these values-based approaches. Together, the two 

groups developed the Return on Values Project (ROV), a research initiative using 

evidence-based research to explore factors that contribute to successful “Small Giant” 

and “Small Giant-like” companies with particular attention to the relationship 

between culture and financial/business results.  

 

This research uses as its starting place the six factors identified by the SGC as their 

unique “business mojo.” These factors (or variations thereof) have often been 

suggested via anecdotal experience as being contributors to a thriving business and 

are described in Table 1.  
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Table 1. SGC Success Factors 

Six SGC Factors  

The owners/leaders know who they are, what they want out of business, and why (Leadership) 

The company is deeply rooted in the communities in which it does business (Community) 

The company works to maintain close, personal ties with customers and suppliers (Relationships) 

The company has a culture of intimacy, based upon “caring for people in the totality of their lives” and 
a mutual understanding and appreciation of the responsibilities of owners and employees toward one 
another (Values-Driven Orientation) 

The owner/leaders have a burning passion for what the company does (Passion) 

The company has a sound business model and takes care to protect its gross margins (Profit-Driven 
Business Practices) 

 

A series of qualitative research projects and quantitative research pilots have been 

conducted with the SGC, exploring how to best measure important elements of 

organizational culture and how those elements might affect organizational success. 

The research suggests that certain attributes of leadership, processes, and practices 

help create organizational cultures that drive effectiveness (Amato, 2014; Brown, 

2014; Chen, 2014; Fahey, 2014; Smith, 2014; White, 2014). Thus far, these studies 

suggest optimal performance, though they do not tie it to the financial performance of 

the firms studied. In addition, this research has been conducted only within 

organizations that explicitly label themselves as possessing qualities and attributes of 

culture defined as virtuous or values based. 

 

So, the primary purpose of the research reported here is to further explore possible 

links between attributes of organizational culture in small and medium-sized 
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companies and organizational effectiveness, particularly profitability or financial 

performance. 

  

Finally, this research is intended to help continue to refine the quantitative 

measurement of variables of organizational culture from a values-based perspective. 

The Return on Values Inventory (ROVI©) assesses 16 variables of culture. We group 

these 16 variables into six dimensions of culture, as listed in Table 2. 

Table 2. ROVI© Variables and Dimensions 
Category  Dimensions (or variables) 

Leadership Caring Leadership 
Cultural Leadership 
Credible Leadership 

Community Contribution to Community 

Relationships Respect and Gratitude 
Support and Caring 
Forgiveness 

Values-driven Orientation Core Values 
Training and Development 
Hiring and Firing 

Passion Meaning 
Inspiration and Fun 
Employee Engagement 

Profit-driven Business Practices Quality and Productivity 
Financial Management 
Customer Orientation 

 

The ROVI© assesses organizational performance measured by changes in gross 

revenue and net profit, as well as perceptions of employee engagement and customer 

satisfaction. The solicitation letter sent to CEOs is in Appendix A. The ROVI© 
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surveys, one for CEOs and one for their business associates, are displayed in 

Appendices B and C. Knowledge and experience gained from previous qualitative 

studies in the ROV research project as well as the one quantitative study (White, 

2014) informed the development of the survey instrument. While the ROVI© is 

designed specifically to measure the link between culture and performance/profit in 

small and mid-sized firms, it has been piloted with only SGC member companies thus 

far. 

Research Design, Questions and Hypotheses 
Recent qualitative research conducted by the Center for Values-Driven Leadership 

has looked at high performing companies that identify themselves as having values-

based business practices and organizational cultures. This research suggests that these 

companies employ unique organizational processes, practices, and leadership that 

create positive organization identities reflected in their virtuous values (Amato, 2014; 

Brown, 2014; Chen, 2014; Fahey, 2014; Smith, 2014). Although these studies suggest 

optimal performance, they are qualitative case studies that are unable to empirically 

establish a relationship between the company’s culture and its financial performance. 

This current study, employing a quantitative, survey-based design, attempts to 

address limitations of the previous qualitative research. Its goal is to help us better 

understand the relationship between these six categories of organizational culture, 

defined by the 16 variables identified by previous ROV research.  
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Can attributes of a values-based organizational culture facilitate company growth and 

help it become more profitable? The primary question to be answered by this study is, 

“Is a values-based organizational culture related to the performance of small and mid-

sized businesses?” Specifically, the expectation that values-based organizational 

culture is positively related to organizational performance can be expressed in the 

following overall study hypothesis. 

 

Main Study Hypothesis: There is a positive correlation between organizational 

culture (as measured by the 16 values-based dimensions of the ROVI©) and 

organizational performance (as measured by gross revenue growth, profitability, 

employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

 

The detailed exploration of this general prediction can be expressed in the sub-

hypotheses below: 

• Hypothesis1: There is a positive correlation between leadership (caring 

leadership, cultural leadership, and credible leadership) and organizational 

performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee 

engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

• Hypothesis 2: There is a positive correlation between community (contribution to 

community) and organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in 

net profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 
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• Hypothesis 3: There is a positive correlation between relationships (respect and 

gratitude, support and caring, and forgiveness) and organizational performance 

(change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and 

customer satisfaction). 

• Hypothesis 4: There is a positive correlation between values-driven orientation 

(core values, training, and development, and hiring and firing) and organizational 

performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee 

engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

• Hypothesis 5: There is a positive correlation between passion (meaning, 

inspiration and fun, and employee engagement) and organizational performance 

(change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and 

customer satisfaction).  

• Hypothesis 6: There is a positive correlation between profit-driven business 

practices (quality and productivity, financial management, and customer 

orientation) and organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in 

net profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

Significance of the Study 
The results of this study utilizing the ROVI© instrument will further develop our 

empirical understanding of the link between an organization’s culture and superior 

performance and profitability. It will also contribute to our understanding of the 

elements that comprise virtuous cultures. The study samples organization 

leaders/CEOs as well as company associates nominated by their CEOs to ensure a 
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representative slice of organization members. Surveying diverse company members 

helps us achieve a company level measure, which adds to our understanding of 

culture’s application in the workplace. 

 

Organizational research has created a number of survey instruments designed to help 

business leaders develop and manage the behaviors of their organizations for the 

express purpose to improve organizational outcomes (Competing Values Framework, 

Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument, Dennison Organizational Culture 

Survey, Organizational Culture Inventory, and the Organizational Culture Profile). 

Much of the extant research was conducted to diagnose problems, using a deficit 

perspective, and did not take a values-based or virtuous approach. Increasingly, 

positive organizational scholarship focuses on the characteristics or traits that virtuous 

companies possess, such as caring, gratitude, and forgiveness (Cameron, Dutton, & 

Quinn, 2009). The ROVI© provides scholars with a new survey instrument for future 

organization culture research focused on virtuous elements of culture.  

 

The literature acknowledges that a strong organizational culture is linked to 

organizational performance (Collins & Porras, 1997; Gordon & DiTomaso, 2007; 

Heskett, 2012; Kotter & Heskett, 1992) and makes a company successful (Deal & 

Kennedy, 1982; Griffin, 1990). Not a soft concept, its impact on profit can be 

measured and quantified (Heskett, 2012). The results of this study may provide a 

roadmap for businesses that wish to avoid performance-degrading cultures that carry 
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a negative financial impact. Increased profitability is the incentive for companies to 

look at these characteristics in their own organizations. In fact companies 

participating in this research will receive a customized feedback report from their 

survey results that measures its performance within each of the organizational culture 

dimensions compared with other companies in the sample. This information will help 

leaders identify areas in which they can improve, which will likely lead to improved 

organizational performance. 

 

Results from this study may also provide us with practical and relevant implications 

for organizational practices. We may discover a diagnostic application that helps 

companies identify cultural dimensions related to a flourishing state. If, in fact, the 

ROVI© accomplishes this, then we may provide a quantifiable measure of 

flourishing, elucidated in this study, as improved financial outcomes over time. 

 

In summary, the ROVI© instrument may help leaders and managers in a wide variety 

of research and organizational settings understand their company cultures and how 

those cultures impact their current financial performance. By understanding which 

variables are more highly correlated to profit, they will potentially better understand 

their organization’s strengths and weaknesses, and how to leverage this information 

to create positive culture change. Depending on the results, this research study may 

produce an integrated approach or framework, grounded in literature, about how 

organizations pursue and achieve optimal organizational performance. An enhanced 
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understanding of these dynamics and how they are created and sustained in 

organizations have the potential to provide new theories and models that will help 

promote dynamic, extraordinary organizations, as well as providing new and 

important scientific contributions to the field of organization studies. 

Definition of Terms 

Organizational culture 
There are many definitions of organizational culture, which has contributed to the 

difficulty researching it. Organizational culture is a construct, “ a theoretical creation 

that is based on observation, but cannot be observed directly or indirectly” (Driskell 

& Brenton, 2005, p. 17). This study uses the definition most widely cited and 

developed by Edgar Schein (2010): “The culture of a group can now be defined as a 

pattern of shared basic assumptions that was learned by a group as it solved its 

problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough 

to be considered valid and, therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way 

to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” (p. 18). This definition was 

used in this study because it provides a way to view the link between an 

organization’s success to the values, norms, beliefs, systems, and habits that comprise 

an organization’s culture; and ultimately to the values, beliefs, and behavior of the 

employees in an organizational setting. 

Organizational performance 
Wilderom et al. (2000) stipulated the need for multidimensional performance 

measures, with the belief that financial measures do not tell the whole story. The 
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definition of organizational performance for the purpose of this research is a) gross 

revenue growth or top line growth; b) profitability or bottom line net earnings/net 

profit (defined by EBITDA [earnings before income, taxes, depreciation, and 

amortization]); c) employee engagement; and d) customer orientation. 

Values-based organizational culture 
Virtuous or values-based organizational culture is defined as possessing the six 

dimensions made up of the 16 variables of culture measured by the ROVI© to a great 

degree. Constructs, or in this case, variables of culture can be abstract and subject to 

individual interpretations of such things as reality, personal set of beliefs that guide 

their actions or world view, personal biases, and experiences. For example, what one 

person recognizes as being treated with respect or having gratitude may be very 

different from another. This is also true on the organizational level of analysis. 

Therefore, each dimension and variable as conceived by this study is defined below.  

• Leadership. This category focuses on the extent to which company leadership 

intently focuses on caring for employees (i.e., their well-being), designing a 

specific values-based culture, and acting in credible ways that engenders trust. 

• Caring Leadership. Leaders prize relationships with their employees at every 

level of the organization and show it by keeping them informed, actively building 

relationships, and acting as mentors, facilitators, and encouragers. 

• Cultural Leadership. Leaders clearly articulate and promote company culture and 

values. They behave in a manner consistent with those values and effectively 

communicate the vision, values, and strategic direction of the company. 
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• Credible Leadership. Leaders exemplify the values they espouse for the 

organization. They are competent and avid learners, continuously seeking out new 

ideas in order to benefit the company. They behave in a forthright and honest 

manner, developing trusting relationships with employees. 

• Community. This category focuses on the quality or emphasis given to their 

involvement in the communities in which they do business. Whether it is the 

company as a whole (e.g., corporate foundation giving) or the support they give 

individual employees to contribute, this category looks at how deeply rooted a 

company is in their communities. 

• Contribution to Community. A company clearly values engagement with the 

community in which they do business by providing encouragement and financial 

support for employee community service, financial contributions to non-profits, 

and other forms of community engagement.  

• Relationships. This category emphasizes the human relationships and interactions 

between a company’s many stakeholders. All company members maintain close, 

personal ties with customers, suppliers, and each other and treat each other in a 

respectful, supportive, caring, and forgiving manner. As a result, employees and 

others cultivate an attitude of gratitude for each other and the work that they 

perform. 

• Respect and Gratitude. Employees throughout all levels of a company treat each 

other with respect and show one another appreciation for the kind of people they 
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are, their work interactions, and the work they perform by expressing gratitude to 

each other. 

• Support and Caring. Employees at all levels of a company provide emotional 

support for each other. They achieve this by encouraging one another, showing 

general concern and supporting one another through the ups and downs 

experienced in their personal lives. 

• Forgiveness. Employees cultivate a forgiving environment in which work can 

take place. They don’t blame one another for mistakes or not getting work done, 

and, instead, correct errors without blame and forgive mistakes. 

• Values-Driven Orientation. This category focuses on the extent to which a 

company supports and practices a friendly and collaborative culture, based on 

caring for people in the totality of their lives. This is achieved by creating positive 

people practices around virtuous core values. As a result, all organizational 

processes and practices, such as human resource management and hiring and 

firing, are practiced in a manner that is an extension of these core values. 

• Core Values. A company’s intrinsic values are ingrained in all decision-making 

processes. These values are clearly and visibly communicated to employees at all 

levels of a company, and employees are recognized and rewarded for behavior 

that is consistent with these values.  

• Training and Development. Professional development is valued and emphasized 

in human resource management and development practices. Employees are given 

opportunities to learn and grow at work continuously. Feedback loops and 
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performance measures are emphasized so employees get clear and consistent 

performance feedback, eliminating surprises. 

• Hiring and Firing. Companies do not hire employees for skills alone but also for 

their fit within the company culture. They are socialized into the culture from day 

one and are transitioned out quickly if they prove not to fit with the organization. 

• Passion. This category focuses on the extent to which all company stakeholders 

have a burning passion for what the company does. This is achieved when 

employees feel their work environment is one where their work is valued and 

rewarded in tangible and intangible ways and that their work has meaning, giving 

them a purpose. 

• Meaning. Company employees feel that their work has profound meaning and as 

a result they are uplifted, energized, and renewed by what they do. The company 

encourages this sense so that employees feel they have a purpose at work beyond 

just their job. 

• Inspiration and Fun. Company employees are inspired by the work they do and 

the people they do it with and are positively energized by their work every day as 

a result. Companies allow and encourage employees to have fun while they are at 

work. 

• Employee Engagement. The company puts a lot of emphasis on employee 

engagement and takes steps to assess it and act upon it when necessary. 

Employees are engaged through a variety of means. They are recognized and 

rewarded for positive behavior and performance in a meaningful way. They are 



 

 

19 
included and encouraged to participate in important decisions by empowering 

them to do so. 

• Profit-Driven Business Practices. The company has a sound business model and 

takes care to protect its profitability without sacrificing culture. Business goals, 

processes, practices, and outcomes are clear to all employees. They emphasize 

performance from a values-based perspective and are committed to customer 

satisfaction. 

• Quality and Productivity. Communicating the desire for and importance of quality 

is priority. This is achieved by clearly defining processes for quality control and 

improvement. Clear and measurable key performance indicators are 

communicated and used for all key operational activities. 

• Financial Management (Transparency). Company financial information is shared 

with employees in a variety of ways. This information is gathered through the 

monitoring of an extensive set of financial performance measurements. A long-

term view of financial goals and vitality is emphasized over short-term profit. 

• Customer Orientation. The company encourages employees to go above and 

beyond what a customer needs or wants. They do what it takes to delight 

customers by developing personal relationships with them and always delivering 

upon their brand promise. 

Summary and Dissertation Organization 
Chapter 2 reviews the literature to identify the empirical foundation (validity), 

theoretical grounding (explanation), and successful application (utility) of the 
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hypotheses. The primary purpose is to show how a focus on virtuousness in 

organizations represents a refinement in how we think about organizational culture. 

Additionally, this review presents different perspectives on why both scholars and 

practitioners are interested in organizational culture. Much of the literature on values-

based organizations suggests that virtuousness in organizations creates benefits 

beyond profitability and other traditional measures of organizational performance. 

One conclusion is that virtuousness in organizations probably does contribute to 

profitability, at least partially, because virtuousness is likely to contribute to measures 

of performance, as well as an openness to change and adaptability. 

 

Chapter 3 details the research methods employed. Chapter 4 reports the findings to 

test the research hypotheses. Chapter 5 discusses the implications of the study’s 

results and further explores the analysis and synthesis of the findings in order to make 

recommendations for future research, theory, and practice. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
This literature review focuses on organizational culture, organizational culture and 

performance, and the cultural attributes assessed directly in the ROVI© identified in 

previous research as central to virtuous organizational culture. As necessary, the 

review examines distinctions between leadership views of organizational culture and 

follower perceptions of culture. This review highlights the need for research focused 

directly on the relationship between values-based organizational culture and financial 

performance or profit. 

Organizational Culture 
The concept of organizational culture figures prominently in organization studies over 

the past five decades, although it was during the 1980s when culture became a critical 

mainstream concept for both researchers and practitioners. Its importance is seen in 

the business management literature, which views culture as having an impact on 

every aspect of a business and outcomes: how it attracts, develops, and retains 

leadership and employee talent (Balzac, 2010; Belch, Wilson, & Dunkel, 2009; Papa 

& Baxter, 2008); how it manages personnel (Wei, Liu, Zhang, & Chiu, 2008); and 

how it operates (Braunscheidel, Suresh, & Boisnier, 2010) and performs (Chan, 

Shaffer, & Snape, 2004). Business media recognized that business organizations have 

a cultural quality by including sections on “corporate cultures” (e.g., Fortune 

Magazine, March 22, 1982), articles, and cover stories such as “Corporate Culture: 

The Hard-to-change Values That Spell Success or Failure” in Business Week, 1980 
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(Smircich, 1983, p. 339). Likewise, scholars believe culture provides another 

dynamic approach (Jelinek, Smircich, & Hirsch, 1983) to understanding every facet 

of an organization, its behavior, and outcomes (e.g., commitment, performance, 

productivity and effectiveness; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Denison, 1984; Ouchi, 1981; 

Posner, Kouzes, & Schmidt, 1985). 

 

The concept of culture helps identify many unobservable organizational phenomena 

and provides a common language consistent with experience by looking below the 

surface and defining factors that powerfully impact how and why people and 

organizations operate and make the decisions they do. It is viewed as a key driver or 

influence on an organization’s strategic management (Schwartz & Davis, 1981; 

Tichy, 1982). Linda Smircich discusses other key functions of culture in her paper 

detailing the significance of the concept for organizational analysis (1983). 

First it conveys a sense of identity to organization members (Deal & 
Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Second, it facilitates the 
generation of commitment to something larger than the self (Peters & 
Waterman, 1982; Schall, 1981). Third, culture enhances social system 
stability (Kreps, 1981; Louis, 1980). And fourth, culture serves as a 
sense-making device that can guide and shape behavior. (Louis, 1980; 
Meyer, 1981; Pfeffer, 1981)  

 

The focus of much of the practitioner-oriented literature is on culture change (Petty, 

Haugtvedt, & Schmidt, 1995). Today, there are numerous popular books, which 

describe companies or organizations who have achieved an extraordinary level of 

performance, such as Making the Impossible Possible: Leading Extraordinary 



 

 

23 
Performance, The Rocky Flats Story (Cameron & Lavine, 2006). Others describe 

effective organizational cultures by retelling their stories and then recommending 

ways, based on their conceptualization of culture, to assess an organization’s current 

culture and develop a plan for change. Diagnosing and Changing Organizational 

Culture Based on the Competing Values Framework by Kim Cameron and Robert 

Quinn, now in its third edition (2011) and John Kotter’s Leading Change, first 

published in 1996 and re-published in 2012, are two such examples.  

 

By the 1990s, scholars considered organizational culture to be one of the most 

important factors affecting an organization’s ability to introduce transformational 

change. According to Cameron, many businesses have experienced failure when it 

comes to transformational change as a result of neglecting their organization’s culture 

(1997). They suggested that questioning the organization’s underlying values and 

norms to realign the organizational system “into a more viable and satisfying 

configuration” (Smircich, 1983, p. 345) was a prerequisite to changing an 

organization’s culture. In order for transformative change to take place, firms must 

understand their unique culture before they can define “a process for transforming the 

current culture into a desired new culture” (Goodman, Zammuto, & Gifford, 2001, p. 

58). 

 

Perhaps the most important reason for the increased focus on organizational culture is 

the assumption that certain types of organizational culture lead to improved 
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operational performance, which in turn may lead to better financial performance. 

There is sufficient evidence from empirical studies to suggest that organizational 

culture is linked to organizational performance (Ogbonna & Harris, 2000). 

Organizational culture may enhance a firm’s profitability by reducing the uncertainty 

and ambiguity inherent in business strategy (Wilkins & Ouchi, 1983). According to 

Peters and Waterman (1982), high performing, successful organizations possess 

certain cultural traits of excellence, which help them be successful. Ouchi (1981) 

showed a positive relationship between organizational culture and increased 

productivity. Research findings show that organizational culture has a positive effect 

on long-term organizational effectiveness and performance (Boyce, Nieminen, 

Gillespie, & Ryan, 2015; Chan, Shaffer, & Snape, 2004; Kotter & Heskett, 1992; 

Ubius & Alas, 2009). 

Perspectives on defining organizational culture 
Although the concept of culture has received a great deal of attention from scholars, 

the majority of the focus has been devoted to defining it (Duncan, 1989) instead of 

understanding its impact on critical business issues (Denison & Mishra, 1995). 

Notwithstanding its widespread popular appeal as a topic for study by researchers and 

practitioners alike, its conceptualization is still a topic of debate and disagreement 

(Kralewski, Wingert, & Barbouche, 1996; Lurie & Riccucci, 2003). 

Prevailing approaches to defining organizational culture 
One challenge in defining organizational culture comes from the fact that the concept 

is borrowed from anthropological literature and is interpreted in many different ways 
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by researchers applying it to organizations and a business context. In 1983, 

Administrative Science Quarterly published a special issue on culture. In the 

introduction, Jelinek, Smircich, and Hirsch observed that the concept was not yet well 

developed as a construct and may be better served by a number of approaches rather 

than one single definition. 

 

The term organizational culture was first emphasized in 1979 as part of a 

longitudinal research study (Pettigrew), which referred to it as a relatively stable set 

of beliefs, core values, and assumptions used to explain the motivations of Japanese 

employees who are committed to them (Denison, 1984). It has alternately been 

described as how we do things around here (Fullan, 2001); the agreed rules that 

govern cognitive and affective aspects of organizational membership (Kunda, 1992); 

and a way of ensuring that organizational members identify with organizational goals 

(Ackerman, 2010; Chen, 2014; Dutton, Roberts, & Bednar, 2010; Fiol, 1991). The 

latter view implies that culture is a tool used to manage organizations and its 

members.  

 

Relativists, or those who ascribe to a social constructionist perspective, view culture 

as a metaphor or, more specifically, a root metaphor (Alvesson, 2002) that is focused 

on a subjective representation of an organization’s reality. Tichy defined culture as 

the “glue that holds an organization together” (1982, p. 63). In management literature, 

culture has been defined as the system of shared symbols and meanings (Smircich, 
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1983); adopted values, current works, and basic common assumptions (Schein, 2010); 

moving actions (Swidler, 1986); and identity management or identity (Fiol, 1991). 

Scholars and practitioners have worked with perspectives of  “culture-as-a-variable” 

and “culture-as-a-metaphor” (Alvesson, 2002). As a consequence, it is important to 

equally understand the overall meaning, interpretation, and symbolic significance of 

the concept in organizational research (Alvesson, 2002; Frost, Moore, Louis, 

Lundberg, & Martin, 1991). 

 

The concept of culture has been traditionally viewed and researched from two 

different perspectives that exist on either end of a continuum: the qualitative process- 

oriented approach and the quantitative classification approach (Lim, 1995). 

Process approach 
The process/qualitative approach views culture as an organization’s underlying 

unconscious assumptions and beliefs shared by its members (Schein, 2010) as 

expressed through symbols, rituals, and myths (Ouchi, 1981). This approach defines 

organizational culture as methods, common beliefs, attitudes, and expectations that 

reflect reality–that unite an organization or organizations (e.g., in a merger) (Buono, 

Bowditch, & Lewis, 1985, p. 478). 

  

An organization’s value system is also considered to be a key element of this 

definition and approach (Arogyaswamy & Byles, 1987; Deal & Kennedy, 1982).. 

Fine proposes a more complex definition rooted in social construction of a negotiated 
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order (1984) that occurs as members work together expressing their thoughts toward 

work and problem solving (Swidler, 1986). Finally, culture has been defined as a 

property of an organization powered by (1) its members’ taken-for-granted beliefs 

regarding the nature of reality or assumptions; (2) a set of normative, moral, and 

functional guidelines or criteria for making decisions, called values; and (3) the 

practices or ways of working together that result from the aforementioned 

assumptions and values, known as artifacts (Geertz, 1973; Hatch, 1993; Pettigrew, 

1979; Trice & Beyer, 1984). 

 

Schein’s model of organizational culture (2010), a process/qualitative approach, 

states there are patterns of basic assumptions taken for granted about beliefs, reality, 

and human nature that are capable of describing an organization’s cultural essence 

(Schein, 2010). They are created, discovered, or developed by a given group in 

response to its management of problems related to external adaptation and internal 

integration. Sometimes referred to as coping mechanisms, these assumptions are 

known to have worked well enough to be considered valid and they are taught to new 

members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems 

moving forward (Schein, 2010). Schein describes three basic levels of analysis: the 

surface level of behaviors and artifacts, which consists of the organization’s physical 

and social environment; the second level of espoused beliefs and values, which are 

the elements that provide the underlying meanings that reflect the individual 

assumptions, mores, and ideals that are adopted by a group and that explain its 
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behavior; and at the deepest level, basic underlying assumptions which are the 

unconscious patterns that describe the character and identity of the group and how it 

works (Schein, 2010).  

Classification approach 
The classification approach views organizational culture as corresponding to a range 

of ideal types that can be reflected by two or more variables. A sampling of research 

includes Hofstede’s study (1980), which focused on the process for how 

organizations set strategy, goals, and make decisions. With organizational culture 

viewed as a rational mechanism for governing behavior (Camerer & Vepasalainen, 

1988), the study identified four dimensions of national culture for studying business 

in a global environment: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, 

individualism/collectivism, and masculinity/femininity. Other research has focused 

on broad conceptualizations of culture, such as the framework that identifies a power 

culture, role culture, task culture, and people culture (Handy, 1985). Cooke (1997) 

defines culture as the behaviors required to motivate the organization to meet 

expectations, identifying three cultural dimensions found in the Organizational 

Culture Inventory that measures twelve behavioral norms into three general types of 

cultures: constructive, passive/defensive, and aggressive/defensive culture  (Cooke & 

Laferty, 2012).  

 

Although progress has been made toward a cohesive culture paradigm, disagreements 

still exist among researchers about dimensions of culture and specifically the causal 
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relationship to business outcomes. The result is a diverse body of literature that 

examines various approaches and perspectives with differing underlying assumptions.  

 

Notwithstanding the rich and diverse body of literature about culture, Schein (2010) 

asserts that, to date, the number of empirical studies has not been sufficient to 

enhance existing perspectives or develop new ones. The field is still evolving. Culture 

research that focuses on appreciative inquiry and “positivity” within the field of 

positive organizational scholarship is one example. According to Schein (2010, p. 2), 

“the field of culture provides many opportunities for the development of new 

concepts because it has not yet been studied enough in group, organizational, and 

occupational domains to have spawned new theory.”  

 

If we view culture as the foundation upon which all groups, organizations, and 

systems are built, a powerful argument can be made for researchers and practitioners 

to continue pursuing a deeper understanding of its meaning and influence. In the 

United States, we have experienced recent moral and financial turmoil that resulted in 

the recession of 2008. This failure is generally acknowledged to be the result of moral 

failures in business and has caused the public, including scholars, to look at these 

questions more deeply. One idea that has surfaced is that cultivating virtues, both at 

the individual and organizational levels, may improve business leadership, and 

organizational effectiveness and performance (Cameron, 2010; George, 2003; Rego 

et al., 2010, 2011; Wright & Goodstein, 2007). Many scholars advocate the inclusion 



 

 

30 
of virtue and virtuousness or a values-based approach in the business and 

management research agenda (e.g., Gavin & Mason, 2004; Lilius et al., 2008; Moore 

& Beadle, 2006; Peterson & Park, 2003). 

Values-based approaches to organizational culture 
The concept of values is widely evoked in organizational literature but tends to be 

compromised by lax conceptualization so that the progress of values research 

continues to be constrained by the lack of a common theoretical basis (Connor & 

Becker, 1994; Stackman, Pinder, & Connor, 2000). Values are based upon potentially 

conflicting human requirements. They are both enduring and capable of change. Like 

group or social values, organizational values may be understood at different levels 

and in present and future contexts, and yet they are assumed to guide members in 

their selection or evaluation of behavior. It is therefore understandable that scholars 

have adopted different approaches and why future research is needed. 

Positive practices 
To begin looking at the relationship between a positive culture perspective and 

workplace practices, researchers have focused on constructs found in the field of 

Positive Organizational Scholarship (POS). Before the study of positive phenomena 

gained interest from scholars, studies had ignored these positive processes, and 

positive relationships and states (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003). In POS, the full 

spectrum of organizational theories began to be used to understand, explain, and 

predict how “positivity” affects organizations’ outcomes. POS research explores and 

accentuates positive states, relationships, processes, and attributes of organizations 
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and their members in order to identify positive capabilities and practices that lead to 

flourishing conditions in organizations (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003).  

Positive, because it emphasizes elevating, affirmative, and generative 
states and dynamics; organizational, because it highlights how these 
generative dynamics unfold within and across organizations; and 
scholarship, because it emphasizes theoretically-informed accounts, 
backed by data and analysis, that suggest implications for 
organizational functioning, practice and teaching (Dutton, Glynn, & 
Spreitzer, 2006, p. 641). 

 

The POS focus examining positivity in organizations lies in three areas, as well as 

positive organizational contexts themselves: 1) extraordinary outcome or positively 

deviant performance (Cameron & Lavine, 2006; Gittell, Cameron, Lim, & Rivas, 

2006; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004); 2) strengths, capabilities, and possibilities 

which emphasize positive energy, positive climate, positive relationships, positive 

communication, and positive meaning (Cameron, 2008); and 3) eudemonism and 

virtuousness (Cameron, Bright, & Caza, 2004; Peterson & Seligman, 2004).  

 

According to some scholars, the importance and credibility of this field depends in 

some measure on its relationship between positive capabilities and practices, and 

organizational performance (Cameron, Mora, Leutscher, & Calcaro, 2011). For this 

study, that relationship is what is being studied.  

 

Ample research has been conducted on positive factors such as positive affect, subject 

well-being, organizational citizenship and prosocial behavior, positive identity, 
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engagement, psychological capital, and satisfaction (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2002; 

Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Investigations of organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB), for example, have uncovered relationships between OCB and sales 

performance or human resource practices (Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994; Sun, 

Aryee, & Law, 2007). Other empirical studies about positivity’s effect on 

organizational dynamics demonstrate a positive correlation between POS constructs 

and performance—concepts such as organizational identity (OI) (e.g., Ackerman, 

2010; Dutton, Roberts, & Bednar, 2010), organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) 

(e.g., Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff, Blume, Whiting, & 

Podsakoff, 2009; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Walz & Niehoff, 2000), and job 

satisfaction and well-being (Cameron, Bright, & Caza, 2004; Losada & Heaphy, 

2004; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003; Wooten & Crane, 2004). Most of the outcomes 

in these studies, however, focus on the individual level of analysis rather than on 

organizational performance (Moore & Beadle, 2006). 

 

Empirical research has led researchers to conclude that having an abundance culture 

and implementing virtuous organizational practices are significantly and positively 

related to performance (e.g., productivity) (Cameron et al., 2011). Certain strategies 

for achieving this condition have been suggested, including empowering employees, 

cultivating strengths, and fostering gratitude, kindness, and other supportive 

behaviors. These are qualities that are difficult to instill in organizations and are seen 
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in organizations that possess an authentic values-based or virtuous organizational 

culture (Small Giants Community).  

 

Evidence also exists of a positive correlation between positive practices (e.g., 

respectful treatment of employees, customers and stakeholders, personal 

development, and a learning environment) and positive affect in employees (e.g., 

employee satisfaction and subjective well-being). Positive affect produces positive 

individual behavior (e.g., high rates of employee retention and employee 

engagement), which creates the “positive” conditions for organizational effectiveness 

(e.g., profitability and productivity) to occur (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005). 

Another example of a positive influence is the observable impact of human resource 

practices—such as performance appraisal, use of rewards, and aiding employees’ 

career development—on organizational embeddedness and, therefore, rates of 

employee turnover (Bambacas & Kulik, 2013).  

 

Cameron et al. (2011) conducted two studies that explore the relationship between 

positive practices and various measures of organizational effectiveness. Findings 

suggest that positive practices have a significant impact on select key effectiveness 

indicators such as job satisfaction, motivation, and commitment (p. 291). Cameron’s 

model in Figure 1 outlines the assumed connections between positive workplace 

practices and employee behavior, with organizational effectiveness as the outcome.  
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Source: Adapted from Cameron, Mora, Leutscher, and Calarco, (2011, p. 3). 

Figure 1. Assumed Connections Between Positive Practices & Organizational 
Effectiveness 

	  	  	  	  	  	  

 

In the first study (financial services sector), positive practices were significantly 

associated with financial performance, work climate, turnover, and senior executive 

evaluations of effectiveness. In the second study (healthcare sector), positive practices 

predicted improvements in turnover, patient satisfaction, organizational climate, and 

employee engagement, quality of care, managerial support, and resource adequacy. 

Organizational effectiveness is largely measurable in terms of the efficiency or use of 

information in decision-making and the execution of those decisions. Organizational 

effectiveness, in turn, leads to organizational performance or how the company 

performs both financially, changes in top and bottom line growth, and other measures 

such as employee engagement and customer orientation. 
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It is also important to mention that there isn’t universal agreement about the concept 

of positivity itself. Fineman (2006) and George (2003) criticize it for its lack of 

theoretical grounding, narrow focus, and values bias. Hackman (2009) posits a lack of 

empirical evidence to support a positive correlation to organizational performance. 

Additional empirical research is needed to confirm the link between positive practices 

and organizational effectiveness and performance (Cameron et al., 2011; Chun, 2005; 

Wright & Goodstein, 2007). 

ROV approach to organizational culture  
The approach to organizational culture that is examined in this research study centers 

on six dimensions: leadership, community, relationships, values-driven orientation, 

passion, and profit-driven business practices that best exemplify a values-based 

organizational culture. The return on values (ROV) approach refers to the 

institutionalized values a company uses to encourage a friendly and collaborative 

workplace based on caring for people in the totality of their lives 

(ww.returnonvaluesproject.com). Positive people practices in the workplace are one 

strategy or aspect often found in this approach. 

 

This quantitative study identifies six values-based cultural dimensions: leadership, 

community, relationships, values-driven orientation, passion, and profit-driven 

business practices. These dimensions overarch the 16 cultural variables that the 

ROVI© measures. Since the ROVI© is specifically designed to be a predictor of 

organizational performance based on these cultural variables, the following sections 
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review the evidence that suggests a link between the variables that comprise each of 

the six categories of culture and their relationship to organizational performance. The 

premise is that, together, these six dimensions and their 16 variables give us a holistic 

picture of a values-based or virtuous culture. The challenge in this section is to 

develop a theoretical basis for how each dimension influences our view of 

organizational performance (grow revenue growth, profitability, employee 

engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

Leadership: Caring, cultural, and credible 
When speaking about the values-based leadership dimension of culture we refer to 

businesses in which company leaders know who they are, what they want out of their 

organizations, and why (Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 

2014, Appendix D). 

 
• Caring Leadership: Do our senior leaders keep employees informed, build 

relationships at every level, and encourage through mentorship and other 

interactions? 

• Cultural Leadership: Are our senior leaders dedicated to the culture and values? 

Is their behavior consistent with our values? Do they communicate the vision, 

values, and strategic direction of the company?  

• Credible Leadership: Are our senior leaders competent? Do they seek out new 

ideas? Are they trustworthy?  
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The leadership style, fundamental core values, and beliefs espoused by an 

organization’s leader and top management has a major effect on the organization’s 

culture. Leadership theorists argue that leadership styles largely contribute to 

organizational culture, whereas organizational culture theorists argue that values and 

behaviors make up an organization’s culture. Past studies suggest that an 

organization’s culture significantly impacts organizational decision-making and 

outcomes (Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Jin & Drozdenko, 2010; Kotter & 

Heskett, 1992). Schein’s view is that the transmission of a leader’s beliefs, values, 

and assumptions to members of an organization impacts and perpetuates its culture 

(1995). According to Trice and Beyer (1993) and Schein (2010), leadership can 

change and sustain the culture of the organization by generating new or reinforcing 

established sets of beliefs, shared values, practices, and norms within organizations. 

Bass and Avolio (1993) describe a transformational culture as one where members 

share a sense of purpose and a feeling of family. Employees are committed to the 

organization because leaders and followers share mutual interests, a sense of 

belonging, and interdependence. Transformational leaders help subordinates 

recognize the important role they play in achieving the organization’s mission, which 

works to increase their level of commitment to the organization. 

 

Further research by Bass (2009) indicates that when transformational leadership 

behaviors are practiced at the top level of organizations, this leadership style is 

mirrored downward through the different levels of the organization and influence 
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employees at every level. Later research came about in response to a new leadership 

paradigm. Led by Edgar Schein (2010), studies described transformational leadership 

as relational as opposed to managerial or task oriented. Empirical studies 

investigating the causal relationship between different theories of leadership and 

variables influencing performance have illustrated a leader’s influence and impact on 

business outcomes such as organizational citizenship behavior, organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, effort, and in-role performance (Harter, Schmidt, & 

Hayes, 2002; Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2002; Landsman, 2008; Peterson, 2004; 

Podsakoff et al., 2009). 

 

In small and medium-sized enterprises the owner/entrepreneur has a larger direct 

influence on employees and their behavior, as compared to managers of large 

organizations (Bodewes & deJong, 2003). For instance, a positive attitude towards 

innovation correlates with continual attention being paid to innovative opportunities, 

and it provides employees with support for their innovative behavior (Kenny & 

Reedy, 2006). This, in turn, strongly affects the decision to innovate and the ways that 

innovation is carried out in small firms (Hoffman, Parejo, & Bessant, 1998).  

 

A values-based organizational culture encourages high quality communication, 

creativity, value, and ethics. Virtuous organizations don’t happen by accident. A lot 

of work is necessary to make sure the underlying assumptions of culture live up to the 

reality of the processes and the business operation. We see when an organization is 
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not functioning well, which Schein (2010) illustrates in a study of the Digital 

Equipment Corporation (DEC), “Some of the paradoxes and inconsistencies among 

the various assumptions [come] to the surface” (p. 228). To prevent this from 

occurring, leaders must embed and transmit a positive organizational culture to their 

employees, customers, community, and stakeholders. 

 

Several studies investigating the role of leadership and positive change have been 

published in the last decade. Peterson & Luthans linked a leader’s hope to employee 

satisfaction and retention (2003). Bono and Ilies (2006) conducted studies showing 

that leaders who express more positive emotions are perceived to be more charismatic 

and effective since they transmit these emotions to their followers. A similar study 

showed that leaders in the Army who express more vision and love for their troops 

fostered greater well-being, commitment, and productivity (Fry, Vitucci, & Cedillo, 

2005). 

 

Research has suggested the leader qualities most desired by their employees. They are 

moral attributes such as honesty, integrity, credibility, and trustworthiness (Kouzes & 

Posner, 1993, p. 255). Theories of ethical leadership and subsequently servant 

leadership support virtuous or values-based leadership.  

 

A leader’s world is complex, which is why being grounded by a moral worldview is 

essential. It can help leaders discern the reality they are confronted with and inform 
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their decision-making. As we decipher the most important components of culture 

within an organization, we must include the assumptions about how reality, truth, and 

information are defined by leaders and followers (Schein, 2010). 

 

All human decisions tend to have a moral component. Developing this in human 

beings is as complex as human nature itself. In organizations, ethical decisions 

become part of a continuous feedback loop between leaders and their followers, 

which Burns contends is a “two-way transformative and intrinsically moral 

relationship between leader and followers” (Burns, 1978). An ethical two-way 

relationship between leader and follower is a type of positive leadership and it 

differentiates positively deviant institutions from normal ones (Cameron, 2012). 

 

Owens, Baker, Sumpter, and Cameron (2016) show that positively energizing leaders 

have a significant, positive impact on individuals—including their performance, 

engagement, well-being, satisfaction, and even family life—as well as on the 

organization’s performance, teamwork, innovation, and learning orientation. 

 

Research on character strength helps to further define the multidimensionality of 

character by identifying good character as a “suite of positive traits and core virtues, 

that can be recognized across a group, over time” (Peterson & Park, 2006, p.1150). 

Since the early 1980s much research has focused on the qualities of leaders that are 

transformational or charismatic. Bass and Riggio (2006) emphasized the desire of 
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followers to be motivated and empowered by their leaders, especially during 

challenging times. The next step is to look at leadership theory that translates into 

action the personal values, traits, and strengths a leader possesses. 

Caring leadership 
Organizational behavior research and theory emphasizing the concept of leadership 

“caring” shows that social support from leaders in the form of emotional support, 

consideration, resources, and mentoring (House, 1981) impacts employee 

engagement and subjective well-being (Kahn, 1990). In adaptive organizational 

cultures, the role of leader/manager is viewed as an important element of 

organizational success and is articulated through leader/manager values; for example, 

caring about people and behaviors, such as being willing to take risks and attending to 

all constituent concerns (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). 

Cultural and credible leadership 
For leadership to be cultural and credible, it has to be reflective of the organization’s 

culture and that culture has to be incorporated into all strategies, processes, and 

practices. For leaders to be perceived as credible, a relationship between trust and 

culture is necessary. This relationship was analyzed in a technology-based 

organization (Alston & Tippett, 2009), with the study finding that perceived organic 

culture seemed to positively influence the trust that employees had in their 

organization. These studies strengthen the argument that organizational culture is 

linked to individual or team performance. However, this link needs to be further 
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studied to understand how organizational culture contributes to meeting project 

deliverables and to making an organization grow and compete.  

Community: Contribution 
Another primary aspect of the ROV approach to values-based culture is its 

perspective on how community is treated by management. Values-based companies 

ascribing to such the ROV approach are deeply rooted in the communities in which 

they do business.  

• Financial support to employees for community service. Do we support our team 

members by investing in the community and charitable causes they care about 

through matching grants or other employee-directed contributions? 

• Direct financial contributions to community. Does our company make direct 

financial donations to socially minded organizations?  

• Employee engagement in community. Are our employees active in the 

community? Do we enable their community service? 

(Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 2014, in Appendix D). 

 

Related to the values-based community dimension is the concept of corporate social 

responsibility. Existing research shows that perceived social responsibility is 

significantly associated with organizational performance outcome measures (Jin & 

Drozdenko, 2010). However, the preponderance of extant research has been 

conducted at the macro-levels of analysis (De Bakker, Groenewegen, & Den Hond, 

2005) examining the behaviors of industries, sectors, and organizations. As a result, 
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micro-focused research involving the experiences of key stakeholders such as 

employees has been neglected (Lavine, 2012).  

 

While some empirical studies show evidence that strong corporate social performance 

has the potential to positively impact employee outcomes in the form of greater 

employee engagement, employee well-being (Spreitzer et al., 2005), increased 

organizational commitment (Brammer, Millington, & Rayton, 2007; Peterson, 2004; 

Preston & Brown, 2004), and identification (Backhaus, Stone, & Heiner, 2002; 

Greening & Turban, 2000), we still need to understand how employees make 

meaning out of their organization’s social performance.  

 

The relationships between organizational ideology—core organizational values—

corporate social performance/community service, ethics, and organizational 

performance outcomes have been widely studied in an effort to understand how 

matters of social purpose influence dimensions in the workplace Jin & Drozdenko, 

2010; Marin, Ruiz, & Rubio, 2009). 

 

More broadly, an organization’s connection with a social purpose is thought to have a 

positive effect on employee well-being (Spreitzer et al., 2005)—a connection that the 

burgeoning field of POS is partly based upon—mainly, that helping people thrive at 

work results in psychological and physiological benefits to employees (Fredrickson & 

Losada, 2005; Grant, 2008; Lavine & Cameron, 2012). Lavine’s comparative study 
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supports the idea that employees in a firm with a strong commitment to social 

performance can use it as a platform on which to connect with one another and 

deepen the meaningfulness of their work (2012).  

 

Most research in the area of social responsibility has focused on company-level 

impacts and less on project- or program-level impacts (Veleva, 2010), the 

measurement of which is still underdeveloped. 

Types of contribution 
The literature about specific types of corporate social and community contributions 

and responsibilities is diverse and often lacks agreement. However, it is important to 

mention it here as it relates to corporate performance.  

 

The first question to be answered is whether or not corporate philanthropy and 

community involvement are viewed as a fundamental part of the organization’s 

mission or simply as an outcome of its work. Lo, Wong, Yam, and Whitfield (2012) 

found that employees who participate in community activities feel a sense of 

community embeddedness and are therefore more embedded in their organization, 

which in turn produces a number of positive outcomes, such as lower employee 

turnover. Macro-level studies, measuring the business value of corporate community 

involvement initiatives, have helped companies demonstrate the business case for 

community involvement internally and have allowed them to better align their 

strategy with their core business strategy and to generate business value.  
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Macro-level studies reveal mixed findings, as mentioned previously, on the business 

benefits of employee volunteering. On one hand, volunteer efforts show a positive 

correlation between volunteering and its impact on morale, organizational pride, 

organizational identity, and engagement (Veleva, Parker, Lee, & Pinney, 2012) as 

well as greater retention, job satisfaction, and team building (Boccalandro, 2009). 

Even employee awareness of volunteer initiatives, without actual participation, is 

associated with increased morale and organizational pride (Tuffrey, 1998).  

 

Other studies have not found a significant relationship between volunteer program 

participation and employee commitment (Nanderam, 2010). More micro, company- 

level and program-level studies to evaluate and benchmark community involvement 

programs are still needed for practitioners to justify continual funding. Specific 

methodologies for data collection have been challenging, as the information is often 

proprietary and there is no publicly available framework and indicators currently 

existing (Veleva et al., 2012). 

Relationships: Respect and gratitude, support and caring, forgiveness 
ROV research defines relationships as all company members maintaining close, 

personal ties with customers, suppliers and each other. 

• Respect and gratitude. Do we treat all with respect? Show appreciation? Express 

gratitude? 
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• Support and caring. Do we provide emotional support for each other? Honor one 

another’s talents? Have a system in place for showing care about the personal 

lives of our team members? 

• Forgiveness. Do we avoid blaming others when mistakes are made? Do we 

forgive? 

(Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 2014, Appendix D). 

 

If business leadership believes employees are their most valuable assets and that they 

look for a committed relationship from an employer, one that satisfies their socio-

emotional needs, then businesses will invest time and resources to develop the 

relationship. The concept of positive employee/employer relationships has been an 

important measure of performance outcomes.  

 
Strategies considered to be effective and positive work practices that support the 

development of positive relationships between leadership and employees and among 

employees are contained within three separate constructs: respect and gratitude, 

caring and support, and forgiveness. 

 

Performance based evaluations and fair compensation for achieving clearly defined 

goals and responsibilities have been shown to decrease employee turnover rates 

(Helfgott, 1991). In addition, Helfgott further discusses the importance of receiving 

recognition, status, and prestige within the profession of social work as an important 

factor along with competent supervision, staff participation in decision-making, 
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maintaining a collegial work environment, and resources to meet client needs (1991). 

Studies in education as well as organizational psychology have reported findings that 

link culture as instrumental to affecting meaningful organizational change (Fullan, 

1993). 

 

Interpersonal relationships are a factor in individual, group, and organizational 

dynamics and have a direct influence on organizational outcomes. Quantitative and 

qualitative studies as early as 2004 showed how an emphasis on positive 

interrelationships and humanistic values benefited employees and customers alike 

(Losada & Heaphy, 2004; Wooten & Crane, 2004) and were tied to high levels of 

performance. Gittell et al., found that airlines with stronger positive interpersonal 

relations had lower costs, fewer layoffs, and a quicker recovery to pre September 11th 

stock prices (2006). In another study of surgical units, Gittel et al. (2006) found that 

when interpersonal relationships were strongest, the units were found to have much 

higher quality business outcomes (Gittell, 2014).  

 

A related construct is the work of Dutton (2003) on high-quality connections. 

Dutton’s extensive research indicates that forming high quality connections produces 

higher amounts of learning, resilience, cooperation, job satisfaction, involvement, 

commitment, and physical health in individuals. And, it produces increased 

cooperation, attachment of employees, suppliers, and customers, as well as more 

adaptability in organizations (Dutton & Ragins, 2007).  
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Another construct is positive relational energy and energy networks. In their study 

investigating positive energy in unit leaders in a variety of business units (Owens et 

al., 2016) defined relational energy as the uplifting, motivational, and life-giving 

influence leaders have on employees as a result of interactions. They found that 

relational energy is directly correlated with conditions of renewal and resilience. 

Studies of energy networks have focused on an individual’s position within a network 

based on where they are in relation to giving and receiving energy. In two studies 

(Baker, Cross, & Parker, 2004; Baker, Cross, & Wooten, 2003), positive energizers 

were seen to perform substantially higher and succeed more often than those who 

were not. In a study at the organizational level of analysis, high-performing 

organizations were shown to have three times as many positive energizers as average 

organizations (Baker et al., 2004). 

Respect and gratitude 
The influence on culture of two socio-emotional variables, respect and gratitude, 

shouldn’t be undervalued. Until the development of positive psychology, gratitude 

received little research attention (Emmons & McCullough, 2003). Giving gratitude to 

others makes the giver and receiver feel good. According to social exchange theory, 

gratitude is reciprocal, and it’s this reciprocal behavior that is key to the growth of 

relationships (Lambert & Fincham, 2011; Wetzel, Hammerschmidt, & Zablah, 2014). 

The motivation to reciprocate is driven by one’s gratitude toward another who has 

provided valued resources (Wetzel et al., 2014). When a person is focused on 

someone other than him or herself, they are free to focus on helping others. The 
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reward is an increase in happiness, and this creates a self-reinforcing cycle (Molm, 

Whitham, & Melamed, 2012). On a deeper level, giving gratitude to someone makes 

life and work more meaningful as well. Over time, gratitude’s norm of reciprocity 

develops loyalty, mutual commitment, and emotional investment (Shore, Shapiro, 

Chen, & Tetrick, 2009). This construct is under-represented in organization research 

and needs further investigation, for based on the norm of reciprocity in social 

exchange theory, which sees reciprocation as key to the growth of relationships 

(Wetzel, Hammerschmidt, & Zablah, 2014), “when an employee feels grateful toward 

his or her organization, he or she is likely to develop a stronger and deeper bond with 

the organization as a form of positive reciprocation” (Ng, 2015, p. 9). 

 

Research on the construct of respect is more comprehensive. There is strong 

empirical evidence (e.g., one large-scale quantitative study, Van Quaquebeke, 

Zenker, & Eckloff, 2009) that being respected by colleagues is one of the top 

workplace values desired by employees (Carmeli, Dutton, & Hardin, 2015).  

Employees who feel respected in the workplace are increasingly grateful to their 

organizations for the perceived positive benefits of working there and are likely to 

reciprocate and react positively (Ellemers, Sleebos, Stam, & De Gilder, 2013; 

Fallkner & Laschinger, 2008), which leads to positive outcomes such as increased 

commitment and decreased turnover. Employees who feel respected see themselves 

as valued members of their organizations (Bartel, Wrzesniewski, & Wiesenfeld, 

2012; Fuller et al., 2006). 
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Two lines of inquiry are seen in the literature over the past 15 years: one that explores 

traits of the individual and another that views gratitude as a state experienced in the 

workplace. State gratitude is understood as a positive, social, and moral emotion 

experienced when one receives an unsolicited act of kindness (McCullough, Emmons, 

& Tsang, 2002) whereas trait gratitude is described as an individual’s predisposition 

to experience the state of gratitude (Chan, 2010). Fredrickson suggested that gratitude 

operates this way and argued that the emotional response to it builds long-lasting 

effects such as social bonds, coping abilities, physical health, and emotional well-

being (2001). Moreover, researchers have shown evidence that gratitude enhances 

other positive emotions (Emmons & McCullough, 2003) and, as a result, positively 

impacts organizational outcomes such as perceived organizational embeddedness 

(Ng, 2015) and organizational commitment (Dries, Pepermans, & De Kerpel, 2008). 

 

Such results are in line with previous findings that, over time, gratitude leads to a 

higher level of social support than it does for those who are less grateful (Wood, 

Maltby, Gillett, Linley, & Joseph, 2008). Grateful people tend to experience fewer 

negative emotions (Emmons & Mc Cullough, 2003) and utilize more active coping 

that is problem focused and emotion focused than that do those who are less grateful. 

The motivation to reciprocate is driven by one’s gratitude toward another who has 

provided valued resources (Wetzel, Hammerschmidt, & Zablah, 2014). Employees 

who feel respected in the workplace are increasingly grateful to their organizations 

for the perceived positive benefits of working there and are likely to reciprocate, 
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leading to positive outcomes such as increased commitment and decreased turnover. 

Employees who feel respected see themselves as valued members of their 

organizations (Bartel, Wrzesniewski, & Wiesenfeld, 2012; Fuller et al., 2006). 

Support and caring 
Organizations are making a financial commitment to provide employee support, but 

the outcomes have proven to be questionable. Studies with mixed results illustrate 

conflicting findings (e.g., Ahmed, Ismail, & Amin, 2014, 2013; Avanzi, Fraccaroli, 

Sarchielli, Ullrich, & Dick, 2014; Bogler & Nir, 2012; and Chung, Rutherford, & 

Park, 2012). Muse and Wadworth noticed strong links between perceived 

organizational support and outcomes (2012) whereas others noticed weak or moderate 

correlation (e.g., Cheung, 2013; Francis, 2012; Newman, Thanacoody, & Hui, 2012; 

Simosi, 2012; Sulea et al., 2012). A few studies found the relationship to be 

insignificant (e.g., Elstad, Christophersen, & Turno, 2013; Jakbsen & Andersen, 

2013; Landsman, 2008; Snape & Redman, 2010; Tuzun & Kelmci, 2012).  

 

Perceived organizational support (Riggle, Edmondson, & Hansen, 2009) is defined as 

“beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their [the employees’] 

contribution and cares about their well-being” (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, 

& Sowa, 1986, p. 501). Furthermore, empirical studies suggest that organizational 

support has a positive impact. Examples are found in studies examining employee 

engagement (e.g., Ahmed, Nawaz, Ali, & Islam, 2015; Alfes, Shantz, Truss & Sloane, 

2013; Biswas, Varma, & Ramaswami, 2013), job satisfaction (Ahmed et al., 2015; 
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Bilgin & Demirer, 2012; Celep & Yilmazturk, 2012; Cheung, 2013; Chiang & Hsieh, 

2012; Chiang, Yang, Klein, & Jiang, 2013; Inoue et al., 2013), organizational 

commitment (Ahmed et al., 2015), organizational citizenship behavior (Cheung, 

2013; Chiang & Hsieh, 2012; Chiang et al., 2013), and intentions to stay or leave 

(e.g., Avanzi et al., 2014; Bogler & Nir, 2012; Tuzun & Kelmci, 2012).   

 

Organization support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1986) posits that the exchange 

relationship between the organization and employee provision of support from one 

party makes the other party reciprocate, which benefits the initial party (Rhoades &  

Eisenberger, 2002). One conclusion is that the variability in these findings demands 

further research (Riggle et al., 2009). 

 

The root of the word culture in Latin is “colere” or “cultura” that means to tend, 

cultivate. An extension of that definition is caring. One definition provided by Benner 

and Wrubel (1989) states that caring reflects subjective feelings and attitudes, which 

indicate that someone or something matters. From this definition one can 

conceptualize human caring as consisting of both affective components (caring about 

others), and professional knowledge and technical skills (caring for others). 

Healthcare and other care-giving organizations have been frequently examined as a 

way to develop concepts about caregivers, their work, and their organizations. This 

statement by Gaylin, “To be cared for is essential for the capacity to be caring” (1976, 

p. 63) is the hypothesis framing this line of inquiry. Case studies of healthcare 
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organizations indicate that the quality of care given is dependent on the extent to 

which its members model caregiving behaviors toward one another (Lyth, 1988). This 

also goes for the care that colleagues who work together show one another. In a 

reciprocal fashion, the more caring one employee is to another, the more care they 

themselves receive. Even so, few studies have examined caring as an organizational 

variable that positively affects employee or employer behavior. 

 

Even though human caring is considered an important personal and professional 

characteristic, how human caring should be conceptualized and measures of the 

construct are few. More recent studies about care in organizations focus on empathy, 

a characteristic of altruistic behavior (Batson, Fultz, & Schoenrade, 1987) in 

experimental settings, and on how caring can best be understood as a motivation for 

individual and organizational behavior. From the organizational perspective, caring 

has yet to be operationalized along the lines of persistence, commitment, 

moral/ethical behavior, and effectiveness.  

 

The emerging influence of POS over the past decade has elevated the importance 

given to the constructs of support and caring, making them more prominent concepts 

in organizational research. POS looks at the affirmative and potentially generative 

processes, characteristics, and outcomes associated with organizations and their 

stakeholders (Cameron, 2003; Roberts, 2006). This perspective has broadened the 

conversation to include issues associated with the promotion of 
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“resilience…restoration and…vitality” (Cameron & Caza, 2004, p. 731; Caza, 

Barker, & Cameron, 2004).  

 

As a result of the emerging influence of POS, business ethics have embodied virtues 

and ideals, including caring behavior toward oneself and others (Handelsman, Knapp, 

& Gottlieb, 2002; Shorey et al., 2005). In organizational life, this approach has 

carried over into workplace practices (Cameron et al., 2011). Taken further, POS 

scholars contend that individual acts of caring and virtuous behaviors that are 

observed by other organizational members who experience positive emotions and an 

enhanced sense of connectedness will be inspired to reproduce these acts until 

eventually the acts become part of the organizational culture (Cameron, 2003; Caza et 

al., 2004). Therefore, individual acts of caring can be seen to have an amplifying 

effect that helps infuse organizational cultures with care (e.g., Cameron, 2003; Caza, 

et al., 2004).  

 

Harrington identified four community-minded leadership strategies and practices to 

describe support and caring in relation to leadership (2004): 

• Participation in and interaction with individuals comprising a constituency of 

interest, preferably a physical, “face-to-face” and involved one. 

• Active listening to a plurality of voices within a constituency. 
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• Demonstration of “connected leadership” that comprises a genuine relationship 

with diverse members of a constituency along with the sensitized and integrated 

understanding of need implied by that relationship. 

• Implementation of action plans aimed at ameliorating the suffering or promoting 

the growth and flourishing of community members. 

 

To establish a relational foundation of care (Harrington, 2004), each of the four 

practices is necessary but not sufficient alone and must be integrated with the other 

three of them. This construct has relevance as one path through which organizations 

can create sustainable business practices to support and encourage their members 

(Simola, 2012). 

Forgiveness 
Forgiveness is a subject often studied in the context of leadership. Nelson Mandela 

practiced transformational forgiveness after Apartheid and changed the historic 

course of S. Africa as a result. Forgiveness gives the parties involved an opportunity 

to dissipate built-up anger and return to their prior state of functioning.  

 

As with many of the concepts within the culture construct, social scientists have 

adopted many different conceptualizations of forgiveness, alternatively characterizing 

the construct as an emotion, a decision, a behavior, and a motivational change 

(McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen, 2000). Forgiveness research has primarily 

focused on the individual level of analysis and is most commonly defined as a 



 

 

56 
prosocial motivational change toward a perceived transgressor (McCullough et al., 

2000). Recently scholars have begun to conceptualize forgiveness as a motivational 

phenomenon with affective, cognitive, and behavioral antecedents and consequences 

(Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; Karremans & Van Lange, 2008). Forgiveness can 

therefore be most centrally characterized as an "intraindividual, prosocial change 

toward a perceived transgressor that is situated within a specific interpersonal 

context" (McCullough et al., 2000, p. 9). 

 

Even though scholars have shown greater interest toward the causes and effects of 

forgiveness in recent years (Fehr et al., 2010; Karremans & Van Lange, 2008), there 

is a distinct lack of research in organizational sciences (Aquino, Grover, Goldman, & 

Folger, 2003; Bright & Exline, 2011). 

 

Research that does examine forgiveness in an organizational setting almost 

exclusively focuses on individual, micro-level processes (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 

2006) and generally ignores the role of the organizational context. Several studies 

support the prevalence of individual-level forgiveness in organizational contexts. 

Aquino and colleagues demonstrated the ubiquity of forgiveness in samples of 

government agency employees and public utility workers (2006). Writings by Bright 

and Exline (2011) provide case studies of forgiveness as a frequent and powerful 

response to interpersonal conflict in organizational settings. A myopic focus on 

forgiveness at the individual level risks an oversimplification of the processes through 
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which forgiveness and other prosocial offense responses emerge, particularly in 

organizational contexts.  

 

Organizational scholars have overwhelmingly emphasized the "dark side" of 

workplace conflict, including revenge, avoidance, and aggression (Barling, Dupré, & 

Kelloway, 2009; Tripp & Bies, 2009) which contributes to the myopic view of its 

causes and effects. Much less evident, however, are examples of forgiving 

organizations, where forgiveness is not simply a sporadic response to everyday 

conflict but a fundamental, emergent characteristic of the organization itself.  

 

Forgiveness has also been used as a construct to study organizational climate and 

focuses on employee perceptions of the behaviors that occur on a daily basis and are 

supported by the organization (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). Such studies are 

an "abstraction of the environment" built on employees' everyday experiences 

(Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003, p. 572). In his writings on organizational 

virtuousness, Cameron (2003) relays the story of Griffin Hospital and the emergence 

of a forgiveness climate during a difficult downsizing. Wooten and Crane provide a 

similar example of organizational-level forgiveness (2004). 

 

Forgiveness cultures in fact facilitate organizational performance through multiple 

affective, cognitive, and motivational processes. Fehr’s (2011) tripartite model of the 

core values that facilitate the emergence of forgiveness presents multiple paths to 
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forgiveness for managers seeking to incorporate the concept into their own 

organizations. Forgiveness is an important variable in values-based cultures because 

cultural values, environmental contexts, organizational practices, and leader attributes 

have a significant impact on when and if forgiveness emerges at the organizational 

level (Fehr, 2011). 

Values-driven orientation 
This dimension focuses on three values-based constructs of culture-based practices 

that may impact workplace environment and performance. 

• Core values. Is there a clearly communicated list of values? Are the values 

deeply engrained in decision-making processes? Do rewards and recognition 

come to those who embody the values? 

• Training and development: Does the organization consistently offer many 

ways to train, develop, and grow at work? Does it have a formal system for 

regular and useful performance feedback? 

• Hiring and firing. Does the organization hire for culture fit as well as skill, 

and then socialize new employees into the culture? Does it help people who 

are poor culture fits move out of the organization? 

(Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 2014, Appendix D). 

 

Values-based constructs generally fall into a category of culture-based people 

practices. Typically, organizations manage these practices within the domain of 

human resource management and development. The process by which firms hire and 
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fire and train and develop employees has been a focus of past inquiry (Maksimova, 

Gnezdilov, & Maksimov, 2014; Papa & Baxter, 2008; Simosi, 2012). Employee-

focused orientations with an emphasis on practices that foster satisfaction and 

consensual problem solving and decision-making have been shown to have cultural 

attributes of cohesiveness, participation, and teamwork that lead to increased levels of 

performance (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991). 

Core values 
Schein defines organizational values as a manifestation of the culture (2010). Schein 

suggests that at this level we may be seeing the ideology, philosophy, charter, or basic 

credo of the organization. In reference to this level, he suggests, it is the basic 

paradigm that these assumptions create that is the most important, basic layer of an 

organization's culture. The organization’s artifacts and values naturally follow once 

its underlying assumptions are understood (Schein, 1995, 2010). He points out that 

the fundamental aspects of culture are the nature of time and space; human nature, 

and human activities; the nature of truth and how we discover it; the correct way for 

individuals and the group to behave toward each other; the relative importance of 

work, family, and self-development; the proper role of women and men; and the 

nature of the family (Schein, 1995).  

 

Schein (2010) defines values as manifestations of shared basic assumptions, 

themselves revealed in organizational artifacts, while Gagliardi (1986) makes the 

distinction between primary characteristics of culture, its basic assumptions and 
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values, and secondary characteristics, which include artifacts and symbols. Both view 

values as integral to, but not homologous with, culture, although in quantitative 

research studies they frequently serve as proxies (O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 

1991). 

 

In 2013 Bourne and Jenkins proposed a new framework for the study of 

organizational value, which consists of four types of values: espoused, attributed, 

shared, and aspirational. They propose that the nature of movement between these 

distinct forms of values and the potential implications for organizational behavior and 

performance can be difficult to delineate. Together, however, the resulting forms 

provide a more complete perspective on organizational values as they encompass 

both orientation and level (Bourne & Jenkins, 2013). 

 

While a number of theoretical models incorporate organizational values, gaps remain 

in our understanding of their dynamics. Some focus on content, categorizing value 

profiles that reflect organizational culture orientations (for example, Kabanoff, 

Waldersee, & Cohen, 1995; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983; Wiener, 1988), while others 

explore the role of values in, for example, the dynamics of organizational culture 

change (Hatch, 1993; Schein, 2010) or structural change (Amis, Slack, & Hinings, 

2002; Greenwood & Hinings, 1988; Hinings, Thibault, Slack, & Kikulis, 1996).  

 



 

 

61 
Past studies suggest that fundamental core values and beliefs espoused by top 

management significantly influenced organizational decision-making and outcomes 

(Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Jin & Drozdenko, 2010; Kotter & Heskett, 

1992). Based on the research, Argandona (2003) developed a model for fostering 

values in organizations. His process included need identification, communication, 

institutionalization, commitment, aligning values and practices, redesigning policies, 

and review of the process. 

 

These models give us valuable insights but do not explore the exact nature and 

dynamics of organizational values. The result is a constrained theoretical and 

empirical dialogue, thus limiting our ability to understand and explore an 

organizational phenomenon that is continually evolving and different for individual 

companies. The existing research does, however, provide guidance regarding the 

forms of values that make up organizational culture so that we are able to measure 

them. 

Training and development 
A close relationship exists between organizational culture and the recruitment 

process, training programs (Adeniji, Osibanjo, & Abiodun, 2013), job performance 

management and assessment (Richardo, 2006), and performance of employees and 

compensation structure (Adeniji & Osibanjo, 2012). Scholars including Hofstede 

(1980), Ouichi (1981), and Kotter and Heskett (1992) claim that organizational 

culture helps to provide opportunity and structure for the development of human 
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resources’ technical and behavioral skills in organizations. Deal and Kennedy, (1982) 

recognize the link between culture and organizational performance excellence 

through human resource development. This makes sense since organizational culture 

is inextricably related to values and beliefs shared by an organization’s personnel, 

which in turn creates the pattern of shared assumptions that informs an organization’s 

norms, beliefs, rituals, practices, and processes (Schein, 2010). 

 

The choices organizations make relative to their workforce is indicative of their 

organizational culture. The training function is particularly important in the pursuit of 

the organization’s objectives. The way organizations prepare and motivate their 

employees, the values to which they ascribe, and the rules and regulations they adopt 

in order to meet their objectives is the hard core of the organizational culture and 

provides an overall framework for the organization’s processes and activities, which 

leads to the development and performance of the institution (Rizescu & Rizescu, 

2014).  

 

Choice of methods of assessment and development of human resource potential has 

an undeniable effect on performance. That is not to say that one size fits all, for 

certain types of culture naturally gravitate toward different types of assessments and 

development. Skill-training courses and seminars for managers are considered the 

most effective method of development, and performance appraisals are the most 

effective method of assessment in organizations with bureaucratic types of culture; 
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mentoring programs and the evaluation interviews with the manager, in organizations 

with family-types of culture; and empowering employees and the KPI method, in 

organizations with entrepreneurial types of culture (Maksimova, Gnezdilov, & 

Maksimov, 2014). 

Hiring and firing 
An organization is a conglomeration of the characteristics of individuals and groups 

that interact with each other, and effective interaction among them highly depends on 

an organizational culture that shapes the individual performance (Kozlowski & Klein, 

2000). Hiring employees for “culture fit” or congruence is important to organizational 

success. Hiring highly performing employees affects an organization’s ability to 

perform at a high level and achieve its business objectives. Even more so today, 

organizational fit is believed to be the key (Cable & Judge, 1996).  

 

Numerous research studies illustrate the importance of values and values integration 

throughout the recruitment process to both employers (Miller, 2015; Power & Clews, 

2015) and employees (Vanderstukken, Van den Broeck, & Proost, 2016). Employees 

hired with a high values-to-fit ratio may have less absenteeism and turnover. Also, 

assessing for fit would likely help organizations increase employee satisfaction and 

morale, which in turn has been shown to lead to higher performance and productivity. 

Motivated employees are more likely to take charge of their own performance, seek 

ways to improve processes, products, and services, and contribute positively to their 

organization’s bottom line success. 
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Passion: Meaning, inspiration and fun; employee engagement 
The ROV research perspective emphasizes it is most effective if all company 

stakeholders have a burning passion for what the company does.  

• Meaning. Do the people in the organization feel that the organization’s work has 

profound meaning? Are they energized and renewed by what they do? Does 

working with the organization feel like it has purpose beyond a paycheck? 

• Inspiration and fun. Do individuals in the organization inspire each other? Find 

energy as they work together? Do they consider this work fun? 

• Employee engagement. Does the organization measure employee engagement, 

and respond to the results? Does it offer meaningful reward programs? Does it 

encourage employee participation and involvement in the process? 

(Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 2014, Appendix D). 

 

Several scholars have written about what makes people happy at work and therefore 

more productive (Gavin & Mason, 2004; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). Happiness is the 

modern word for the Greek (eudaimonia), used to describe the good life. As Aristotle 

conceived it, we generally accept that to accomplish this, one needs to be living a 

good life over time (1995). Results from a study of The Container Store and TD 

Industries indicate that health, happiness, and productivity are the ingredients for a 

good life at work (Gavin & Mason, 2004). Business leaders recognize employee 

engagement as one of the most important factors related to organizational 



 

 

65 
performance and effectiveness (Welch, 2011). Employee engagement strategies may 

include the attributes of meaning, inspiration, and fun.  

 

The Pike Place Fish Market in Seattle, Washington, is an excellent example of 

passion: employee engagement, meaning, inspiration, and fun. Twenty-one years ago, 

faced with imminent bankruptcy, the owner and employees sat down together to 

discuss making a paradigm-shifting culture change. The new culture they built reaped 

rewards way beyond leading them to become world famous and keeping them in 

business.  

As that culture evolved, it became a philosophy and then a passion, 
one that allowed the fish market to thrive, not just survive. These 
elements created a strong team culture that provides a cohesive 
foundation that connects and grounds the staff, provides a template for 
making decisions, serves as a filter for hiring the right people, and 
makes it easy for customers to experience their values. The FISH! 
Philosophy has four parts: (1) Choose your attitude, (2) Play, (3) Be 
there, and (4) Make their day. Combined, these parts can help you 
create a strong culture that boosts productivity, increases retention, and 
improves teamwork and morale—the ingredients needed today for 
success. (Paul, 2002, February) 

Meaning 
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and Grant (2007) have shown that employees 

proactively construct their own job experiences and modify them to increase the 

experience of meaning and meaningfulness in their work. Researchers and 

practitioners benefit from an understanding of the factors that affect meaning. The 

beginning of study into work meaningfulness is associated with past work on job 

design. Hackman and Oldham (1976) created a job characteristics model, which 

established important employee psychological states and included work 
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meaningfulness as one of them. New strategies help create meaning for employees by 

developing work environments often described as “happy” places to work. As Gavin 

and Mason (2004, p. 381) note, “When a workplace is designed and managed to 

create meaning for its workers, they tend to be more healthy and happy.” Work 

meaningfulness contributes to positive work outcomes such as employee satisfaction, 

lower employee turnover, and organizational commitment, but what has remained 

unaddressed is how organizational actions, such as increased commitment to 

sustainability or improved social performance, influence employees who may or may 

not be directly involved in these efforts (Lavine, 2012). Given that employees 

construe the organization’s work subjectively as mentioned previously, what 

organization-led attributes or activities are viewed as a fundamental part of the 

organization’s culture that create meaning? 

Inspiration and fun 
As the proverb says, “all work and no play make Jack a dull boy.” With American 

workers spending an average of 47 hours working each week, there has been a 

significant increase in the time spent at work for white-collar workers over the last 20 

years (Darrah, Freeman, & English-Lueck, 2007; Schor, 1991). An “all-business” 

work environment comes with a human cost, ranging from a decrease in productivity 

and higher absenteeism, to reduced creativity and less innovation (Schor, 1991). 

Management literature now suggests that fun and leisure be incorporated into the 

workday to prevent burnout and to compensate for the increased hours at work. For 

example, Kane’s book, The Play Ethic recommends an approach to work that 
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embraces play and pleasure (2004). Play theory was introduced as early as 1949 

(Huizinga) as an attempt to understand play as an important cultural factor that is 

central to understanding culture. 

 

Culture management literature suggests integrating the physical aspects of “fun” into 

the workplace. For example, a recent article suggests: “Bring humor into the 

workplace with you. Bring small toys or objects for your pockets or desk—and take 

time out to play with them.” “Having fun, laughing, telling jokes, engaging in banter 

[. . . ] all these activities are alleged to be very beneficial to both the organization and 

the employee”(Mann, 2009, p. 37).  

 

The importance of play or fun in the workplace has been the subject of more recent 

research. Hunter, Jemielniak, and Postula examined temporal and spatial shifts within 

playful work in software engineering companies and found that “programming for 

fun” plays an important role in software engineers’ workplace culture and is a form of 

reinstating the social status in the occupational hierarchy (2010, p. 90). They also 

show that for software creators, programming often is an artistic endeavor (when 

performed for pleasure) as opposed to programming as engineering (when performed 

as work). Playing jokes and engaging in purely prosocial activities proves to be a 

significant time-consuming activity among software engineers (Kociatkiewicz & 

Kostera, 2003). 
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Employee engagement 
Employee engagement is recognized as one of the most vital attributes affecting 

organizational performance and effectiveness (Welch, 2011), and a key factor for an 

organization’s success and effectiveness (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich, LePine, & 

Crawford, 2010). Intuitively, the impact of high engagement on employee motivation 

and performance, especially during difficult times, is easily identified. An employee 

who is engaged is working in the moment. They’re not concerned with the past or the 

future. They’re not worried about failure. They are positively there to do good work. 

Good work in the moment converges with the concept of fun.  

 

Studies show that employee engagement is a factor in job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, organizational citizenship behavior (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 

2010; Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011), and turnover intentions, yet goes beyond 

a traditional relationship because it requires an active use of emotional, cognitive, and 

behavioral energies in concert with an organization’s objectives and strategies 

(Andrew & Sofian, 2011; Saks, 2006). Studies found engaged employees experience 

greater attachment to their work and organization (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004); are 

more likely to focus their energies toward organizational goals (Macey & Schneider, 

2008); and have greater commitment to their organizations (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2004) and are therefore more likely to impact organizational effectiveness (Saks, 

2006). 
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The first article about employee engagement in the management literature was 

published 25 years ago (Kahn, 1990). Kahn defined engagement as:  

“the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in 
engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, 
cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (p. 694). 
Engagement is the “simultaneous employment and expression of a 
person’s ‘preferred self’ in task behaviors that promote connections to 
work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive, and 
emotional), and active, full role performance” (p. 700). Personal 
disengagement refers to “the uncoupling of selves from work roles; in 
disengagement, people withdraw and defend themselves physically, 
cognitively, or emotionally during role performances.” (p. 694, as 
cited in Saks & Gruman, 2014) 

 

Other studies have focused on two distinct lines of inquiry: one from a positive 

perspective (Bates, 2004) and one from a deficit perspective. The former explores the 

effects of employee engagement and shows that companies with engaged employees 

have higher shareholder returns, profitability, productivity, and customer satisfaction, 

(Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002; Kumar & Pansara, 2015). The latter explores the 

“engagement gap,” the idea that employee engagement is declining and employees 

are becoming more and more disengaged at work (Bates, 2004; Richman, 2006), 

causing large financial losses because of decreased productivity (Bates, 2004). 

 

Similar to the issues plaguing the conceptualization of culture, few researchers agree 

on one definition of employee engagement. As a consequence there is also a lack of 

consensus regarding its unique meaning (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011; Cole, 

Walter, Bedeian, & O’Boyle, 2012). Other researchers have built upon Kahn’s (1990) 
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definition, often differing about its antecedents (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; 

Rich et al., 2010). Other definitions include Harter et al., who defined it as the 

individual’s involvement and satisfaction with as well as enthusiasm for work (2002); 

and engagement as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterized by 

vigor, dedication, and absorption, (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalex-Roma, & Bakker, 

2002). The problem defining it is due in part to the conceptual overlap of engagement 

with other, more established constructs such as job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and job involvement (Cole et al., 2012; Saks, 2006)  

 

Still there is a lack of consensus on the meaning of employee engagement as well as 

issues with the existing measures research. Saks and Gruman conclude that due to the 

research limitations there is still a need for more research to develop an empirically 

sound scientific theory (2014). 

Profit-driven business practices: Quality and productivity, financial management, and 
customer orientation/satisfaction 
In the ROV research, companies with profit-driving business practices are defined as 

those that have a sound business model and take care to protect their profitability 

without sacrificing culture.  

• Quality and productivity. Is quality important to the organization and does it 

communicate that to its people? Does it have a process for ensuring quality? Does 

it measure performance in key operational areas? 

• Financial management. Does the organization share company financial 

information with employees? Does it carefully monitor performance measures? 
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Does it invest in the long-term financial vitality of the firm, not just its short-term 

profit? 

• Customer orientation. Does the organization go out of its way to delight its 

customers? Does it develop personal relationships with them? Does it deliver on 

its promises? 

(Return on Values Inventory: Customized Feedback Report, 2014, Appendix D). 

Quality and productivity 
Quality and productivity can define how effectively an organization uses its resources 

to achieve its desired business outcomes. Naor et al. (2008) identified the importance 

of organizational culture in implementing quality management practices to achieve a 

performance advantage. Top management sets clear company performance goals 

based on its strategic plan and measures performance relative to these and works hard 

to clearly communicate them to stakeholders in an annual report and often through 

multiple channels to ensure that everyone working in the organization, even at the 

lowest level, knows what they are working toward. Even more important is that 

everyone knows how his or her part impacts success. Regular reviews of progress 

give organizations the opportunity to reevaluate their direction and reset it if 

performance isn’t meeting expectations. Processes and workflows are simple and 

clear to everyone. They invest time and money into their systems to enable and 

support them in doing what the customer wants and to innovate and adapt as 

necessary. They continually update, renew, and reinvest in these processes. 

Organizational structures are aligned with authority and responsibility to affect 
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change and are given to those who are motivated and able to do so and who are 

closest to the problem. 

Financial management (gross and net revenue) 
There are several different methods used to measure financial performance in 

businesses and organizations. The most popular measures are financial market-based 

measures such as shareholder return. For our purposes we use two measures: (1) gross 

revenue growth and (2) net profit defined as EBITDA (earnings before interest, taxes, 

and amortization), and year over year change in gross revenue. 

 

Financial management and performance metrics provide information about an 

organization’s results. This information can then be used to help plan future 

initiatives and performance goals or for controlling the organization’s strategic plan. 

Many scholars believe these financial indicators need to be taken into account with 

other indicators of financial performance and effectiveness because they are open to 

an enormous range of external factors and economic conditions (Eccles, 1991; Kotter 

& Heskett, 1992) in order to provide a balanced view of an organization’s 

performance. Therefore, understanding the relationship between the dependent 

variables of gross revenue and profitability or net profit is important because it helps 

provide business leaders with guiding principles and a systematic approach to 

managing organizational change and improvement. According to Heskett (2012), half 

of the difference in operating profit between organizations can be attributed to 

effective cultures for a number of reasons. For example, engaged managers and 
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employees are much more likely to remain in an organization, leading directly to 

fewer hires from outside the organization, which results in lower wage costs for 

talent; lower recruiting, hiring, and training costs; and higher productivity (fewer lost 

sales and higher sales per employee). Higher employee continuity leads to better 

customer relationships that contribute to greater customer loyalty, lower marketing 

costs, and enhanced sales. 

 

Financial management helps an organization identify the cause-and-effect 

relationship between its strategy and the effectiveness of the strategy implementation. 

Financial management practices and measures provide business leaders, shareholders, 

and even employees with a realistic perspective of an organization’s health. These 

measures tell us about how progress toward goals, objectives, targets, or other 

initiatives is proceeding (Kotter & Heskett, 1992). Marcoulides and Heck (1993) 

examined attributes of culture in more than 30 U.S. organizations and found that 

certain cultural dimensions could predict over 50% of the following performance 

indicators: volume (gross revenue; product value); share (extent of penetration into 

potential customer base); profit (revenue; costs); and return (profit; assets and equity 

invested).  

Customer orientation (CO) and satisfaction 
The concept of customer orientation (CO) has been studied extensively in marketing 

and sales literature. CO meta-analyses have centered on explaining how and why CO 

affects salesperson performance (Franke & Park, 2006; Jaramillo, Grisaffe, Chonko, 
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& Roberts, 2009; Zablah, Franke, Brown, & Bartholomew, 2012), most of which has 

shown a positive effect on sales performance through various processes that involve 

employee attitudes and behaviors, stress, employee engagement, and adaptive selling 

(e.g., Jaramillo et al., 2009; Zablah et al., 2012). A strong customer orientation is 

found to exert a direct positive effect on both new product and firm performance 

(Thoumrungroje & Racela, 2013).  

 

A related construct, customer satisfaction, is a measure of performance organizations 

can use to manage and improve their business by assessing and monitoring how 

products or services meet or exceed a customer's expectation (Fornell, Mithas, 

Morgeson III, & Krishnan, 2006). Overall, it is a fundamental indicator of an 

organization’s performance due to its links to both behavioral and economic 

consequences beneficial to the organization (Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994). 

Extant research links customer satisfaction to outcomes such as higher levels of 

customer satisfaction, which lead to greater customer loyalty (Oliver & Swan, 1989; 

Yi, 1991), decreases in customer defection (Anderson & Sullivan, 1993); and 

reduction of costs associated with defective goods and services. Empirical research 

suggests that firms providing superior quality enjoy higher economic returns (Aaker 

& Jacobson, 1994; Anderson et al., 1994; Nelson et al., 1992). There is an implied 

positive relationship between customer satisfaction and affect (Szymanski & Henard, 

2001). An empirical study conducted in the hospitality and tourism industry shows 

customer satisfaction increases sales by generating customer-related outcomes on 
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financial performance, indicating that satisfied customers can increase sales. Second, 

customer satisfaction reduces costs by generating efficiency-related outcomes on 

financial performance. The conclusion is that customer satisfaction produces 

economic value, which generates profits and increases firm value, thereby making it a 

valuable predictor of performance as an intangible asset (Sun & Kim, 2013).  

Summary: ROV approach to organizational culture and the relationship to 
performance 
Virtuousness in organizations refers to the transcendent, elevating behavior of the 

organization’s members and the features of the organization that engender 

virtuousness on the part of its members. A general definition of organizational 

virtuousness then includes the individuals’ actions, collective actions, and cultural 

attributes or processes that enable dissemination and perpetuation of virtuousness in 

an organization. This is why there is not one single indicator that can measure the 

multiple indicators of virtuousness (this study has 16 variables). However, there are 

three key definitional attributes associated with virtuousness that help explain its 

relevance in organizational studies: moral goodness, human impact, and social 

betterment.  

 

Fortunately, and for good reason, it is believed that virtuousness and performance in 

organizations are positively related and mutually reinforcing. This association is 

explained by two key attributes of virtuousness: its amplifying qualities, which can 

foster escalating positive consequences, and its buffering qualities, which can protect 

against negative encroachments. Several researchers have examined these qualities 
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(Cameron, Bright, & Caza, 2004; Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003), demonstrating that when 

virtuousness is expressed in organizations (as when leaders or exemplars manifest 

courageous or compassionate behaviors), or when organizations recognize and 

legitimize virtuous behaviors (as when courageous or compassionate acts are 

recognized and applauded), virtuousness becomes self-reinforcing and fosters 

resiliency against negative and challenging obstacles. As virtuousness leads to 

effective performance, high performance creates amplified virtuousness—a mutually 

reinforcing spiral that provides further positive effects and outcomes. 

 

Research that empirically ties pragmatic outcomes (such as increased profitability) to 

virtuousness is greatly needed to convince business leaders that investments in 

organizational culture and positive practices will garner a good return on their 

investment. Several studies look at the relationship between the implementation of 

virtuousness, and improvements or increases in positive performance outcomes 

(Bright, 2006; Bright, Cameron, & Caza, 2006; Cameron, 2003; Chun, 2005; Duchon 

& Plowman, 2005; Marotto, Roos, & Victor, 2007; Verbeke, Belschak, & Bagozzi, 

2004).  

 

Cameron, Bright, & Caza (2004) conducted an empirical study of organizational 

virtuousness and performance in 18 organizations spanning 16 different industries. 

Results “revealed a significant and positive relationship between the implementation 

of virtuousness (e.g., forgiveness, compassion, optimism, trustworthiness) and 
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improvements in profitability, productivity, quality, innovation, customer satisfaction, 

and employee retention” (Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014, p. 450). In their study, 

organizations that had scores that were high and improving, performed significantly 

better on both objective measures (e.g., financial) and perceptual measures (e.g., 

morale) of performance (Cameron et al., 2004), finding significant relationships 

between virtuousness and both objective and perceived measures of organizational 

performance. Their findings can best be explained “in terms of [the] two major 

functions played by virtuousness in organizations: an amplifying function that creates 

self-reinforcing positive spirals, and a buffering function that strengthens and protects 

organizations from traumas such as downsizing” (Cameron et al., 2004, p. 766).  

 

More recently, Cameron et al. (2011) found evidence that virtuous practices strongly 

predicted desired outcomes in the individual companies researched. They conducted 

two studies, one with 40 business units in the financial services industry and one with 

29 nursing units in the healthcare industry, that explore the relationships between 

virtues (called positive practices in these studies) and various measures of 

organizational effectiveness. 

 

The studies reported evidence that organizational performance is affected by the use 

of positive practices at the organizational level of analysis (Cameron et al, 2011, p. 

291). Although there are many similarities between Cameron’s study and this 

research study, one difference is that the present study builds on positive practices in 
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order to discover an aggregate of constructs that make up virtuous organizational 

culture, one that is values driven and can be linked to performance and profit. 

Evidence exists that positive practices (e.g., support and caring, respectful treatment, 

forgiveness, and gratitude) produce positive affect in employees (e.g., satisfaction and 

well-being, organizational commitment and employee engagement). There is 

convincing empirical evidence that explicitly links attributes of culture to profit and 

performance (Gordon & DiTomaso, 2007; Kotter & Heskett, 1992), yet to my 

knowledge, there are no studies that explore this link with privately held small to 

medium-sized businesses. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methods 
Overview 
This chapter presents an overview of the methodology used to explore the 

relationship between six categories of values-based organizational culture, comprised 

of 16 cultural variables, and organizational performance. The objective was to 

determine which variables influence performance in small and medium-sized 

businesses and to examine the intercorrelation among variables and dimensions (or 

categories). 

 

The methodology for this research is quantitative but non-experimental. Findings are 

correlational in nature. The research methodology utilizes a cross-sectional survey to 

examine the relationships between and among the culture variables and performance. 

A quantitative research design was chosen because it allows us to assess the direct 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables (Creswell, 2009). In 

addition, this study furthers the development of a new research instrument (ROVI©) 

for research as well as a practical tool. 

 

This chapter begins by summarizing the research hypotheses and in particular the 

development of the ROVI© instrument. It presents the study’s research setting, 

participants, data collection, process, and measures. The chapter will also give an 

overview of the strategy for data analysis as well as issues of validity and reliability. 
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Summary of Research Question Development and 
Hypotheses 
Small and medium-size enterprises have diverse organizational cultures. This study 

examines the cultural attributes of 63 companies. The study explores the relationship 

between dimensions of organizational culture and measures of organizational 

performance. By understanding the relationship between an organization’s culture, 

profit, and performance, leaders may more effectively make decisions about facets of 

the business that affect its performance. 

Hypotheses 
Main Study Hypothesis: There is a positive correlation between organizational 

culture (as measured by the 16 values-based dimensions of the ROVI©) and 

organizational performance (as measured by change in gross revenue, change in net 

profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction).  

 

The detailed exploration of this general prediction can be expressed in the sub-

hypotheses on the next page. These sub-hypotheses make explicit the constructs that 

constitute each dimension of values-based organizational culture. 
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• H1: There is a positive correlation between leadership (caring leadership, cultural 

leadership, and credible leadership) and organizational performance (change in 

gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer 

satisfaction). 

• H2: There is a positive correlation between community (contribution to 

community) and organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in 

net profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

• H3: There is a positive correlation between relationships (respect and gratitude, 

support and caring, and forgiveness) and organizational performance (change in 

gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer 

satisfaction). 

• H4: There is a positive correlation between values-driven orientation (core values, 

training and development, and hiring and firing) and organizational performance 

(change in gross revenue, change in net, employee engagement, and customer 

satisfaction). 

• H5: There is a positive correlation between passion (meaning, inspiration, and 

fun, and employee engagement) and organizational performance (change in gross 

revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction).  

• H6: There is a positive correlation between profit-driven business practices 

(quality and productivity, financial management, and customer orientation) and 

organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, 

employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 
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Research Design 
A cross-sectional quantitative research design was chosen because it allows for the 

assignment of numerical values to the specified independent and dependent variables 

to determine whether or not a statistical relationship or association can be ascertained 

(Cramer & Howitt, 2004). Research problems focused on predictive strength of the 

independent variables tested on outcomes demand a quantitative approach (Creswell, 

2009). The goal of this study is to further test the instrument’s efficacy to examine the 

relationship between organizational culture and organizational performance. The goal 

to generate further evidence of a validated research instrument that measures culture 

and its relationship to performance is also an appropriate outcome for a quantitative 

research design. 

Research Setting 
This research study was intended to examine a large number of small and medium- 

sized privately held companies in diverse sectors and with diverse demographic 

profiles. The companies sampled were from a variety of industries and sectors, 

including companies in construction, telecommunications, manufacturing, marketing, 

service providers, and logistics, to name a few. The diversity of companies surveyed 

helps to obtain a representative sample so long as the sample is large enough. 

Data Collection and Sample Characteristics 

Sampling 
Solicitation for participation in the survey was sent out to 8,600 CEOs of small to 

mid-sized privately held companies via an email invitation sent March 2, 2015, that 
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contained a link to the online survey (see Appendix A). This list of CEOs was 

obtained through a database owned by Inc. Magazine, the only major publication 

dedicated to owners and managers of growing private companies. The CEO list used 

for our sample is comprised of those companies who since 2011 intentionally applied 

for the Inc. 500/5000 award status. This prestigious award lists the nation’s fastest 

growing privately held companies and is created yearly. The Inc. 500/5000 is ranked 

according to percentage of revenue growth over a four-year period. To qualify, 

companies must have been founded and started generating revenue by the first week 

of the starting calendar year, and therefore able to show four full calendar years of 

sales. Additionally, they have to be U.S. based, privately held, for profit, and 

independent of a parent company as of December 31 of the last year measured. 

Revenue in the initial year must have been at least $100,000, and revenue in the most 

recent year must be at least $2 million. Revenue is defined as gross revenue, less 

returns and allowances, before any cost of goods sold (Inc. com website, 5,000 FAQ 

article). 

 

After completing the survey (see Appendix B), CEOs were asked to nominate a 

minimum of five and as many as 10 individuals from their company (representing a 

diverse slice of multiple functions and levels throughout the organization) by 

providing their email addresses so that the associate survey (see Appendix C) could 

be sent directly. CEOs were informed that they would receive the comprehensive 
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feedback report for their company (see Appendix D) once all the employees they 

designated competed the assessment tool.  

 

The ROVI© was sent to the CEO database one time, with a reminder email sent 

approximately one month later. The deadline set for CEOs to complete the survey 

was March 31, 2015. Associates who were nominated by their CEOs were then sent a 

copy of the questionnaire similar to the one their CEO completed except it did not 

include a request for employee designates or performance data and asked to complete 

it by April 30, 2015. The first email request to the CEO associates was sent April 6 

and six reminders were sent after that. A reminder to complete the associate 

instrument was initially sent on April 16. Another reminder was sent to associates on 

April 24. The deadline was then extended and an email was sent to associates on May 

8. Additional requests were sent on June 8 and July 10, with a final request sent on 

July 31. During this time period repeated requests to the CEOs who had filled out the 

survey but had failed to nominate associates were also made. Seventy-one additional 

associates were identified during this period of time. The last survey response was 

received in November 2015 from a participant who had begun to fill it out the 

previous May. Analysis of the data for this dissertation did not begin until February 

2016. 

 

There is no way to calculate a true CEO response rate or overall survey response rate 

due to the fact that Inc. Magazine, a third party, initially sent the invitational email 
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from their database. Because the survey was conducted this way, we couldn’t track 

delivery, bounce-back rates, click-through rates, or open rates. Therefore it is unsure 

how many CEOs actually received the survey invitation email or how many of them 

opened/read the solicitation email. These survey procedures were simply not under 

my control. However, using the number of survey links sent out in the Inc. 500/5000 

email of 8,600, I calculate a CEO response rate of 2.3%, which is low. A total of 204 

responses were received from CEOs. Eighty-six CEOs answered the survey 

completely, including their financial data, their name, and their nominated list of 

associates. Thirty-one CEOs completed the entire survey but did not nominate any 

associates. Eighty-seven CEOs filled out the survey completely but did not put their 

own names on the survey, which was required. The response rate for CEOs who filled 

out the survey completely and accurately is 2%. 

 

The total number of associates nominated was 672. Three hundred and fifty-eight 

associates responded, for an associate response rate of 53.27%, which is good. The 

total number of CEO and associate survey responses is 562 and these responses are 

summarized in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Survey Response Summary 

Survey Type # With CEO  
Names and 

Nominations 

# With CEO 
Names/No 

Nominations 

# With No CEO 
Names 

Total 

# of Participant 
Surveys 

86 31 87 204 

# of Associate 
Surveys 

358 0 0 358 

Total # of 
Surveys 

444 31* 87 562 

 

Because the purpose of this study was to examine how an organization’s culture is 

linked to performance, I wanted to create variables that represent an organization 

level of analysis, and not simply an individual’s judgment or perception. Hence, I 

decided that it was necessary to aggregate my culture variables in a manner that could 

be reflective of the organization’s culture on all 16 variables. To do this, I decided to 

include only those companies in the sample that had completed surveys from the 

CEO and at least two associates. Table 4 lists the distribution of the 63 companies 

that met these criteria by the number of companies per surveys received. For each 

company that met these inclusion criteria, I created company-level cultural variables 

by summing individual responses (CEO and all associates) and then averaging this 

result to reflect an organization-level culture variable. This procedure was used for all 

16 of the culture variables. This was the data set that was used to test the hypotheses.  
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Table 4. Distribution of Number of Respondents by Number of Companies with 

3 or More Respondents 
Total # Respondents by 

Company (includes CEO) 
Total # of Companies with this # of 

Respondents 
3 10 

4 9 

5 2 

6 14 

7 7 

8 4 

9 5 

10 4 

11 8 

 

The survey (see Appendices B and C) was designed to take approximately 40 minutes 

for CEOs and approximately 30 minutes for associates (two fewer sections: 

nominations and financial data). Initially, each respondent was sent the online 

instrument, with only the respondent’s IP address for identification. Names and/or 

email addresses of CEOs as a further means of identification were collected once they 

sent their completed survey. Only CEOs were asked to provide five years of financial 

performance data, employee engagement scores, customer satisfaction scores, total 

number of full-time employees (FTEs), and in-depth demographic information about 

themselves (title/role, age, gender, highest level of education completed, years with 

the company, whether or not they are the founder or majority owner of the company, 
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work location), and information about the company structure (line of business, 

company ownership, whether or not there are outside investors, line of business, 

geographic location, and years in business).  

 

On the associates’ survey (see Appendix C), associates were also asked to provide 

demographic information limited to themselves (age, gender, level of education 

achieved, title, years of employment) as well as the geographic location and line of 

business in which they worked. Information provided by either the CEOs or 

associates was not shared with the other group. Both CEOs and associates were asked 

for a one-sentence written observation describing their company’s culture. 

The survey was administered by Behavioral Data Services (BDS) of Ann Arbor, 

Michigan, and collected using Survey Monkey, an online survey software and 

distribution system. First, CEO results were compiled and formatted in an Excel 

spreadsheet that then triggered the launch of an email to their nominated associates 

with a link to the survey on Survey Monkey. The associates’ responses were then 

collected in another Excel spreadsheet that was then merged with the CEO data after 

factors that resulted from different fields (mainly demographic and financial 

information) were taken into consideration. Once collected, the survey results and 

data were input into the SPSS statistical software program, which was used for 

analyses. 
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Instrumentation 

Return on Values Inventory (ROVI©) 
The ROVI© survey instrument measures 16 variables or aspects of organizational 

culture that are aggregated into six dimensions of values-based culture in relation to 

four measures of organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in net 

profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

Development of the ROVI©  
Researchers from both the Center for Values-Driven Leadership at Benedictine 

University (see www.cvdl.org/research/return-on-values) and the University of 

Michigan’s Center for Positive Organizations (see www.positiveorgs.bus.umich.edu) 

designed the ROVI© survey instrument. This collaboration grew out of a partnership 

with the Small Giants Community (www.smallgiants.org) for the purpose of 

“…exploring the relationship between culture, values, and business success in small 

to mid-size companies” (www.cvdl.org). The Small Giants Community provided 

support and funding for the research project. The study began with a review of the 

literature in 2012. Various versions of the ROVI© were drafted over the next two 

years. In spring 2014, a pilot study was conducted with 110 members of the Small 

Giants Community and results were used to revise the current instrument used here. 

See White (2014) for a complete review of the historical development of the initial 

ROVI© survey instrument. The pilot tested 21 constructs with 90 items. The analysis 

tested the reliability and internal consistency of the scales. These results formed the 

basis for the development of the current version of the ROVI©. 
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Current ROVI©  
The survey is divided into six subject areas: 1) workplace practices questions 

associated with the values-based qualities of the ROV research (48 questions, CEO 

and associate); 2) corporate culture questions about the company’s dominant 

characteristics, criteria of success, and strategic emphasis (12 questions, CEO and 

associate); 3) company performance: financial performance (2 questions, CEO and 

associate), employee engagement (3 questions, CEOs only), customer satisfaction (3 

questions, CEOs only), change in gross revenue over five years (CEOs only), change 

in net profit over five years (CEOs only), and total number of employees over five 

years (CEOs only); 4) assessment tool results: name and email address to receive a 

feedback report and employee contact information (CEOs only); 5) demographic 

information (15 questions, CEOs; 7 questions, associates); and 6) written observation 

about company culture (CEOs and associates). (See Appendix B for the CEO ROVI© 

survey and Appendix C for the associate ROVI© survey).  

Measures 

Demographic variables 
The 15 demographic measures and their operationalization are listed in Table 5, with 

a description of how they were measured. All variables had one questionnaire item. 

How they were operationalized depended on the question. One question asked for a 

numeric value to fill in the blank, while all others were given the choice of one 

answer with between 2 and 22 options to choose from. Some questionnaire items 

were given an option of “Do Not Know” or “Other.” Table 5 lays out the 15 
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demographic variables with their corresponding survey questions and company-level 

measure. 

 Table 5. ROVI© Demographic Variables 

 

Independent variables 
The 48 questionnaire items used to operationalize the 16 cultural variables of the 

survey are listed in Table 6. Each questionnaire item used a 5-point Likert response 

15 Demographic Variables ROVI© Questions Company Measure 

Title/Role in Company 01. What is your title/role in the 
company? 

Percentage of 5 options plus 
Other 

Age 02. What is your age? Average of 5 options 

Gender 03. What is your gender? Percentage of 2 answers 

Education Level  04. What is your highest level of 
education completed? 

Average of 5 answers plus Other 

Length of Employment (Yrs.) 05. How long have you been with 
this company? 

Average of 5 answers 

Ownership 06. Is this company privately 
owned? 

Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

Ownership 07. Is this company family-owned? Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

Ownership 08. Is this company employee-
owned? 

Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

 09. Are you the founder of the 
company? 

Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

Ownership 10. Are you the majority owner of 
the company? 

Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

Ownership 11. Does this company have 
outside investors? 

Percentage of 2 answers plus Do 
Not Know 

Geographic Location 12. Is this company headquartered 
in the United States? 

Percentage of 2 answers, plus 
Do Not Know 

Geographic Location 13. Where do you primarily work 
geographically in the United 
States? 

Percentage of 8 answers 
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format ranging from 5=Always to 1=Never, with an option for “Do Not Know.” All 

variables had three questionnaire items that were summed to create a scale for each 

variable. These data were collected at the individual level as the organizations’ 

members provided their individual perceptions of the organization. These individual 

responses were aggregated by company to provide summative measures of values-

based culture as operationalized in the ROVI©. 

Table 6. Cultural Variables 
16 Cultural Variables ROVI© Questions 

Caring Leadership 41. Our senior leaders do a good job of keeping our employees 
informed. 
44. Our senior leaders take time to build relationships with people 
at every level of the organization. 
48. Our senior leaders are mentors, facilitators, and encouragers. 

Cultural Leadership 29. Our senior leaders dedicate significant time to promoting our 
culture and values. 
32. Our senior leaders’ behavior is consistent with our values. 
35. Our senior leaders effectively communicate the vision, 
values, and strategic direction of our company. 

Credible Leadership 23. Our senior leaders demonstrate competency. 
45. Our senior leaders are avid learners who continually seek new 
and useful ideas. 
11. Our senior leaders are honest. 

Contribution to Community 10. We provide financial support for employees to participate in 
community service activities of their choice. 
19. Our company donates to organizations that promote the well-
being of society. 
27. Our people are active in community service organizations. 

Respect and Gratitude 02. We treat each other with respect. 
24. We show appreciation for one another. 
31. We express gratitude to each other. 

Support and Caring 13. We provide emotional support for each other. 
25. We honor one another’s talents. 
33. We show concern for the personal lives of our employees. 

Forgiveness 05. We avoid blaming one another when mistakes are made. 
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14. We correct errors without placing blame. 
39. We forgive mistakes. 

Core Values 01. Our core values are deeply ingrained into our decision-
making processes. 
12. We clearly and visibly communicate our values. 
30. We reward and recognize behavior consistent with our values. 

Training and Development 07. We demonstrate a commitment to growing and training our 
employees. 
15. We have many opportunities to learn and grow at work. 
40. We have a system in place to provide regular and useful 
performance feedback. 

Hiring and Firing 08. We thoroughly socialize new employees into our culture. 
17. We hire for culture fit in addition to skill  
43. We quickly and appropriately move the wrong people out of 
the organization. 

Meaning 03. We feel that our work has profound meaning. 
34. We are renewed and uplifted by what we do. 
37. Our employees feel like they are here for a purpose beyond 
just their job. 

Inspiration and Fun 04. We inspire each other. 
38. We are positively energized by our work. 
06. We have fun at work. 

Employee Engagement 16. We take action on our measures of employee engagement. 
26. Our company recognizes employees with meaningful reward 
programs. 
42.  We encourage employee participation in important decisions. 

Quality and Productivity 20. We communicate that quality is important to us. 
47. We use clearly defined processes for ensuring quality. 
21. We measure performance of all key operational activities 

Financial Management 28. We share company financial information with employees. 
22. We monitor an extensive set of financial performance 
measurements. 
46. We invest in the long-term financial vitality of the firm not 
just short-term profit. 

Customer Orientation 09. We do whatever it takes to delight our customers. 
18. We develop personal relationships with our customers.  
36. We deliver on what we promise to our customers. 
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Reliabilities for all 16 scales for the survey were assessed using Cronbach's alpha. 

Reliabilities ranged from .61 (financial management) to .88 (meaning). Fifteen of the 

16 ranged between .69 and .88. Thus, reliabilities for these variables were good. 

 

The 12 items used to operationalize organizational culture as it is presented in 

Cameron and Quinn’s Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) were 

not used in this research and therefore are not listed here.  

Dependent variables 
The ROVI© also measured four variables of organizational performance that are 

listed below. 

Gross revenue growth 
CEOs were asked to “please provide year-over-year percentage change in gross 

revenues and include whether it was positive (+) or negative (-).” The response 

format was: “Our gross revenue for the year 2010 was what percentage more or less 

than 2009: ________.” CEO participants were asked to also give the gross revenue 

changes for 2010 to 2011, 2011 to 2012, 2012 to 2013, and 2013 to 2014. In all, five 

years of gross revenue changes were requested. These five scores were then summed 

(maintaining positive and negative signs) to get a five-year measure of gross revenue 

growth (mean of all years). Since this measure is not normally distributed, we 

logarithmically transformed these data to attempt to normalize them.  
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Profitability 
Profitability or net profit was defined as earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation, 

and amortization (EBITDA). In a similar manner to gross revenue growth, CEOs 

were asked to “…please provide year-over-year percentage change in net profit and 

include whether it was positive (+) or negative (-).” The response format was similar 

to that for gross revenue growth: “Our net profit for the year 2010 was what 

percentage more or less than 2009: ________.” CEO participants were asked to also 

give this net profit percentage for 2010 to 2011, 2011 to 2012, 2012 to 2013, and 

2013 to 2014. In all, five years of net profit, changes were requested. These five 

scores were then summed (maintaining positive and negative signs) to get a five-year 

measure of net profit change. These five scores were then summed (maintaining 

positive and negative signs) to get a five-year measure of profitability. This measure 

was then log transformed to attempt to normalize the data. 

Company employee engagement 
CEOs provided information about their companies' levels of employee engagement 

by answering three items that focused on employee engagement. They responded to a 

question asking, “Our company’s employee engagement scores are____,” with the 

following response options: “Not measured,” “poor,” “average,” “good,” “very 

good,” “excellent,” and “do not know.” The second question asked “Compared to last 

year, our employee engagement scores this year are____,” with the following 

response options: “substantially lower,” “lower,” “about the same,” “higher,” 

“substantially higher,” and “do not know.” The third item asked CEOs to compare 

their company’s engagement scores to their industry engagement scores with the 
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following response options: “substantially lower,” “lower,” “about the same,” 

“higher,” “substantially higher” and “do not know.” This study used only the first 

measure identified here: CEO perception of their company’s engagement scores to 

give us a snapshot of the company’s current level of employee engagement. 

 

The responses were calculated on a 1 to 7 scale with a response of 1 being "not 

measured" and a response of 7 being "I don't know." The remaining values on the 

scale reflected increasing values of employee engagement (2=poor, 3=average, 

4=good, 5=very good, and 6=excellent). Overall, a total of 24 of the 63 CEOs (38%) 

indicated that their companies did not measure employee engagement and 2 others 

(3%) indicated, "I don't know." 

 

Thus, two measures of company employee engagement were calculated to account for 

these responses. First, a simple dichotomous variable was created to reflect whether 

or not the company assessed employee engagement (employee engagement 

measured). All CEOs responding "not measured" were assigned a value of 0 and all 

CEO's providing any rating of engagement (2–6) were assigned a value of 1 (the two 

providing "I don't know" responses were marked as missing data). The second 

measure of engagement (level of employee engagement) was calculated by retaining 

the numeric value of 1 for all the CEOs who indicated "not measured" on the scale 

assessing level of engagement. This procedure produced a rating of engagement 

below "poor" for the companies of the CEOs who responded "not measured." For this 
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calculation, the "I don't know" responses were re-coded to a value of 1, also giving 

them a rating below "poor." 

Customer satisfaction 
CEOs provided information about their companies' levels of customer satisfaction. 

Similar to the engagement scores, scores for customer satisfaction were based on  

CEOs’ answers to a set of three questions. They responded to the statement, “Our 

company’s customer satisfactions scores are____,” with responses of “poor,” 

“average,” “good,” “very good,” or “excellent” (there were also options for “not 

measured” and “do not know”). The second question reported whether the current 

year’s customer satisfaction scores were lower or higher than the previous years’ with 

the following response options: “substantially lower,” “lower,” “about the same,” 

“higher,” “substantially higher,” and the option “do not know.” Finally, the CEOs 

reported a comparison of their company’s customer satisfaction scores with other 

companies in their industry, with response options being: “substantially lower,” 

“lower,” “about the same,” “higher,” “substantially higher,” and “do not know.” 

 

The responses were calculated on a 1 to 7 scale with a response of 1 being "not 

measured" and a response of 7 being "I don't know." The remaining values on the 

scale reflected increasing values of customer satisfaction (2=poor, 3=average, 

4=good, 5=very good, and 6=excellent). Overall, a total of 15 of the 63 CEOs (24%) 

indicated that their companies did not measure customer satisfaction, and 1 additional 

CEO (2%) indicated, "I don't know." This study used only the first single item 
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measuring the CEO’s perception of their company’s level of customer satisfaction to 

give us a snapshot of the company’s current level of customer satisfaction. 

 

Thus, two measures of company customer satisfaction were calculated to account for 

these responses. First, a simple dichotomous variable was created to reflect whether 

or not the company assessed customer satisfaction (customer satisfaction measured). 

All CEOs responding "not measured" were assigned a value of 0, and all CEOs 

providing any rating of satisfaction (2–6) were assigned a value of 1 (the CEO 

providing the "I don't know" response was marked as missing data). The second 

measure of customer satisfaction (level of customer satisfaction) was calculated by 

retaining the numerical value of 1 for all the CEOs who indicated "not measured" on 

the scale assessing level of satisfaction. This procedure produced a rating of 

satisfaction below "poor" for the companies of the CEOs who responded, "not 

measured." For this calculation, the "I don't know" responses were re-coded to a value 

of 1, also giving them a rating below "poor." 

Data Aggregation 
The tests of hypotheses were performed with variables at the company level. 

Dependent variables were collected at the company level (see details below), but 

company-level independent variables were calculated with data aggregated from the 

individual level. Of course, measure reliabilities were computed with individual level 

data. Analyses were actually performed on the log transformation of the financial 

variables. That procedure is explained below. All independent variables were scored 
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using the same procedure. As noted, three individual items operationalize each 

variable of values-based culture. Each individual’s scores on the variables were 

computed by simply averaging their responses on each individual item. The scores for 

each of the six dimensions of values-based organizational culture could then be 

computed by averaging the scores on each constituent variable. 

Data Analysis 
Many of Creswell’s recommendations were followed to present my research analysis 

and interpretation (2009). In order to provide a robust description of the sample, I 

provide sample characteristics and demographics for the 63 companies used for the 

analysis. 

 

Next, I include a descriptive analysis computed for the sample of 63 companies. The 

description includes the means, standard deviations, and range of scores for all the 

variables included in the study: the independent (16 variables of culture) and 

dependent variables (six outcome variables of organizational performance), as well as 

six dimensions or categories of values-based organizational culture.  

 

Following a discussion of descriptive statistics are results showing the logarithm 

transformation of the gross revenue and profitability variables. After initial 

examination of the data, I decided to conduct a log transformation of the gross 

revenue and net profit measures for a few practical reasons. One reason is the 

dependent measures that involve percentages like the two that were analyzed (growth 
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and profit) are not normally distributed and my data showed evidence of a substantial 

skew in the data. Transforming the data helps achieve a symmetric distribution before 

constructing a confidence interval and thereby improves interpretability. This is a 

vital assumption of any linear based analysis like regression. The remedy (log 

transformation) is relatively easy and the interpretation of the analysis would be the 

same. The log transformation helps overcome a violation of the normality 

requirement as well. 

 

The SPSS statistical software program was then used to calculate reliability 

coefficients, correlations, and hierarchical regression analysis to test the hypotheses. 

The initial analysis includes a basic correlation analysis of all the study variables with 

an estimate of reliability (coefficient alpha). First, the correlations between the 

demographic variables and the dependent measures were analyzed to see if any of 

them needed to be teased out of any of them in the regression analyses used to test the 

hypotheses. Second, the same was done for the rest of the study variables. After 

analyzing the results of the correlations, a regression analysis was used to predict one 

variable from one or more other variables, thereby permitting an estimate of the 

relationships among the variables and between the variables and performance. 

 

Then further exploratory analysis was conducted. First, SPSS software was used to 

enter the 16 independent variables and the six dependent outcome variables to 

determine the regression equations. Next, six composite measures were created from 
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the 16 culture variables and regressions were performed using the six dependent 

outcome measures. 
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Chapter 4: Research Findings 
ROVI© Research Results 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of analysis conducted to test study 

hypotheses with respect to the predictive validity of 16 values-based culture variables 

on four outcomes representing organizational performance (change in gross revenue, 

change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

Sample characteristics/demographics 
Data analyses were completed on company level data. The final sample consisted of 

63 companies for which there were a minimum of three respondents. Altogether, 

there were a total of 415 individuals completing the ROVI© within these 63 

companies. Thus there was an average of 6.59 respondents per company (range = 3–

11). Companies had been in business an average of 15.7 years (range 5–74). 

Respondents provided data on several basic company characteristics. Tables 7–11 

present a summary of the various demographic characteristics of the companies. 

 

Table 7 presents a summary of the positions occupied by survey respondents (N=363; 

52 respondents did not provide this information). 
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Table 7. Sample Characteristics: Ownership Structure 

 Yes No 
Is the company privately owned? 62 

(98%) 
1 

(2%) 
Is the company family owned? 21 

(33%) 
42 

(67%) 
Is the company employee owned? 9 

(14%) 
54 

(86%) 
Does the company have outside investors? 11 

(18%) 
52 

(83%) 
Is the company headquartered in the US? 63 

(100%) 
0 
 

 

 

Respondents also provided basic demographic information. This is summarized in 

Table 8 with CEO data disaggregated. 

Table 8. Sample Characteristics: Title/Role 
 Non-

Mgmt. 
Line 

Mgmt. 
Middle 
Mgmt. 

Senior 
Mgmt. 

CEO 
President 

 
What is your title/role in the 
company? 

 
113 

(31%) 

 
23 

(6%) 

 
84 

(23%) 

 
80 

(22%) 

 
63 

(17%) 

 

Table 9. Sample Characteristics: Gender 
 Gender (N=357) 

 Male Female 
CEOs 49 

(78%) 
14 

(22%) 
Other Respondents 164 

(56%) 
130 

(44%) 
Total 213 

(60%) 
144 

(40%) 
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Table 10. Sample Characteristics: Age 

 Age (N=358) 
 20-29 30-45 46-60 Over 60 

CEOS 0 
(0%) 

27 
(43%) 

31 
(49%) 

5 
(8%) 

Other 
Respondents 

66 
(22%) 

142 
(48%) 

74 
(25%) 

13 
(45%) 

Total 66 
(18%) 

169 
(47%) 

105 
(29%) 

18 
(5%) 

 

Table 11. Sample of Characteristics: Level of Education 
 Level of Education (N=351) 
  

HS or 
GED 

Tech/ 
Vocational 
Degree 

 
 
BA/BS 

 
 
MA/MS/MBA 

 
 
PhD/MD/JD 

CEOs 6 
(10%) 

3 
(5%) 

29 
(47%) 

23 
(37%) 

1 
(2%) 

Other 
Respondents 

30 
(10%) 

37 
(13%) 

174 
(60%) 

44 
(15%) 

4 
(1%) 

Total 36 
(10%) 

40 
(11%) 

203 
(58%) 

67 
(19%) 

5 
(1%) 

      
 

Descriptive statistics  
Table 12 provides the means, standard deviations and range for the independent and 

dependent variables of the study. Recall that the individual variables assessing values-

based culture can be combined into composite dimensions of values-based culture. 

So, the composite variables within the table are derived directly from the first 16 

variables listed. Additionally, two of the key dependent variables listed in the table 

were transformed from their raw form. That transformation is explained further 

below. Table 12 provides a summary of the study’s descriptive statistics for all the 

research variables including the 16 cultural variables, six aggregate dimension 
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variables, and 6 dependent variables (four variables plus the two transformed 

measures). 

Table 12. Descriptive Statistics (All Variables) 

 

Routine examination of dependent variables revealed a substantial positive skew in 

two key variables. Examination of the frequency data for change in gross revenue 

revealed that while 50% of the cases fell between 3% and 30% growth, the last 50% 

of the cases ranged from 31% to 372%. A similar distribution was apparent for 

Variable N Mean SD Range 
Individual Values-Based Culture Variables     
Caring Leadership 63 3.99 0.42 3.10-4.83 
Cultural Leadership 63 4.05 0.46 3.05-4.83 
Credible Leadership 63 4.42 0.33 3.77-5.00 
Contribution to Community 63 3.49 0.72 1.23-4.71 
Respect and Gratitude 63 4.17 0.39 3.00-4.88 
Support and Caring 63 4.11 0.38 3.00-4.78 
Forgiveness 63 3.92 0.38 3.11-3.92 
Core Values 63 4.07 0.50 2.67-5.00 
Training and Development 63 4.00 0.43 3.06-4.92 
Hiring and Firing 63 3.82 0.43 2.61-4.58 
Meaning 63 3.78 0.40 2.83-5.00 
Inspiration and Fun 63 3.92 0.39 2.89-4.61 
Employee Engagement 63 3.70 0.48 2.33-4.56 
Customer Orientation 63 4.25 0.30 3.48-4.83 
Quality and Productivity 63 4.14 0.37 3.05-4.92 
Financial Management 63 4.00 0.55 2.67-4.83 
Composite Values-Based Culture Dimensions     
Leadership 63 4.15 0.38 3.32-4.89 
Community 63 3.49 0.72 1.23-4.71 
Relationships 63 4.10 0.35 3.04-4.76 
Values-Driven Orientation 63 4.00 0.41 2.93-4.63 
Passion 63 3.80 0.38 2.75-4.69 
Profit Driven Practices 63 4.12 0.34 3.24-4.81 
Organizational Performance (Dependent) Variables     
Change in Gross Revenue (log) 61 1.58 0.46 .48-3.46 
Change in Net Profit (log) 56 1.71 0.67 -.70-2.71 
Measurement of Engagement 63 0.59 0.50 0-1.00 
Level of Employee Engagement 62 3.16 2.00 1.00-6.00 
Measurement of Customer Satisfaction 63 0.75 0.44 0-1.00 
Level of Customer Satisfaction 62 3.81 1.87 1.00-6.00 
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change in gross profit. The first 50% of cases ranged between -2% and 61% while the 

remainder ranged between 63% and 508%. Figure 2 shows the SPSS histograms for 

the frequencies for each dependent variable. 

Figure 2. Histograms for Two Financial Variables (Gross Revenue and Gross 
Profit) 

 

 

Given that such distributions represent a violation of normality made by multiple 

regression, all analyses were done using the log transformations of these two 

dependent variables. Figure 3 presents the SPSS histograms of the distributions of the 

transformed variables. They validate that the transformation brought the variables 

closer to normality. 
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Figure 3. Histograms for Two Transformed Financial Variables (Gross Revenue 

and Gross Profit) 
 

 

Intercorrelations among study variables 
Correlations between primary demographic variables and the six dependent variables 

were examined to identify potential covariates for the tests of the hypotheses. These 

are displayed in the Table 13. Results indicate that CEO length of service, CEO 

founder, CEO majority owner, family owned, and years a company is in business all 

had significant correlations with many of the performance outcome variables. Hence, 

it was decided to use this set of five demographic variables as covariates in further 

analyses. Specifically, these five variables were entered in step 1 of the hierarchical 

regression analyses to partial out their effect on the performance variable before the 

hypothesized culture variable was entered in step 2. 
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Table 13. Correlation Matrix (Demographic Variables and Dependent 

Measures) 
 CEO 

Age 
CEO 

Gender 
(M=1, F=2) 

CEO 
Education 

CEO 
Length of 

Service 

CEO 
Founder 

CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

Δ Gross 
Revenue (log) 

-.08 
 

.24 
 

-.22 
 

-.60** 
 

-.08 
 

-.04 
 

Δ Net Profit 
(log) 

-.02 
 

-.02 
 

.20 
 

-.38** 
 

-.28* 
 

-.16 
 

Engagement 
Measured 

.00 
 

-.10 
 

.00 
 

-.08 
 

.14 
 

.29* 
 

Level of 
Engagement 

-.01 
 

-.10 
 

-.02 
 

-.05 
 

.19 
 

.33* 
 

Satisfaction 
Measured 

-.03 
 

.05 
 

-.02 
 

-.14 
 

.01 
 

.25* 
 

Level of 
Satisfaction 

-.14 
 

.08 
 

-.01 
 

-.13 
 

.10 
 

.37* 
 

 Privately 
Owned 

Family 
Owned 

Employee 
Owned 

Outside 
Investors 

Years Company 
in Business 

Δ Gross Revenue 
(log) 

-.12 
 

.05 
 

.12 
 

.03 
 

-.30* 
 

Δ Net Profit 
(log) 

-.16 
 

.29* 
 

.15 
 

.09 
 

-.41** 
 

Engagement 
Measured 

-.15 
 

.16 
 

-.27* 
 

.04 
 

.01 
 

Level of 
Engagement 

-.14 
 

.18 
 

-.21 
 

.02 
 

.07 
 

Satisfaction 
Measured 

.07 
 

.05 
 

-.07 
 

-.08 
 

-.03 
 

Level of 
Satisfaction 

.08 
 

.01 
 

.00 
 

-.12 
 

-.03 
 

N ranges from 56-63 

Note that I also examined the two descriptive demographic variables (geographic 

location of company and line of business) that were nominal in nature and thus 

inappropriate to include in the correlation matrix in Table 13. To check for possible 

covariation among these categorical variables and the organizational performance 

variables, group means were assessed for significant differences on the organizational 

performance variables. A series of ANOVAs was performed using the variable 

categories as groups (the independent variables) and the organizational performance 

variables (transformed change in gross revenue, transformed change in net profit, the 
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dichotomous indicator of measuring engagement, the level of engagement, the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring satisfaction, and the level of satisfaction) as the 

dependent variables in the ANOVAs. None of the F values for any of the eight 

ANOVAs met conventional levels of statistical significance. This indicates that 

neither geographic location of company nor line of business interacted significantly 

with any of the study dependent variables and thus they were not included as 

covariates. 

 

Table 14 displays the intercorrelations among the 16 variables used to operationalize 

values-based culture. As expected, several of these variables are highly 

intercorrelated, especially within each category. All correlations range from .21 to 

.84.
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Table 14. Intercorrelations Among 16 Culture Variables (with Reliabilities) 
 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 
1. Caring Leadership 
 

(82)                

2. Cultural Leadership 
 

.84** (82)               

3. Credible Leadership 
 

.81** .77** (79)              

4. Cont. to Community 
 

.46** .55** .44** (81)             

5. Respect and Gratitude 
 

.78** .71** .74** .50** (.81)            

6. Support and Caring 
 

.73** .66** .62** .62** .83** (.80)           

7. Forgiveness 
 

.70** .60** .62** .42** .75** .72** (.80)          

8. Core Values 
 

.76** .92** .78** .60** .74** .64** .58** (.82)         

9. Training and Dev. 
 

.78** .79** .65** .49** .66** .59** .60** .77** (.79)        

10. Hiring and Firing 
 

.76** .66** .54** .50** .71** .64** .63** .72** .69** (.71)       

11. Meaning 
 

.62** .67** .65** .50** .61** .60** .51** .62** .66** .56** (.88)      

12. Inspiration and Fun 
 

.73** .74** .65** .57** .73** .72** .72** .74** .68** .80** .75** (.79)     

13. Employee Eng. 
 

.79** .82** .70** .53** .77** .66** .60** .85** .84** .74** .70** .71** (75)    

14. Qlty and Prod. 
 

.63** .67** .65** .45** .65** .54** .45** .72** .69** .59** .60** .63** .75** (69)   

15. Financial Mgmt. 
 

.69** .78** .66** .48** .66** .55** .54** .78** .68** .59** .60** .62** .72** .68** (.61)  

16. Cust. Orientation 
 

.37** .40** .47** .46** .33** .41** .21** .39** .40** .42** .45** .45* .32** .61** .32** (67) 

N = 63     ** p < .01            Scores in the diagonal ( ) are coefficient alpha internal consistency reliability
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Examination of the correlations in Table 14 shows that aside from high 

intercorrelations among variables within the same dimensions, the variables within 

the relationship dimension have sizable correlations, with the variables within the 

leadership dimension (ranging from .62 to .78). The variables within the community 

dimension showed the lowest level of correlation with other variables (ranging from 

.37 to .62). Additionally, the data in Table 14 reveal that the individual variables 

(each of which were actually operationalized through three questionnaire items) had 

good reliabilities, ranging from .61 to .88. Thirteen of the sixteen variables had 

reliabilities of .70 or more. The variables within the profit-driven practices showed 

the lowest alphas, ranging only from .61 to .69. 

Table 15. Intercorrelations Among Six Dimensions of Culture (With 
Reliabilities) 

 Leader- 
ship 

Com- 
munity 

Relation
-ships 

Values-
Driven 

Orientation 

Passion Profit-
Driven 

Practices 
Leadership .92      
Community .52** .91     
Relationships .80** .56** .92    
Values-Driven 
Orientation 

.91** .59** .78** .89   

Passion .84** .59** .79** .89** .88  
Profit-Driven 
Practices 

.79** .56** .66** .81** .79** .74 

 N = 63    ** p < .01     Scores in the diagonal ( ) are coefficient alpha internal consistency reliabilities 

 

Table 15 shows the correlations among the six summative measures of the values-

driven culture dimensions, along with their reliabilities. Results reveal that the 

leadership dimension correlated highly with all other dimensions except the 

community dimension. Also, the values-driven orientation dimension correlated 
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strongly with the passion and profit-driven practices dimension. All dimension 

showed good reliabilities (ranging from .74 to .92). 

Table 16 displays the intercorrelations among the six dependent outcome measures 

used to operationalize organizational performance. Of course, the two measures for 

employee engagement and customer satisfaction (measurement and level) were 

highly correlated. All other correlations were moderate. 

Table 16. Intercorrelations Among Six Dependent Variables 
Dependent 
Variables 

Δ Gross 
Revenue 
(log) 

Δ Net 
Profit (log) 

Measurement 
of 
Engagement 

Level of 
Engagement 

Measurement of 
Customer 
Satisfaction 

Δ Gross 
Revenue (log) 

     

Δ Net Profit 
(log) 

.40**     

Measurement 
of Engagement 

-.14 -.16    

Level of 
Engagement 

-.05 -.19 .92**   

Measurement 
of Customer 
Satisfaction 

 
.01 

 
-.20 

 
.36** 

 
.32* 

 

Level of 
Customer 
Satisfaction 

 
.12 

 
-.17 

 
.29* 

 
.33** 

 
.89** 

Ns vary from 55-63  *p < .05  **p < .01 

 

The correlations among the 16 culture variables and the six dependent variables are 

displayed in Table 17. Perhaps most noticeable are the low correlations or negative 

correlations between the culture variables and the financial variables. The 

transformed change in gross revenue variable is negatively related to all 16 variables, 

although not at a level of statistical significance. The change in net profit variable is 
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negatively related to eight of the cultural variables. These associations run counter to 

expectations. 

 

The nonfinancial performance variables do show positive associations with some 

cultural variables.  The level of engagement variable showed a significant positive 

relationship with cultural leadership, contribution to community, core values, 

employee engagement, and financial management. The level of customer satisfaction 

variable showed positive associations with all 16 culture variables and was 

significantly related to the contribution to community, respect and gratitude, 

employee engagement, quality and productivity, and financial management variables. 

These associations are consistent with the hypotheses. 
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Table 17. Correlations Among 16 Culture Variables and Six Dependent 

Variables 
Culture 
Variables 

Δ Gross 
Revenue 
(log) 

Δ Net 
Profit 
(log) 

Measurement 
of 
Engagement 

Level of 
Engagement 

Measurement 
of Customer 
Satisfaction 

Level of 
Customer 
Satisfaction 

 Caring 
Leadership 

-.21 -.03 -.02 .16 .09 .17 

Cultural 
Leadership 

-.24 -.09 .15 .32* .06 .17 

Credible 
Leadership 

-.15 -.06 .02 .17 .09 .17 

Contribution 
to 
Community 

-.16 -.07 .16 .31* .23 .29* 

Respect and 
Gratitude 

-.19 .08 -.08 .09 .24 .30* 

Support and 
Caring 

-.21 .09 -.01 .13 .17 .24 

Forgiveness -.09 .05 -.05 .10 .22 .25 
Core Values -.23 -.08 .14 .31* .12 .21 
Training and 
Development 

-.21 -.02 -.01 .19 .04 .12 

Hiring and 
Firing 

-.08 .02 .00 .16 .07 .15 

Meaning -.21 .02 -.03 .11 .12 .15 
Inspiration 
and Fun 

-.13 .08 -.03 .14 .07 .12 

Employee 
Engagement 

-.14 .00 .12 .26* .26* .29* 

Quality and 
Productivity 

-.19 -.06 .04 .15 .19 .27* 

Financial 
Management 

-.24 .06 .17 .33** .18 .25* 

Customer 
Orientation 

-.16 -.10 -.16 -.06 -.10 .05 

Ns from 56–63  *p < .05  **p < .01 

 

Finally, the correlations among the dimensions of culture and the outcome measures 

were assessed and are shown in Table 18. Of course, these correlations, to a great 

extent, reflect the associations of the 16 variables and the outcome measures. The 

financial variables are all negatively related to the six dimensions or show weak 

positive associations, contrary to expectations. The level of engagement variable and 
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the measurement of customer satisfaction variable showed strong positive 

correlations with the dimensions. Note that four of the six correlations between the 

measurement of customer satisfaction and dimensions were positive at the level of 

statistical significance. 

Table 18. Correlations Among Six Values-Based Dimensions of Culture and Six 
Dependent Variables 

Dimensions Δ Gross 
Revenue 
(log) 

Δ Net 
Profit 
(log) 

Measurement 
of 
Engagement 

Level of 
Engagement 

Measurement 
of Customer 
Satisfaction 

Level of 
Customer 
Satisfaction 

Leadership -.22 -.07 .06 .24 .18 .09 
Community -.16 -.07 .16 .31* .29* .23 
Relationships -.18 .08 -.05 .12 .29* .23 
Value-Driven 
Orientation 

-.20 -.03 .05 .25* .28* .09 

Passion -.18 .04 .03 .19 .21 .17 
Profit-Driven 
Practices 

-.25* -.02 .06 .21 .25* .13 

Ns range from 56-63  *p < .05 

Tests of hypotheses 
The primary strategy for testing the hypotheses was through multiple hierarchical 

regressions. Since two of the dependent variables were dichotomous in nature 

(measurement of employee engagement and measurement of customer satisfaction) 

analyses on these variables were done using logistic regression. These regression 

analyses were supplemented with examination of simple bivariate correlations 

between variables. Additionally, preliminary analyses identified five demographic 

variables that were significantly related to several dependent variables. These were 

(1) CEO length of service with the company, (2) a dichotomous variable indicating 

whether or not the CEO was the founder of the company, (3) whether the CEO was 

the majority owner of the company, (4) a dichotomous variable indicating whether or 
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not the company was family owned, and (5) a continuous measure of how long the 

company had been in business. This covariate block of variables was entered as a set 

of control variables in the first step of all the regression analyses used to test the 

hypotheses.  

 

Below are the test results for each of the six hypotheses. 

H1: There is a positive relationship between leadership (caring leadership, cultural 

leadership, and credible leadership) and organizational performance (change in 

gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer 

satisfaction). 

 

A series of regressions were performed using each operationalization of 

organizational performance as the dependent variable with the three variables of 

values-based leadership (caring leadership, cultural leadership, and credible 

leadership) entered simultaneously into the second step of a regression as independent 

variables. 

 

Table 19 displays the results of the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in gross revenue as the dependent variable. The final model produced 

significant results (F8,52 = 4.03, p. < .01). However, the change in R2 from step one to 

step two, constituting the test of the hypothesis, produced a nonsignificant increase in 

R2 (F3,52 = .51, p. =.68). Examination of the individual coefficients revealed that only 
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CEO length of service made a significant contribution to the equation. Thus, the 

analyses provide no support for H1. 

Table 19. Dimensions of Leadership and Change in Gross Revenue (log) (N=61) 
 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.57**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.07   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02   -0.03   
Family Owned -0.02   -0.02   

Years in Business  0.01 .36** .36** -0.03   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership    -0.24   
Cultural Leadership     0.00   
Credible Leadership     0.17 .38** .02 

       **p. < .01 

Table 20 displays the results for the regression using the transformed change in net 

profit as the indicator of organizational performance. This analysis produced a 

significant final result (F8,47  = 2.21, p. < .05). However, the change in R2, constituting 

the test of the hypothesis was not significant (F3,47 = .03, p. = .99). Thus the 

hypothesis was not supported. 

Table 20. Dimensions of Leadership and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.31*      -0.31*   
CEO Founder -0.15    -0.15   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13    -0.13   
Family Owned  0.18     0.18   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27**  -0.11   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership     -0.07   
Cultural Leadership      0.05   
Credible Leadership      0.00 .27* .00 

       **p. < .01   * p. < .05 
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Parallel analyses were run testing the elements of values-based leadership as 

predictors of the two nonfinancial indicators of organizational performance, employee 

engagement, and customer satisfaction. Recall that for every hypothesis, each of these 

was operationalized in two different ways. 

 

Table 21 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring employee engagement as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 13.98, p = .08 

with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .27. The overall prediction success was 67%. 

However, examination of the individual coefficients reveals that the cultural 

leadership dimension had a significant effect on the dependent variable. It does 

support the hypothesis because of the strong association between cultural leadership 

and the dependent variable. 

Table 21. Dimensions of Leadership and Measurement of Employee Engagement 
(N=63) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.60   
CEO Founder  0.35    0.68   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09    0.94   
Family Owned  0.76    0.99   

Years in Business  0.06 .15 .15  0.00   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership    -0.29   
Cultural Leadership       3.52*   
Credible Leadership    -0.74 .27 .12 

# Nagelkerke’s R2     *p. < .05 
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Table 22 displays the regression results using the variable for level of employee 

engagement as the dependent variable. This analysis produced a significant overall 

result (F 8,53 = 2.49, p. < .05). The change in R2 constituting the test of the hypothesis 

was significant (F3,53   = 2.91, p. < .05). Thus this analysis supports the hypothesis. 

The dimension of cultural leadership was the only variable to make a significant 

contribution to the equation. It showed a strong positive association with level of 

engagement, as predicted. 

Table 22. Dimensions of Leadership and Level of Employee Engagement (N=62) 
 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06   -0.12   
CEO Founder  0.07    0.13   

CEO Majority Owner  0.28    0.19   
Family Owned  0.21    0.21   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15  0.07   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership    -0.23   
Cultural Leadership       0.61*   
Credible Leadership    -0.13 .27* .12* 

       * p. < .05 

Finally, the elements of values-based leadership were regressed on the measures of 

customer satisfaction, as shown in Table 23. First, the dichotomous indicator of 

whether or not customer satisfaction was measured was used as the dependent 

variable in a logistic regression. This analysis produced a statistically nonsignificant 

result (chi square = 6.54, p = .59 with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .15. The 

overall prediction success was 73%. This does not support the hypothesis. 



 

 

120 
Table 23. Dimensions of Leadership and Measurement of Customer Satisfaction 

(N=63) 
 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service 1.16     -0.654   
CEO Founder 0.15    -0.29   

CEO Majority Owner 3.93    1.49   
Family Owned 0.17    0.02   

Years in Business 0.07 .13 .13  0.01   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership    -0.63   
Cultural Leadership     0.37   
Credible Leadership     0.77 .15 .02 

# Nagelkerke’s R2 

 
Table 24 shows the results of using the measure of level of customer satisfaction as 

the dependent variable. Final results were nonsignificant, F8,53 = 1.50, p. =.18). Thus 

this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 24. Dimensions of Leadership and Level of Customer Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.11   -0.14   
CEO Founder -0.03    0.01   

CEO Majority Owner      0.37**      0.36*   
Family Owned  0.04    0.02   

Years in Business  0.02 .15 .15  0.00   
Independent Variables       

Caring Leadership     0.18   
Cultural Leadership    -0.02   
Credible Leadership     0.04 .18 .03 

**p. < .01   * p. < .05 
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H2: There is a positive relationship between community (contributions to community) 

and organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, 

employee engagement, and customer satisfaction).	  

 

The second hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between the community 

dimension of the values-based organizational culture and organizational performance.  

 

Table 25 presents the regression results for the community dimension and the 

transformed change in gross revenue variable. Results indicate a significant final 

equation (F6,54 = 5.34 p. < .01). However, the change in R2 constituting the test of the 

hypothesis was not significant (F1,54 = .71, p. = .40). The hypothesis is not supported. 

Table 25. Community and Change in Gross Revenue (log) (N=61) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.60**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.08   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02    0.01   
Family Owned  0.00    0.00   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.02   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community    -0.10 .37** .01 
**p<.01 

 

Table 26 presents the logistic regression results for the analysis of the community 

dimension and the transformed change in net profit variable. Results indicate a 

significant final equation (F6,49 = 3.10 p. <.05). However, the change in R2 from step 

one to step two was not significant, providing no support for this hypothesis (F1,49.  =  
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.11, p. =. 74). Only CEO length of service made a significant contribution to the 

equation. 

Table 26. Community and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.32*     -0.31*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.15   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.12   
Family Owned  0.18    0.18   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27** -0.10   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community    -0.04 .27* .00 
**p. < .01   *p. < .05 

 

Table 27 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis, using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring employee engagement as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 7.95, p = .24 

with df = 6). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .16. The overall prediction success was 73%. 

Overall, this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 27. Community and Measurement of Employee Engagement (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.34   
CEO Founder  0.35    0.42   

CEO Majority Owner  1.10    0.95   
Family Owned  0.76    0.76   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15  0.01   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community     0.34 .16 .01 
# Nagelkerke’s R2  
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The regression using the level of employee engagement variable as the dependent 

variable in Table 28 produced a significant final equation (F6,55 = 2.48 p. < .05).  

Results indicate that the contribution to community variable made a significant 

contribution to the final equation. The increase in R2 was statistically significant (F = 

5.60, p. < .05). Thus this hypothesis was supported by the analyses. 

Table 28. Community and Level of Employee Engagement (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06   -0.08   
CEO Founder  0.07    0.09   

CEO Majority Owner  0.28    0.21   
Family Owned  0.21    0.20   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15  0.13   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community       0.25* .21* .06* 
*p. < .05 

Table 29 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 7.43, p = .28 

with df = 6). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .16. The overall prediction success was 76%. 

But, overall, this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 29. Community and Measurement of Customer Satisfaction (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.61   -0.64   
CEO Founder -0.40   -0.25   

CEO Majority Owner  1.43    1.17   
Family Owned  0.09    0.03   

Years in Business  0.01 .13 .13  0.01   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community     0.59 .16 .03 
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# Nagelkerke’s R2 

Table 30 presents the regression results for the community dimension and measure of 

level of customer satisfaction. Results fell just short of conventional levels of 

statistical significance. For the final equation F 6,55 =2.19 p. = .06. Regardless, the 

change in R2 after entering the community variables was nonsignificant (F 1,55  = 

2.95, p. =. 09) and therefore the hypothesis was not supported. 

Table 30. Community and Level of Customer Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.11   -0.14   
CEO Founder -0.03   -0.02   

CEO Majority Owner      0.37**      0.30*   
Family Owned  0.04    0.04   

Years in Business  0.02 .15 .15  0.06   
Independent Variable       

Contribution to Community     0.22 .19 .04 
*p. < .05    **p. < .01 

 
H3: There is a positive relationship between relationships (respect and gratitude, 

support and caring, and forgiveness) and organizational performance (change in 

gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customer 

satisfaction).	  	  

 

The third hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between the relationship 

dimension of values-based organizational culture and organizational performance. 

Thus a series of regressions was performed using each operationalization of 

organizational performance as the dependent variable with the three elements of the 
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relationships dimension of values-based culture (respect and gratitude, support and 

caring, and forgiveness) entered simultaneously into the second step of the regression 

as independent variables. 

 

Table 31 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in gross revenue as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results (F8,52 = 4.22, p. < .01). However, the change in R2 constituting the test of the 

hypothesis was not significant (F3,52.= .64, p. = .48) and therefore did not support the 

hypothesis. Only CEO length of service made a significant contribution to the 

equation. 

Table 31. Relationships and Change in Gross Revenue (log) (N=61) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.59**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.07   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02    0.00   
Family Owned  0.00   -0.01   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.00   
Independent Variable       

Respect and Gratitude    -0.19   
Support and Caring    -0.10   

Forgiveness     0.19 .39** .03 
**p. < .01 

 

Table 32 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in net profit as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results (F8,47 = 2.34, p. < .05). However, the change in R2 constituting the test of the 
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hypothesis was not significant (F3,47 = .27, p. =.85). The hypothesis was not 

supported. 

Table 32. Relationships and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.32*     -0.32*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.14   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.15   
Family Owned  0.18    0.18   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27** -0.09   
Independent Variable       

Respect and Gratitude     0.11   
Support and Caring     0.07   

Forgiveness    -0.10 .29* .02 
**p. < .01  *p < .05 

Table 33 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring employee engagement as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 9.75, p = .28 

with df = 8).  Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .19. The overall prediction success was 

73%. Overall, this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 33. Relationships and Measurement of Employee Engagement (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.44   
CEO Founder  0.35    0.42   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09    1.11   
Family Owned  0.76    0.96   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15  0.02   
Independent Variable       

Respect and Gratitude    -2.28   
Support and Caring     2.08   

Forgiveness    -0.09 .19 .04 
# Nagelkerke’s R2 
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Table 34 displays the results for the regression analysis using the variable indicating 

the level of employee engagement as the dependent variable. This model produced 

nonsignificant results (F8,53 =1.46, p. = .20) and did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 34. Relationships and Level of Employee Engagement (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06   -0.11   
CEO Founder  0.07    0.09   

CEO Majority Owner    0.28*    0.25   
Family Owned  0.21    0.21   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15  0.19   
Independent Variable       

Respect and Gratitude    -0.19   
Support and Caring     0.28   

Forgiveness     0.03 .18 .03 
*p. = .05 

 

Table 35 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 11.02, p = .19 

with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .24. The overall prediction success was 76%. 

Overall, this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 
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Table 35. Relationships and Measurement of Customer Satisfaction (N=63) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.61   -0.66   
CEO Founder -0.40    0.04   

CEO Majority Owner  1.43      1.74*   
Family Owned  0.09   -0.08   

Years in Business  0.01 .13 .13 -0.02   
Independent Variable    .   

Respect and Gratitude     2.45   
Support and Caring    -2.25   

Forgiveness     1.59 .24 .11 
# Nagelkerke’s R2       *p < .05 

 

Table 36 shows the results for the regression analysis using the variable indicating the 

level of customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. This model produced results 

just short of statistical significance (F8,53 = 1.98, p. = .07). Thus the hypothesis is not 

supported by this analysis. 

Table 36. Relationships and Level of Customer Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.11   -0.13   
CEO Founder -0.03   -0.01   

CEO Majority Owner      0.37**      0.34*   
Family Owned  0.04    0.02   

Years in Business  0.02 .15 .15  0.04   
Independent Variable       

Respect and Gratitude      0.25   
Support and Caring     -0.04   

Forgiveness      0.09 .23 .08 
*p. < .05    **p. < .01 

 

H4: There is a positive relationship between the values-driven orientation dimension 

of values-based culture (core values, training and development, and hiring and 
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firing) and organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in net 

profit, employee engagement, and customer satisfaction). 

 

A series of regressions was performed using each operationalization of organizational 

performance as the dependent variable with the three elements of the values-driven 

orientation dimension of values-based culture (core values, training and development, 

and hiring and firing) entered simultaneously into the second step of a regression as 

independent variables. 

 

Table 37 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in gross revenue as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results overall (F 8,52  = 4.07, p. < .01). However, the change in R2 with the inclusion 

of the independent variables on the second step was not significant (F 3,52 = .59, p. = 

.63). Thus the hypothesis is not supported. 

Table 37. Values-Driven Orientation and Change in Gross Revenue (log) (N=61) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.59**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.09   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02   -0.02   
Family Owned  0.00    0.00   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.06   
Independent Variable       

Core Values    -0.11   
Training and Development    -0.12   

Hiring and Firing     0.14 .39** .03 
    **p. < .01 
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Table 38 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in net profit as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results overall (F8,47  = 2.32, p. < .05). However the increase in R2 after the 

inclusion of the independent variables was not significant F 3,47 = .22, p. = .88). 

Thus the hypothesis is not supported. 

Table 38. Values-Driven Orientation and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.31*     -0.31*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.16   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.12   
Family Owned  0.18    0.18   

Years in Business -0.10 .36** .36** -0.11   
Independent Variable       

Core Values    -0.10   
Training and Development     0.15   

Hiring and Firing    -0.08 .39** .03 
     **p. < .01   *p. < .05 

 

Table 39 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring employee engagement as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 11.32, p = .18 

with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .22. The overall prediction success was 68%. 

While the coefficient for core values approached significance (p = .06), the 

association was negative. Thus, overall this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 
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Table 39. Values-Driven Orientation and Measurement of Employee 

Engagement (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30    -0.46   
CEO Founder  0.35     0.37   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09     1.04   
Family Owned  0.75     0.79   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15   0.01   
Independent Variables       

Core Values       -1.13*   
Training and Development     -0.85   

Hiring and Firing    -1.34 .22 .07 
     # Nagelkerke’s R2 *p = .06 

 

Table 40 displays the results for the regression analysis using the level of employee 

engagement as the dependent variable. This model produced statistically significant 

results (F8,53  = 2.19, p. < .05). In the final model, the core values variable made a 

significant contribution to the equation. Thus the hypothesis is supported. 

Table 40. Values-Driven Orientation and Level of Employee Engagement (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06    -0.11   
CEO Founder  0.07     0.12   

CEO Majority Owner    0.28*     0.23   
Family Owned  0.21     0.19   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15   0.09   
Independent Variables       

Core Values        0.41*   
Training and Development     -0.07   

Hiring and Firing     -0.07 .25* .10 
 *p.< .05 
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Table 41 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 6.64, p = .55 

with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .15. The overall prediction success was 70. 

Thus, overall this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 41. Values-Driven Orientation and Measurement of Customer Satisfaction 
(N=63) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.62    -0.72   
CEO Founder -0.40    -0.21   

CEO Majority Owner  1.43     1.35   
Family Owned  0.09     0.08   

Years in Business  0.01 .13 .13    .01   
Independent Variable       

Core Values     1.04   
Training and Development    -0.69   

Hiring and Firing    -0.09 .15 .02 
  # Nagelkerke’s R2 

Table 42 displays the results for the regression analysis using level of customer 

satisfaction as the dependent variable. This model produced statistically 

nonsignificant results (F8,53  = 1.56, p. = .16). The hypothesis was not supported. 

Table 42. Values-Driven Orientation and Level of Customer Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.11   -0.15   
CEO Founder -0.03    0.00   

CEO Majority Owner      0.37**        0.34**   
Family Owned  0.04    0.03   

Years in Business  0.02 .15 .15  0.00   
Independent Variables       

Core Values     0.24   
Training and Development    -0.01   
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Hiring and Firing     0.01 .19 .04 

  **p. < .01 

 

H5: There is a positive relationship between the passion dimension of values-based 

culture (meaning, inspiration, fun, and employee engagement) and organizational 

performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, 

and customer satisfaction).	   

	  

A series of regressions was performed using each operationalization of organizational 

performance as the dependent variable with the three elements of the passion 

dimension of values-based culture entered simultaneously into the second step of a 

regression as independent variables. 

 

Table 43 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in gross revenue as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results overall (F8,52 = 4.30,  p. < .01). However, the change in R2 after entering the 

independent variables on the second step was not significant (F 3,52 = .97, p. =. 41). 

Thus, the hypothesis is not supported. 

  



 

 

134 
Table 43. Passion and Change in Gross Revenue (log) (N=61) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.60**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.11   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02   -0.01   
Family Owned  0.00   -0.03   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.02   
Independent Variables       

Meaning    -0.26   
Inspiration and Fun     0.14   

Employee Engagement    -0.02 .40** .04 
  **p. < .01 

 

Table 44 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in net profit as the dependent variable. This model produced statistically 

significant results overall (F8,47   = 2.31,  p. < .05). However, the hypothesis was not 

supported because the change in R2 after entering the independent variables on the 

second step was not significant (F 3,47  = .21. p. =.89). 

Table 44. Passion and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.31*     -0.32*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.10   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.16   
Family Owned  0.18    0.17   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27** -0.11   
Independent Variables       

Meaning     0.00   
Inspiration and Fun     0.15   

Employee Engagement     0.10 .28* .01 
*p. < .05   **p. < .01 
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Table 45 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring engagement as the dependent variable. The test 

of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 11.81, p = .16 with df 

= 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .23. The overall prediction success was 65%. 

Examination of the coefficients revealed that the inspiration and fun variable made a 

significant contribution to the final equation (see table). Thus the analysis can be seen 

to offer marginal support for the hypothesis. 

Table 45. Passion and Measurement of Employee Engagement (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.23   
CEO Founder  0.35   -0.07   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09      1.46*   
Family Owned  0.76    0.86   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15  0.01   
Independent Variables       

Meaning    -0.61   
Inspiration and Fun       1.98*   

Employee Engagement    -0.61 .23 .08 
  # Nagelkerke’s R2 *p < .05 

 

Table 46 displays the results for the regression analysis using level of employee 

engagement as the dependent variable. This model produced results just shy of 

conventional levels of statistical significance (F8,53   = 2.04,  p. = .06). This analysis 

can be seen as providing marginal support for the hypothesis. The employee 

engagement variable showed a significant positive relationship with the dependent 

variable in the final equation. 
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Table 46. Passion and Level of Employee Engagement (N=62) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06   -0.06   
CEO Founder  0.07    0.06   

CEO Majority Owner    0.28*      0.29*   
Family Owned  0.21    0.20   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15  0.13   
Independent Variables       

Meaning    -0.04   
Inspiration and Fun    -0.13   

Employee Engagement       0.39* .24 .11 
   *p. < .05 

Table 47 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 13.82, p = .11 

with df = 8).  Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .28. The overall prediction success was 

78%. Examination of the coefficients revealed that the employee engagement variable 

made a significant contribution to the final equation (see table; p<.05). Thus the 

analysis can be seen to offer marginal support for the hypothesis. 

Table 47. Passion and Measurement of Customer Satisfaction (N=63) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.61     -0.46   
CEO Founder -0.40     -0.63   

CEO Majority Owner  1.43        1.93*   
Family Owned  0.09      0.17   

Years in Business  0.01 .13 .13    0.01   
Independent Variables       

Meaning      -0.19   
Inspiration and Fun      -2.16   

Employee Engagement         2.81* .28 .15 
# Nagelkerke’s R2 *p < .05 
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Table 48 displays the results for the regression analysis using the level of customer 

satisfaction measure as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results (F8,53   = 2.39  p. < .05). Additionally, the change in R2 constituting the test 

of the hypothesis was significant, providing support for the hypothesis (F3,53   = 2.78, 

p. <.05). Final results revealed a significant effect in the final model for the employee 

engagement variable. Thus this analysis provides support for the hypothesis. 

Table 48. Passion and Level of Customer Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service  -0.11    -0.11   
CEO Founder  -0.03    -0.06   

CEO Majority Owner       0.37**         0.41**   
Family Owned   0.04     0.05   

Years in Business   0.02 .15 .15   0.03   
Independent Variables       

Meaning      0.01   
Inspiration and Fun     -0.27   

Employee Engagement        0.47* .27* .12* 
*p. < .05   **p. < .01 

H6: There is a positive relationship between profit-driven business practices (quality 

and productivity, financial management, and customer orientation) and 

organizational performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee 

engagement, and customer satisfaction).  

 

A series of regressions was performed using each operationalization of organizational 

performance as the dependent variable with the three elements of the profit dimension 

of values-based culture (quality and productivity, financial management, and 
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customer orientation) entered simultaneously into the second step of the regression as 

independent variables. 

 

Table 49 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in gross revenue as the dependent variable. Final results were statistically 

significant (F8,52  = 4.18  p. < .01). However, results revealed that only the CEO 

length of service variable made a significant contribution to the equation. The change 

in R2 after entering the independent variables was not statistically significant (F3,52 = 

.77, p. = .52). The hypothesis was not supported. 

Table 49. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Change in Gross Revenue (log) 
(N=61) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.61**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.13   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02    0.02   
Family Owned  0.00    0.03   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.08   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity     0.09   
Financial Management    -0.22   

Customer Orientation    -0.03 .39** .03 
 **p. < .01 

 

Table 50 displays the results for the regression analysis using the transformed average 

change in net profit as the dependent variable. This model produced significant 

results overall (F8,47   = 2.39  p. < .05). However, the hypothesis is not supported 
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because the change in R2 upon adding the independent variables in the second step 

was not significant (F3,47 = .37, p. = .78). 

Table 50. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Change in Net Profit (log) (N=56) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.31*     -0.30*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.13   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.14   
Family Owned  0.18    0.16   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27** -0.14   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity     0.00   
Financial Management     0.14   

Customer Orientation    -0.07 .29* .02 
*p. < .05   **p. < .01 

Table 51 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring employee engagement as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 12.44, p = .13 

with df = 8).  Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .24. The overall prediction success was 

70%. Overall, this analysis did not support the hypothesis. 

Table 51. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Measurement of Employee 
Engagement (N=63) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.06   
CEO Founder  0.35    0.40   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09    1.29   
Family Owned  0.76    0.65   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15 -0.01   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity     0.61   
Financial Management     0.78   

Customer Orientation    -2.45 .24 .09 
    # Nagelkerke’s R2 
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Table 52 displays the results for the regression analysis using level of employee 

engagement as the dependent variable. This model produced significant results 

overall (F8,53   = 2.20  p. < .05). The test for significance for the change in R2 was not 

significant (F3,53 = 2.26,  p. = .09), and thus the hypothesis was not, technically, 

supported. It may be noted that the coefficient for the financial management variable 

was significant at the level of p. = .07). 

Table 52. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Level of Employee Engagement 
(N=62) 

 Step 1 Step 2 

 
Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 

Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06    -0.02   
CEO Founder  0.07     0.09   

CEO Majority Owner    0.28*     0.25   
Family Owned  0.21     0.16   

Years in Business  0.03 .15 .15   0.04   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity     0.01   
Financial Management       0.32*   

Customer Orientation    -0.18 .25** .10 
*p. < .07 ** p.<.05 

 

Table 53 displays the logistic regression results for the analysis using the 

dichotomous indicator of measuring customer satisfaction as the dependent variable. 

The test of the full model produced nonsignificant results (chi square = 14.59, p = .07 

with df = 8). Overall, Nagelkerke’s R2 = .31. The overall prediction success was 75%. 

Examination of the final coefficients revealed mixed results. The quality and 

productivity variable made a significant positive contribution to the equation 

consistent with the hypothesis. However the customer orientation variable exhibited a 
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significant negative relationship with the dependent variable. Thus this analysis 

provided mixed support for the hypothesis. 

Table 53. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Measurement of Customer 
Satisfaction (N=62) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service  -0.61    -0.35   
CEO Founder  -0.40    -0.40   

CEO Majority Owner   1.43       1.91*   
Family Owned   0.09     0.09   

Years in Business   0.01 .13 .13  -0.01   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity        3.55*   
Financial Management     -0.01   

Customer Orientation      -4.15* .31 .18 
     # Nagelkerke’s R2 *p < .05 

 

Table 54 displays the results for the regression analysis using level of customer 

satisfaction as the dependent variable. This model produced results overall just short 

of statistical significance (F8,53   = 1.99  p. = .07). 

Table 54. Profit-Driven Business Practices and Level of Customer Satisfaction 
(N=62) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service  -0.11   -0.12   
CEO Founder  -0.03   -0.06   

CEO Majority Owner       0.37**      0.36*   
Family Owned   0.04    0.04   

Years in Business   0.02 .15 .15  0.01   
Independent Variables       

Quality and Productivity     0.34   
Financial Management     0.03   

Customer Orientation    -0.19 .23 .08 
*p. < .05     **p. < .01 
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Further exploratory analyses  
A series of exploratory regressions were run using the composite dimension variables 

from the ROVI© (leadership, relationships, community, values-driven orientation, 

passion, and profit-driven practices) as independent variables entered simultaneously   

into regressions with all six dependent variables. None of these six regressions shown 

in Tables 55–60 produced significant results for these composite variables. 

Table 55. Dimensions of Values-Based Culture and Change in Gross Revenue 
(log) (N=62) 

 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service     -0.61**       -0.60**   
CEO Founder -0.07   -0.10   

CEO Majority Owner -0.02    0.02   
Family Owned  0.00   -0.01   

Years in Business  0.02 .36** .36**  0.01   
Independent Variables       

Passion    -0.14   
Leadership     0.12   

Profit-Driven Practices    -0.11   
Community    -0.03   

Relationships    -0.04   
Values-Driven Orientation     0.06 .39** .03 

**p. < .01 

  



 

 

143 
Table 56. Dimensions of Values-Based Culture and Change in Net Profit (log) 

(N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service   -0.31*     -0.33*   
CEO Founder -0.15   -0.16   

CEO Majority Owner -0.13   -0.15   
Family Owned  0.18    0.18   

Years in Business -0.10 .27** .27** -0.07   
Independent Variables       

Passion     0.06   
Leadership    -0.24   

Profit-Driven Practices     0.29   
Community    -0.13   

Relationships     0.26   
Values-Driven Orientation    -0.20 .33 .06 

*p. < .05 

Table 57. Dimensions of Values-Based Culture and Measurement of Employee 
Engagement (N=63) 

 #Step 1 #Step 2 
 B R2 ΔR2 B R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.30   -0.33   
CEO Founder  0.35    0.56   

CEO Majority Owner  1.09    1.05   
Family Owned  0.76    0.75   

Years in Business  0.01 .15 .15  0.00   
Independent Variables       

Passion     0.57   
Leadership    1.89   

Profit-Driven Practices    -0.84   
Community     0.57   

Relationships    -2.86   
Values Driven Orientation    4.84 .23 .08 

       # Nagelkerke’s R2  

  



 

 

144 
Table 58. Dimensions of Values-Based Culture and Level of Employee 

Engagement (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.06   -0.08   
CEO Founder  0.07    0.15   

CEO Majority Owner    0.28*    0.23   
Family Owned  0.21    0.18   

Years in Business  0.12 .15 .15  0.05   
Independent Variables       

Passion     0.02   
Leadership     0.24   

Profit-Driven Practices    -0.14   
Community     0.22   

Relationships    -0.33   
Values-Driven Orientation     0.27 .27 .12 

*p. < .05 

Table 59. Dimensions of Values-Based Culture and Measurement of Customer 
Satisfaction (N=63) 

 #Step 1 #Step 2 
 B R2 ΔR2 B R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service -0.61   -0.68   
CEO Founder -0.40   -0.31   

CEO Majority Owner  1.43    1.34   
Family Owned  0.09    0.21   

Years in Business  0.01 .13 .13  0.02   
Independent Variables       

Passion     1.82   
Leadership    -0.83   

Profit-Driven Practices    -0.22   
Community     0.46   

Relationships     2.69   
Values Driven Orientation    -2.43 .26 .13 

# Nagelkerke’s R2 
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Table 60. Dimensions of Values Based Culture and Level of Customer 

Satisfaction (N=62) 
 Step 1 Step 2 
 Beta R2 ΔR2 Beta R2 ΔR2 
Covariates       

CEO Length of Service  -0.11   -0.16   
CEO Founder  -0.03   -0.03   

CEO Majority Owner       0.37**      0.29*   
Family Owned   0.04    0.04   

Years in Business   0.02    0.06   
Independent Variables       

Passion     0.02   
Leadership    -0.10   

Profit-Driven Practices     0.16   
Community     0.10   

Relationships     0.33   
Values-Driven Orientation    -0.20   

*p. < .05    **p < .01 

Summary of Results 
Below is a summary of the results from hierarchical regression analysis of all study 

variables to test the six study hypotheses in support of the general hypothesis that 

there is a positive relationship between the six dimensions of values-based 

organizational culture (defined in this study by 16 specific culture variables) and 

organizational performance operationalized here by two transformed financial 

measures, (1) change in gross revenue and (2) change in net profit, along with four 

operational measures: (1) measure of employee engagement, (2) level of employee 

engagement, (3) measure of customer satisfaction, and (4) level of customer 

satisfaction (see Table 61). 

 

Hypothesis 5 received the most support. The relationship between passion and 

measurement of employee engagement, level of employee engagement, 
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measure of customer satisfaction, and level of customer satisfaction all provided 

support for the relationship. Two variables were mainly responsible: employee 

engagement and inspiration and fun. At the other end of the spectrum, Hypothesis 3 

received no support at all. There was no indication of an association between 

relationships and any of the dependent outcome measures. Hypothesis 6 offered 

mixed support of a relationship between profit-driven business practices and 

measurement and level of customer satisfaction, but no support for any other 

dependent measure. There was only partial support for Hypothesis 1, with the 

measurement and level of employee engagement significantly impacted by the 

cultural leadership variable. There was very limited support for Hypothesis 4, with 

statistical significance between core values and level of employee engagement as the 

only correlation. Finally, there was very limited support for Hypothesis 2 with the 

only statistically significant relationship between contribution to community and level 

of employee engagement. Further exploration of the composite measures of value-

based dimensions of culture did not add anything new. The regressions with all six 

dependent variables produced nonsignificant results for all of them. 
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Table 61. Summary of Results Testing Six Study Hypotheses 

Culture 
Dimension/Dependent 
Variable 

Significant 
Covariates 

Significant Ind. 
Variables 

ΔR2 Step1 to 
Step 2 

Hypothesis 
Support 

H1 Leadership     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .02 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .00 No 

Measure Emp. Engage None Cultural 
Leadership 

.12 Yes 

Level Imp Engage None Cultural 
Leadership 

.12* Yes 

Measure Cust Sat None None .02 No 
Level Cust Sat CEO 

Majority 
Owner 

None .03 No 

H2 Community     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .01 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .00 No 

Measure Emp. Engage None None .01 No 
Level Emp. Engage None Contribution to 

Community 
.06* Yes 

Measure Cust Sat None None .03 No 
Level Cust Sat CEO 

Majority 
Owner 

None .04 No 

H3 Relationships     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .03 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .02 No 

Measure Emp. Engage None None .04 No 
Level Emp. Engage None None .03 No 

Measure Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

None .11 No 

Level Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

None .08 No 

H4; Values Driven Orientation     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .03 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .03 No 

Measure Emp. Engage None Core Values 
(neg) 

.07 No 

Level Emp. Engage None Core Values .10* Yes 
Measure Cust Sat None None .03 No 

Level Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

None .04 No 

H5: Passion     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .04 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .01 No 

Measure Emp. Engage CEO 
Majority 

Inspiration and 
Fun 

.08 Yes 
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Owner 

Level Emp. Engage CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

Employee 
Engagement 

.11 Yes 

Measure Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

Employee 
Engagement 

.15 Yes 

Level Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

Employee 
Engagement 

.12* Yes 

H6: Profit-Driven Practices     
Δ Gross Rev CEO LoS None .03 No 
Δ Net Prof CEO LoS None .02 No 

Measure Emp. Engage None None .09 No 
Level Emp. Engage None None .10 No 

Measure Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

Quality and 
Productivity 

Customer 
Orientation (neg) 

.18 Yes 

Level Cust Sat CEO 
Majority 
Owner 

None .08 No 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss and interpret the findings in this quantitative 

research study. This study is part of a much larger research effort, the Return on 

Values (ROV) research being conducted by the Benedictine University, Center for 

Values-Driven Leadership. It is a multi-year and multi-methodology project that 

examines specific values-based variables of organizational culture in small and 

medium-sized enterprises. 

 

This research is a quantitative study that utilizes a new survey, the ROVI©, 

developed from previous ROV research to test hypotheses with respect to the 

predictive validity of 16 values-based culture variables that define six dimensions of 

values-based organizational culture on four outcomes representing organizational 

performance (change in gross revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, 

and customer satisfaction) as defined in the study.  

Summary of the Issues 
Given the complexity of issues facing businesses today and the escalating costs 

associated with maintaining and increasing a competitive advantage, the study of 

organizational culture has become more relevant and therefore a popular choice in 

organizational science research. This is due in large part to the fact that extant 

research suggests a link between culture and organizational performance (Collins & 

Porras, 1997; Gordon & DiTomaso, 2007; Heskett, 2012; Kotter & Heskett, 1992) 
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and the assertion that it helps make companies successful (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; 

Griffin, 1990; Peters & Waterman, 1982) and even enhances business profitability 

(Wilkins & Ouichi, 1983). However, past studies have produced mixed results about 

which constructs or variables of culture directly and significantly influence 

organizational performance, and these studies have not been sufficient to enhance 

existing theories or develop new ones (Schein, 2010). In addition, scholars assert 

there is little empirical research that positively links dimensions of values-based 

organizational culture to performance (Hackman, 2009). Despite these conditions, 

scholars and practitioners alike continue to seek answers for the problems that plague 

many organizations at one time or another. This often leads them to an examination 

of a company’s organizational culture, especially when a culture change is necessary, 

since organizational culture is now recognized as a process for transforming the 

current culture into a desired new culture (Goodman, Zammuto, & Gifford, 2001). 

 

This study assesses the organizational culture of businesses from the perspective of 

the CEO as well as organization employees. The rationale for including both 

perspectives is to account for perceptions of the organization’s culture from leaders 

and the employees who work for them so that a better, more comprehensive picture of 

the company culture can be ascertained. The diversity of businesses sampled was 

chosen to provide a representative sample of the national business environment. 
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A number of survey instruments have been designed to help businesses manage the 

behaviors of their employees and organizations in order to improve outcomes (e.g., 

the OCAI, Dennison Organizational Culture Survey, Organizational Culture 

Inventory). However, much of the previous research has been conducted to help 

diagnose current problems and does not take a values-based or positive approach. 

This research study developed a new instrument, the ROVI©, which provides a new 

tool for future research on organizational culture. 

Overview of Results 
The study provides partial support and statistical evidence of correlations between 

some of the independent and dependent variables, and provides guidance for the 

refinement of the relationships between dimensions of organizational culture and 

organizational performance in small and medium-size firms. 

 

Specifically, results show that dimensions of values based culture is not related to 

financial performance as conceptualized here, although it does show greater influence 

on other measures of organizational performance, such as customer satisfaction and 

employee engagement. 

Hypotheses  
The following discussion is a description and discussion of the results of the research 

question or main hypothesis, which is that there is a positive correlation between 

organizational culture (as measured by the 16 values-based variables of the ROVI©) 

and organizational performance (as operationalized in this study by change in gross 
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revenue, change in net profit, employee engagement, and customers satisfaction). 

This hypothesis was tested by examining six specific sub-hypotheses, using the 16 

specific variables of values-based organizational culture. A discussion of the results 

for those sub-hypotheses is below. 

 

It is important to note that all data were aggregated at the company level. The data 

were collected from a representative sample within the organizational structure of the 

businesses included in the study. Thirty-nine percent of survey respondents were from 

senior level management, 17% of which were CEOs. On the other end of the 

organizational structure, 37% of the respondents were lower level line management or 

non-management employees. Directly in the middle, 23% of the sample identified 

themselves as middle management. This breakdown of percentages is important for 

two reasons. A diagonal slice of the organization gives us more confidence that there 

isn’t as great an incidence of response bias caused by only measuring one group’s 

perceptions or focusing on one group of stakeholders who may or may not be more 

predisposed to answer the survey than would another group. It is also important to 

have a more representative sample when the size of the sample is smaller such as this 

one. 

 

• Hypothesis 1: There is a relationship between the leadership dimension of values-

based organizational culture (caring leadership, cultural leadership, and credible 

leadership) and organizational performance. 
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Overall, the idea that the leadership variables are related to organizational 

performance is only partially supported in that there is no relationship between any of 

the leadership variables and the financial indicators (as operationalized here) or 

customer satisfaction. The only leadership variable that was found significant was 

cultural leadership when regressed on the measure of level of employee engagement. 

 

The regressions testing the relationship between leadership and the financial 

indicators (change in gross revenue and change in net profit) did not support the 

hypothesis. This lack of support for the hypothesis may be attributable to the 

operationalization of the financial variables themselves (see discussion below). In the 

final equations, none of the coefficients in the leadership variables were statistically 

significant and none of the regressions showed a significant increase in R2  between 

step 1 and step 2 that was statistically significant either. In both equations, only CEO 

length of service was a significant contributor. The CEO length of service was 

negatively related to all organizational performance measures other than customer 

satisfaction. 

 

What this means is that the longer a CEO stayed in the position of leadership, the less 

impact the person had on the financial outcomes. This may be attributable to the 

bump in organizational performance that a new leader engenders as a result of 

instituting new ideas or making quick changes. 
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Overall, the measurement and level of employee engagement did support the 

hypothesis. The cultural leadership variable showed a strong positive influence on 

engagement and contributed the most to the relationship. Adding this variable into 

step 2 of the regression equation accounted for 12% of the variance. Remember, 

measurement of employee engagement tells us whether or not a company measured it 

at all. Measuring employee engagement may be more important to some companies 

than others, depending on the type and size of company or years in business for 

instance. 

 

Analyses of the leadership dimension using customer satisfaction as the dependent 

variable provided no support for a predictive relationship between the two. Neither 

final equation was statistically significant, nor were any of the coefficients for 

leadership variables. Level of customer satisfaction also does not support the 

hypothesis, but it is worth noting that CEOs who are majority owners have a 

significant impact on this outcome. Perhaps owner/CEOs are more actively engaged 

in strategies to encourage customer satisfaction and monitoring it, since it has a direct 

effect on their company’s bottom line. 

 

Leadership theories have evolved over time from the great man and trait theories and 

personality theories that position the leader as the originator of all organizational 

decisions and the dominant force in an organization, to theories that posit leadership 

as a two-way process in theories such as leader/member exchange, and 
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transformational and servant leadership (Northouse, 2013). For instance, 

transformational leaders concentrate on creating a relationship with their followers by 

connecting with them to build a good relationship based on strong ethics, with the 

intent of improving their performance and developing them to their fullest potential 

(Bass & Avolio, 1993). This is the type of leadership being studied by this research. 

The Small Giants Community, who have sponsored and been a part of the ROV 

research from its inception, lists a number of factors they consider important to their 

success. Two of them state: (1) that owners/leaders know who they are, and what they 

want out of business and why, and (2) that they have a burning passion for what the 

company does.  

 

Cultural leadership is the type that employees understand and that they can therefore 

incorporate into their daily work experience. Vision, mission, and values are clearly 

articulated by leaders who behave accordingly and employees know the strategic 

mission of the business as a result. It would make sense that employees who are 

confident in their understanding of the business goals communicated by their leaders 

would be highly engaged employees. There is less of an argument to make about 

whether cultural leadership actively measures employee engagement or not. There are 

other factors that might influence the decision to measure engagement, such as years 

in business, or line of business, to name two. 
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• Hypothesis 2: There is a relationship between the community dimension of 

values-based organizational culture (contribution to community) and 

organizational performance. 

 

Overall, the regressions testing the relationship between community and 

organizational performance only partially supports the hypothesis that the dimension 

of community is positively related to organizational performance. That said, the 

regressions testing of the financial indicators (change in gross revenue and change in 

net profit) as they are conceived here did not support the hypothesis. Again, as with 

the leadership dimension, CEO length of service was statistically significant with a 

negative correlation to the financial variables.  

 

Results for the two dichotomous measures of employee engagement were split down 

the middle. Measurement of employee engagement did not contribute significantly 

and therefore did not support the hypothesis. Conversely, level of employee 

engagement did support the hypothesis. Contribution to community was positively 

related to company level of employee engagement as predicted. The increase in R2 

(.06) is great enough to draw the conclusion that contributions to community 

significantly impact employee engagement. 

 

Measurement of customer satisfaction, which indicates whether a company measures 

it or not, is not statistically significant and therefore does not support the hypothesis. 
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In the final equations, none of the coefficients were statistically significant; however, 

for level of customer satisfaction, the results of the first equation were close to 

conventional levels of statistical significance. The change in R2 was still insignificant 

(.04); thus it does not support the hypothesis even though the Beta coefficient is 

significant. Once again, the demographic variable indicating CEO majority ownership 

did make a significant positive contribution in both equations and therefore influences 

this outcome.   

 

The community category focuses on the quality or emphasis a business and its leaders 

put on making a contribution in the communities in which they do business. The 

contribution we are specifically talking about here is support of (both organizationally 

and financially) and active employee engagement in community service and other 

forms of community engagement. One might think that values-based organizational 

cultures would logically include contribution to community as a tenet of its operation, 

viewing it as “the good or right thing to do,” and not necessarily as a financial 

strategy. The businesses that belong to the Small Giants Community view being 

deeply rooted in their communities as a major factor for their success. 

 

Most research in the area of social responsibility and community engagement has 

focused on company-level impacts and less on the individual level, and therefore this 

topic warrants more study. Studies about the relationship between volunteer program 

participation and more specific outcomes such as employee commitment have had 
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mixed results. Lo, Wong, Yam, and Whitfield (2012) found that employees who 

participate in community activities and therefore feel a sense of community 

embeddedness are more embedded in their organization, which produces a number of 

positive outcomes such as lower employee turnover. Therefore, a correlation between 

level of employee engagement and contribution to community makes sense. 

Employees who work together outside of work on something that has meaning to 

them may be able to develop deeper personal connections with colleagues, which 

may translate into better working relationships at work and therefore increased 

organizational effectiveness and performance. 

 

• Hypothesis 3: There is a relationship between the relationship dimension of 

values-based organizational culture (respect and gratitude, support and caring, 

and forgiveness) and organizational performance. 

 

The hypothesis predicting a positive association between the relationship dimension 

and organizational performance is not supported. These are perhaps the most 

surprising results in this study. I was not able to draw any correlation between these 

variables and the organizational performance indicators (as conceptualized in this 

study) and, therefore, the relationships dimension does not have a positive effect on 

the dynamics of organizations that facilitate organizational performance. 
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The regression analyses on the financial indicators produced significant results for the 

model, but the change in R2 constituting the test of the relationship variables was 

insignificant and therefore did not support the hypothesis of a positive association. As 

with many of the other culture variables tested, CEO length of service contributed to 

the equation. 

 

Results were the same for the other performance measures, none of which supported 

the hypothesis. The only variation is the model for level of customer satisfaction that 

produced results just short of statistical significance, though the change in R value did 

not approach significance and therefore the hypothesis was not supported by this 

analysis. 

 

The relationships dimension of values-based organizational culture as embodied in 

this study emphasizes the human relationships and interactions between a number of 

diverse stakeholders, employees, leadership teams, leaders and employees, customers, 

suppliers, the community, and others. To be considered values-based, relationships 

must be supportive, close, personal, respectful, and caring. They should embody a 

spirit of forgiveness and gratitude for each other and the work they perform. The 

result of positive relationships is a work environment that is pleasant and therefore 

allows individuals to be productive. We see this focus in some of the recent positive 

organizational scholarship (POS) literature with regard to an emphasis on strengths, 
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positive energy, positive climate, positive communication, and meaning (Cameron & 

Spreitzer, 2012). 

 

Extant literature actually supports the hypothesis that relationships have a positive 

correlation with organizational performance outcomes. Interpersonal relationships in 

individual, group, and organizational dynamics, with an emphasis on positive 

interrelationships and humanistic values, show a beneficial effect for employees and 

customers alike (Losada & Heaphy, 2004; Wooten & Crane, 2004) and were tied to 

high levels of performance. Another study found that when interpersonal 

relationships were strongest, business units were found to have much higher quality 

business outcomes (Gittell, 2014). Thus, the question that remains for the present 

study is why there wasn’t a relationship between the three highly correlated variables 

of respect and gratitude, support and caring, and forgiveness and the six dependent 

outcome measures. One thought is that the dependent measures chosen here were not 

optimal for the measurement of variables that have a reciprocal nature according to 

social exchange theory and therefore the survey items did not capture the correct 

conceptual treatment of this dimension. Other measures may better capture the 

reciprocal social exchange nature of these relationships, such as group or team level 

measures such as time to completion and output. Working together in a highly 

respectful manner can lead to higher levels of effectiveness and productivity, and 

therefore shorter time periods for completion of projects and attainment of team or 

group goals. 
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• Hypothesis 4: There is a relationship between the values-driven dimension of 

values-based organizational culture (core values, training and development, and 

hiring and firing) and organizational performance. 

 

The hypothesis predicting a positive relationship between the variables included in 

the values-driven orientation dimension and organizational performance as 

operationalized in this study is only partially supported. All but one of the 

organizational performance measures did not support the hypothesis. 

 

As with hypotheses 1–3, the two financial indicators did not reach statistical 

significance, although once again the CEO length of service was shown to have a 

significant impact and a negative correlation. 

 

The overall equation for measurement of employee engagement is not significant; 

however, in the final model, there is a strong negative (-1.13) association between 

core values and the measure. The overall model for level of employee engagement 

supported the hypothesis. The change in R2 statistically supports it (.10). Again, the 

individual variable of core values was strongly associated with level of employee 

engagement. Neither measurement nor level of customer satisfaction supported the 

hypothesis. The only item of note is the CEO majority owner variable, which 

produced a significant beta coefficient (.37). 
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The values-driven orientation focuses on three variables of culture-based practices 

that impact workplace environment and performance. In a values-based 

organizational culture, core values are a manifestation of the organizational culture. 

They encompass the beliefs about what is important in and to the organization. 

Whatever they may be, this model assumes they are deeply ingrained in the decision-

making processes. All employees are aware of them because they are clearly 

communicated by operationalizing them in all human resource practices, such as 

training and development, and hiring and firing. An employee-focused orientation 

with an emphasis on practices that foster satisfaction and consensual problem solving 

and decision-making have been shown to contribute to increased levels of 

performance (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991). Hiring employees for culture fit seems to 

be a smart strategy to meet business objectives, as does training workers in their jobs 

and developing them both as employees and individuals. All of these practices are 

informed by the core values of the organization. 

 

It follows that employees’ level of engagement is tied to the company’s core values. 

Presumably, employees stay with companies that hold values that are similar to their 

own and leave companies that do not. If a core value of the company is to value its 

employees, then higher levels of employee engagement are more likely. 
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• Hypothesis 5: There is a relationship between the passion dimension of values-

based organizational culture (meaning, inspiration and fun, and employee 

engagement) and organizational performance. 

 

Overall, the idea that the cultural dimension of passion is related to organizational 

performance is supported. There is a strong relationship between the operational 

measures and some of the variables that comprise this dimension. Specifically, the 

financial indicators (as operationalized here) did not support the hypothesis, but all 

the rest of the measures did. CEO length of service did exhibit a negative impact on 

the change in gross revenue equation that was significant, as was the same result for 

change in net profit. 

 

The measurement of engagement offers partial support for the hypothesis as well. As 

in other analyses, CEO majority owner was associated with the level of passion and 

measurement of engagement. However the variable, inspiration and fun had large 

coefficients and therefore made a significant contribution to the final equation and 

strongly supported the hypothesis. For level of engagement, the overall equations just 

fell short of conventional levels of significance (by .01), providing partial support for 

the hypothesis. The employee engagement variable showed a significant positive 

relationship with the level of engagement measure in the final equation.  
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The measurement of customer satisfaction variable did not produce significant 

results; however, the employee engagement variable made a significant positive 

contribution to the final equation and can be seen to offer marginal support for the 

hypothesis. Conversely, the level of customer satisfaction produced significant results 

and the change in R-value constituting the test of the hypothesis was significant, 

providing support for the hypothesis. Of the three variables, the employee 

engagement variable was the most highly correlated to passion. Once again, CEO 

majority owner played a bigger role than the other demographic variables in the 

equation. 

 

Passion is a dimension of culture that focuses on the extent to which all company 

stakeholders have a passion for the work they do and that the company itself has 

passion. Employees who feel like their work is valued and rewarded in different ways 

tend to be more satisfied and stay longer than those who don’t. What makes people 

happy at work makes them more productive (Gavin & Mason, 2004; Lyubomirsky et 

al., 2005). When company employees feel their work has some profound meaning 

that makes them feel good and valuable as a result, they become more energized by 

what they do everyday because it gives them a purpose beyond just their job 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  

 

Work can be inspiring for employees if they are happy and energized by it. Having 

fun while at work can renew and energize them as well. “Having fun, laughing, 
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telling jokes, engaging in banter . . .  all these activities are alleged to be very 

beneficial to both the organization and the employee”(Mann, 2009, p. 37). All of the 

above mentioned variables that are part of a values-based model of organizational 

culture encourage positive employee engagement, whether or not a company puts an 

emphasis on making sure employees are engaged by assessing it and taking the 

appropriate steps to encourage it. 

 

It’s not surprising that employee engagement, as well as inspiration and fun, are two 

variables within the passion dimension that are shown to be correlated to the 

dichotomous outcome measures, measurement and level of employee engagement, 

and customer satisfaction. It also isn’t surprising that CEO majority owner impacted 

these outcomes. CEO/owners control many of the decisions made about workplace 

environment, whether or not employees can and should have fun while they are at 

work. They are typically the people whose values are embedded in the organization; it 

is a matter of processes and practices. If they value employees for the work they do 

and as people, then the processes and practices of the organization will mirror that. 

 

The independent variable employee engagement was highly correlated to the 

operational dependent variables as mentioned above. Employee engagement is 

recognized as one of the most vital attributes affecting organizational performance 

and effectiveness (Welch, 2011), a key factor for an organization’s success and 

effectiveness (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010). Highly 
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engaged employees are by nature more engaged with their customers and with the 

company and people who work for it. It is interesting that inspiration and fun was 

associated with positive employee engagement and customer satisfaction but that 

meaning was not. This makes sense since most jobs don’t inherently possess 

attributes that are associated with personal meaning, but the everyday work 

environment employees encounter can be meaningful and therefore affect their level 

of engagement and performance. 

 

• Hypothesis 6: There is a relationship between the profit-driven business practices 

dimension of values-based organizational culture (quality and productivity, 

financial management, and customer orientation) and organizational 

performance. 

 

Overall, the idea that profit-driven business practices are related to organizational 

performance only offers partial mixed support. None of the performance measures 

support the hypothesis, with the exception of the measurement of customer 

satisfaction and that analysis provided mixed support for the hypothesis. 

 

The regressions run on the two financial variables produced no support for the 

hypothesis. Results revealed that only length of service made a significant 

contribution to the equation with a negative correlation. 
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The measurement of employee engagement did not support the hypothesis and no 

other variable contributed to the equation in a significant manner.  

 

The level of employee engagement measure produced significant results overall, 

though the change in R2 was not significant and therefore did not technically support 

the hypothesis. Worth noting is that the coefficient for the financial management 

variable is statistically significant at a level of p. =. 07. CEO majority owner also 

made a significant impact worth mentioning.  

 

Overall the results for the analysis of the measurement of customer satisfaction as the 

dependent variable produced nonsignificant results. However the quality and 

productivity variable did make a significant contribution consistent with the 

hypothesis. At the same time, the customer orientation variable exhibited a 

significantly negative relationship with the dependent variable, thus giving us mixed 

support for the hypothesis. The model for level of customer satisfaction just missed 

reaching statistical significance and therefore did not technically support the 

hypothesis. The CEO majority owner was significant in the final equation. 

 

A values-based company, like those belonging to the Small Giants Community, that 

has a sound business model and institutes practices to protect its profitability without 

sacrificing its values-based organizational culture, emphasizes performance from a 

values-based perspective. Encouraging employees to go the extra mile for their clients 
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shows that these companies are committed to customer satisfaction. Based on 

Schein’s conceptualization of culture, a positive relationship between customer 

orientation and performance was found (Nahm, Vonderembse, & Koufteros, 2004).  

 

Also, putting processes for quality and productivity in place clearly communicates 

that performance is a priority and that employees are going to be accountable and 

valued for meeting key performance indicators. Quality and productivity define how 

effectively an organization uses its resources to achieve its desired business outcomes 

(Pritchard, 1992). Naor et al. (2008) identified the importance of organizational 

culture in implementing quality management practices to achieve a performance 

advantage.  

Exploratory analyses 
The exploratory analyses using the six dimensions of values-based organizational 

culture as independent variables in regressions for all six dependent outcome 

measures produced no significant results (see Tables 55–60, chapter 4). Hence, from 

this study, there appears to be no merit in combining the 16 variables into dimensions 

or categories. This might suggest that cultural influences on organizational 

performance are nuanced and might be more complex than assumed in this study. 

Limitations of the Study 

Sample size 
A sample size of 63 is probably not sufficient to obtain statistical significance due to 

the small effect size. It also creates situations where demographic variables like CEO 
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length of service can randomly affect results. Results from analyses may have 

improved with a larger sample, especially with the research being conducted on the 

company level. A minimum of ten employees per company may have led to more 

confidence about the validity of the company level measures. Some companies had 

only two associate responses, so in some instances there were only three people 

reporting their company culture. Other companies in this research had more 

associates fill out the survey and therefore it was more representative, but this was not 

the case across the 63 companies in the sample. 

Aggregation of data to organization level 
What is the reliability and validity of averaging individual culture variables to obtain 

an organization level variable? The decision to include all companies with three or 

more surveys completed seems like a small sampling for each company. Most likely 

this creates more noise in the data (unreliability) that makes it harder to find 

significant relationships. Employees are asked to report on their perceptions of the 

organization’s culture. These responses were then combined to provide a description 

of the organizational culture variable that could then be used to assess performance 

within the company. The individual variables were then aggregated into six broader 

dimensions (or categories) of culture. Conceptual ambiguity in the meaning of the 

aggregated construct may be the result. Something else to consider is whether or not 

the best choice was using optimal statistical methods and cut-off criteria for sufficient 

agreement or consensus to justify aggregation of individual level responses. Focusing 

on values as expressions of culture, the aggregation of values at a collective level 
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gives important information; however, such an aggregation at a cultural level does not 

constitute collective values or cultural values. For a shared or collective construct to 

emerge, agreement is necessary, which is not addressed in this study.  

Requisite culture variables 
Do we have the requisite culture variables identified to achieve the goal of examining 

values-based organizational culture and its effect on performance? Sixteen variables 

of culture were developed from the literature and in consultation with the Small 

Giants Community to understand the key to their success and how that differentiated 

them from other companies who do not identify themselves as values-based or 

virtuous. The three culture variables that make up the six aggregate dimensions of 

culture (with the exception of community, which has only one) were based on this 

information. There are numerous culture variables that can affect performance and 

therefore others should be considered. 

 

Are the basic assumptions underlying the selected culture variables adequately 

assessed and measured by the ROVI© survey items? All survey respondents may not 

see a variable’s influence or context the same way; therefore an assumption of 

homogeneity may not be possible. Larger differences between employees and 

leadership may also exist, making the absolute score meaningless and the relative 

position of the employee versus the leader the more important information.  
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Requisite measures of profit 
Are these the correct measures of profit and can we reliably and validly measure 

profit by self-reported data in a survey like this one? The contention that values-based 

organizational culture has not only performance benefits but also financial benefits 

has been based on a specific way of measuring finances, which is averaging five 

years of financial information to calculate the change in gross revenue and the change 

in net profit. In the present study, the conceptualization of financial success is 

reflected by increases in average growth. So, the more a company gains, the higher 

this score. But even a volatile company with big gains one year and losses the next 

might score well if the average gains work out okay. Therefore, is this finding 

attributable to the nature of a values-based company, which may instead focus on 

slower, stable, and steady growth strategies in keeping with their organizational 

culture instead? Another way to discuss the findings is to suggest that financial 

success be conceptualized in terms of stability, so that it’s possible that the leaders 

described may be more likely to have companies that show steady, continuous growth 

but not necessarily huge average gains. Thus, we may want to look at other 

performance measures, ones that have a more direct path to the independent variables 

chosen for this study, such as reports on community philanthropy and spending, 

employee retention and development, and turnover rates, etc. 

How culture links to profit may be more complex 
As the literature review for this study shows, the connection between culture and 

profit is not a simple, direct relationship and may have many intervening and 

moderating variables. In fact, the definition of culture is itself is various and subject 
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to debate. Complexity is often present in most social entities. When human beings are 

involved, by its very nature research becomes complex with multiple theories needed 

to explain behavior and affective outcomes. This study focuses on higher-level 

aggregated variables, which may make linking culture to profit more difficult. 

Limitations due to cross-sectional data 
The cross-sectional nature of the study does not allow for cause and effect analyses. 

A cross-section of the company population was examined at the same time or within a 

short period of time and compared the differences among them. Doing so produced a 

snapshot of the population at one point in time, but it was not possible to ascertain 

nuances in responses, which may have uncovered changes within certain variables. 

With regard to the dependent financial variables, this study design did consider 

variance due to time or other organizational factors. However, time series designs 

such as longitudinal data, for example, may be needed. 

Data collection methods 
The process used to solicit participants involved a third party who was responsible for 

sending out the engagement email, as well as follow-up engagement communication. 

As it turned out, Inc. was not as committed to the research as we first thought. They 

sent the survey to only 8,600 prospects when they had promised more than 20,000, 

and they did not produce a robust follow-up plan. As a result, the survey was not sent 

out to as large a number of CEOs as was promised, and no work was done by Inc. 

other than one email reminder to engage leads to participate. A low response rate was 

the result. In an attempt to bolster the number of responses, Behavioral Data Services 
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(BDS) and I both sent email reminders to associate participants, but that may have 

been more confusing than helpful.  

 

New strategies for sending out the instrument to achieve a greater return are currently 

under discussion for future research. Several strategies may need to be considered in 

order to meet the desired minimum response rate of 500 CEOs, and 5000 associate 

responses. Purchasing a list of CEOs, leaning on personal networks to distribute the 

survey, partnering with another company like Inc., and building an incentive into the 

request are all under consideration. 

Data analysis 
Hierarchical regression analysis was performed on the six dimensions of 

organizational culture. We put the three variables that comprised each dimension, one 

for the dimension of community, together in the regression analyses. The independent 

variables were in some instances highly correlated (as high as .85), which can be a 

problem of multicolinearity and make it particularly difficult to interpret the 

individual contributions of study variables in the equation. 

 

Another data collection factor to consider is whether or not the study design was 

optimal to ensure freely given, honest answers. CEOs were asked to give their names 

and associates were also identified by name. The Inc. email did not assure 

confidentiality.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 
For future research, there is the potential to re-analyze the existing data, but this time 

using only data collected from CEOs as the sole participants, which would increase 

the sample size significantly. This sample would include all CEOs in the current 

study as well as CEOs who completed the survey but didn’t submit their name (87) or 

didn’t nominate associates (31), bringing the total number of CEOs in the sample to 

204, quite a large sample size especially for CEOs. This line of inquiry may help us 

understand how CEOs see or think about different variables of values-based culture 

and specifically the relationship to their company’s organizational performance. Yet, 

doing so would limit the study to solely the CEOs perspective of their organization’s 

culture. 

 

This study was intended to be an important next step in the development of the 

ROVI© survey instrument. It is also a continuation of the programmatic research on 

the link between values-based organizational culture and profit under the auspices of 

the return on values (ROV) research team at the Center for Values-Driven Leadership 

at Benedictine University. This study is the first quantitative investigation by the 

ROV staff and therefore is viewed as a preliminary though necessary step to refine 

the strategy and protocols, as well as the survey instrument. As the study progresses 

and accumulates a comparative database, future companies who participate will 

receive a feedback report using their results to compare against a normative group. It 

will be helpful for leaders to compare their company’s cultural report to this 
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normative group and see where they stand with respect to achieving the levels of 

performance they desire, commensurate with their existing culture. By measuring a 

company’s cultural attributes, senior leaders can leverage their strengths and 

prioritize their company’s needs to improve specific areas that will most likely lead to 

improved organizational performance. Developing this practical tool for businesses to 

use is one of the greatest potential contributions of this line of research and this study 

is a first step in achieving this outcome. 

 

Practically, research that attempts to connect variables contributing to organizational 

culture, especially those that are viewed as having positive values that are beneficial 

to employees and customers alike, is valuable. To convince business leaders that it’s 

financially beneficial to invest in their organization’s culture, it will probably be 

necessary to prove as best as can be that it is also good for the financial bottom line. 

This study wasn’t designed to test a causal relationship between organizational 

culture and financial profitability. Implicit in the assumptions underlying this study is 

that creating positive and virtuous organizational cultures is a worthy ideal, whether 

or not this influences financial performance. In fact a number of the cultural variables 

do contribute to the more operational performance measures of employee engagement 

and customer satisfaction. We did learn that several of the demographic variables 

exhibited a significant impact on the outcomes. CEO length of service and CEO 

majority ownership are two that impacted the results and these should be considered 

in future studies.  
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For future research studies, it may be worth taking a look at other ways to measure 

financial success that are more in line with values-based organizational culture. That 

is, the kind of company we describe should be more likely to have employees who 

work hard and are loyal to the company. Thus, they may not produce large jumps in 

profit, but they should also be less prone to big losses. Ideally, they are companies 

with steady growth that produce stability and measured increases in financial success.  

 

Are there additional ways to conceptualize good financial performance and 

operationalize the measures of organizational performance, specifically the financial 

indices, to capture stable, consistent financial productivity and growth? This is, of 

course, what one looks for in a healthy company. A company that is more stable and 

productive than volatile (even in a positive way) would instead contribute to long-

term productivity. To capture this information, additional years of financial data or 

different dependent measures may be required. A longitudinal study may be a good 

way to do this. A hybrid research methodology may also help overcome the inherent 

limitations of a closed-statement questionnaire like the ROVI© where questions are 

in the form of multiple choices. These types of surveys might include a scale format, 

where respondents decide to rate the situation along the scale continuum (i.e., Likert 

questions). Open-ended questions that can be asked during an interview are typically 

more in-depth and have a lengthier response, which can be helpful in finding out 

more about a subject or situation, especially, for example, when evaluating attributes 
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of organizational culture such as the whether or not a company measures customer 

satisfaction and employee engagement.  

 

Qualitative research may complement quantitative methods used to examine 

organizational culture to explore the meaning of quantitative findings and to gauge 

ranges or dimensions of the cultural variables being studied. Since the study collected 

the names and email addresses of its participants, follow-up questions regarding some 

of the dichotomous measures such as measurement of employee engagement and 

customer satisfaction may be useful. 

 

Findings seem to suggest that there may not be a direct link between variables of 

organizational culture and financial success as measured in this study, and that 

perhaps a model that examines some of the intervening and moderating variables, 

which also affect the bottom line, such as employee loyalty, may be a productive line 

of inquiry for future research as well.  

 

On the basis of current evidence gathered from this study, the impact of culture on 

performance appears to be small to nonexistent. Using the current research results as 

a basis to assess effect size, future research may need a very large sample to produce 

any effect on financial indices. Sampling strategies (e.g., purposive or stratified 

sampling methods) may need to be employed to address the need for a wider range of 

views within the organization and hence more participation among company 
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stakeholders. Our decision rule to accept one CEO and two associates, as the 

minimum participation level for inclusion in the study, should be reconsidered with 

future research. Another recommendation for future research is to develop a data 

collection strategy, one which allows the researcher more control in the data 

collection efforts.
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Appendix A: Inc. CEO Solicitation Email 
Subject: Take the ROVI: Get a free culture and profit report. Deadline 3/31. 

Dear____ 

Peter Drucker said it best, “Culture eats strategy for breakfast.” 

At Inc., we’ve seen this pattern year after year: Companies that build great cultures 
deliver superior results. 
 
Now, for the first time, you can measure the link between your company culture and 
profitable growth by taking the Return on Values Inventory (ROVI). I urge you to 
take the ROVI today. It will take about 15 minutes and be worth every second. 
 
Once you have completed the ROVI, you will be asked to invite 5 or more team 
members to take a 10-minute version so you can get a 360° view of your culture. 
 
Then, you as CEO will receive a free custom report showing the relationship between 
your culture and financial performance. The analysis will also compare your results to 
those of other companies and provide resources and recommendations for 
improvement. 
 
Follow this link [insert link] and complete the ROVI before March 31, 2015. 
 
The ROVI is a powerful tool to help you strengthen your culture and drive sustainable 
growth. I encourage you to take it right away. You will be glad you did! 
 
Eric Schurenberg 
 
The ROVI was developed by a team of researchers and entrepreneurs as part of the 
Return on Values Project, a collaboration of the Center for Values-Driven Leadership 
at Benedictine University, the Center for Positive Organizations at the University of 
Michigan, and the Inc. Small Giants Community. The project is a longitudinal 
analysis of the link between culture and profit in small to mid-sized businesses and is 
designed to produce knowledge, resources, and relationships that help entrepreneurs 
succeed long-term. If you have any questions about the Return on Values Project or 
the ROVI, please visit www.returnonvaluesproject.com. 
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Appendix B: CEO ROVI© 

 

Page 1

Return on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment Tool

This  assessment  tool  is  sponsored  by  Inc.  and  the  Small  Giants  Community  (www.smallgiants.org).  It  
measures  the  link  between  culture  and  profit  in  small  and  mid-sized  businesses.  Its  purpose  is  to  help  
you  understand  your  company’s  culture  and  leverage  it  to  build  an  exceptional  business  that  thrives  
and  grows  in  today’s  complex  and  changing  environment.  
  
By  completing  this  assessment  tool,  you  will  be  able  to  receive  a  free  feedback  report  about  your  
company’s  culture  and  performance  in  comparison  to  other  companies  from  around  the  United  States.  
In  order  to  make  the  results  meaningful  for  you  and  your  company,  you  will  need  to  have  at  least  5  
other  employees  of  your  company  complete  the  assessment  tool.  Simply  fill  in  their  name  and  email  
addresses  in  Section  4  of  the  assessment  tool.  You  will  be  sent  a  list  of  your  nominees  for  verification  
and  an  assessment  tool  will  be  sent  to  them  directly  upon  your  approval.  To  get  the  best  possible  
results,  we  recommend  you  send  the  email  to  a  “diagonal  slice”  of  multiple  functions  and  levels  
throughout  the  organization.  
  
This  assessment  tool  is  part  of  the  Return  on  Values  Project  (www.returnonvaluesproject.com),  a  long-
term  research  initiative  led  by  the  Center  for  Values-Driven  Leadership  at  Benedictine  University  
(www.cvdl.org),  the  Center  for  Positive  Organizations  at  the  University  of  Michigan  
(www.centerforpos.org),  and  the  Inc.  Small  Giants  Community.  The  research  team  is  comprised  of  
faculty  members  and  doctoral  students  at  Benedictine  University  and  the  University  of  Michigan.  
  
All  responses  to  this  assessment  tool  will  be  held  in  strict  confidence.  Your  individual  results  will  not  be  
shared  with  anyone  else,  and  your  company’s  results  will  not  be  shared  publicly  at  any  time  without  
specific  authorization.    
  
The  assessment  tool  has  six  sections:    
.  •  Workplace  practices    
.  •  Organizational  culture    
.  •  Company  performance  
.  •  Company  information/selection  of  colleagues    
.  •  Demographic  information    
.  •  Written  observations  about  your  company's  culture  
  
Please  follow  the  instructions  at  the  beginning  of  each  section  that  follows.    

  
Instructions
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Please  answer  the  following  questions  to  the  best  of  your  ability.    
  
As  you  respond  to  these  questions,  think  about  your  company  as  a  whole,  not  just  your  unit  or  team.  
Respond  based  on  the  way  the  company  is  now,  not  as  you  hope  or  want  it  to  be.  
  
If  you  do  not  know  or  do  not  wish  to  answer,  you  may  skip  or  enter  the  "Do  not  know"  response.  

________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

01.  Our  core  values  are  deeply  ingrained  into  
our  decision-making  processes.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

02.  We  treat  each  other  with  respect. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

03.  We  feel  that  our  work  has  profound  
meaning.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

04.  We  inspire  each  other. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

05.  We  avoid  blaming  one  another  when  
mistakes  are  made.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

06.  We  have  fun  at  work. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

07.  We  demonstrate  a  commitment  to  growing  
and  training  our  employees  .

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

08.  We  thoroughly  socialize  new  employees  
into  our  culture.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

09.  We  do  whatever  it  takes  to  delight  our  
customers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

10.  We  provide  financial  support  for  
employees  to  participate  in  community  service  
activities  of  their  choice.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

11.  Our  senior  leaders  are  honest. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

12.  We  clearly  and  visibly  communicate  our  
values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

13.  We  provide  emotional  support  for  each  
other.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

14.  We  correct  errors  without  placing  blame. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

15.  We  have  many  opportunities  to  learn  and  
grow  at  work.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

16.  We  take  action  on  our  measures  of  
employee  engagement.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

17.  We  hire  for  culture  fit  in  addition  to  skill. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

18.  We  develop  personal  relationships  with  our  
customers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

19.  Our  company  donates  to  organizations  
that  promote  the  well-being  of  society.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

20.  We  communicate  that  quality  is  important  
to  us.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

21.  We  measure  performance  of  our  key  
operational  activities.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

22.  We  monitor  an  extensive  set  of  financial  
performance  measurements.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

23.  Our  senior  leaders  demonstrate  
competence.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

24.  We  show  appreciation  for  one  another. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

25.  We  honor  one  another’s  talents. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

26.  Our  company  recognizes  employees  with  
meaningful  reward  programs.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

27.  Our  people  are  active  in  community  
service  organizations.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

28.  We  share  company  financial  information  
with  employees.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

29.  Our  senior  leaders  dedicate  significant  
time  to  promoting  our  culture  and  values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

30.  We  reward  and  recognize  behavior  
consistent  with  our  values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

31.  We  express  gratitude  to  each  other. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

32.  Our  senior  leaders’  behavior  is  consistent  
with  our  values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

33.  We  show  concern  for  the  personal  lives  of  
our  employees.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

34.  We  are  being  renewed  and  uplifted  by  
what  we  do.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

35.  Our  senior  leaders  effectively  
communicate  the  vision,  values,  and  strategic  
direction  of  our  company.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

36.  We  deliver  on  what  we  promise  to  our  
customers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

37.  Our  employees  feel  like  they  are  here  for  a  
purpose  beyond  just  their  job.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

38.  We  are  positively  energized  by  our  work. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

39.  We  forgive  mistakes. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

40.  We  provide  regular  and  useful  performance  
feedback  to  our  people.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

  



 

 

185 

 

 

 

Page 6

Return on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment Tool

________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

41.  Our  senior  leaders  do  a  good  job  of  
keeping  our  employees  informed.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

42.  We  encourage  employee  participation  in  
important  decisions.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

43.  We  quickly  and  appropriately  move  the  
wrong  people  out  of  the  organization.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

44.  Our  senior  leaders  take  time  to  build  
relationships  with  people  at  every  level  of  the  
organization.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

45.  Our  senior  leaders  are  avid  learners  who  
continually  seek  new  and  useful  ideas.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

46.  We  invest  in  the  long-term  financial  vitality  
of  the  firm  not  just  short-term  profit.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

47.  We  use  clearly  defined  processes  for  
ensuring  quality.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

48.  Our  senior  leaders  are  mentors,  
facilitators,  and  encouragers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Rate  each  of  the  statements  below  by  dividing  100  points  between  A,  B,  C  and  D  depending  on  how  similar  the  
description  is  to  your  company  (100  is  very  similar  and  0  is  not  at  all  similar).  The total points in the column must 
equal 100.  
  
Give  the  most  points  to  the  alternative  that  is  most  similar  to  your  company.  Give  the  fewest  points  to  the  alternative  
that  is  least  similar  to  your  company.  
  
Respond  based  on  the  way  the  company  is  now,  not  how  you  hope  or  want  it  to  be.  
  

1. Dominant Characteristics (Divide 100 points between A, B, C, and D).

2. Criteria of Success (Divide 100 points between A, B, C, and D).

  
SECTION  2:  Organizational  Culture

Sample Question     
A.  Our  company  is  like  an  apple.   75  
B.  Our  company  is  like  an  orange.   10  
C.  Our  company  is  like  a  banana.   15  
D.  Our  company  is  like  a  grapefruit.   0  

TOTAL   100  

A.  The  company  is  a  very  personal  place.  It  is  like  an  extended  family.  People  seem  to  share  a  
lot  of  themselves.

B.  The  company  is  a  dynamic  and  entrepreneurial  place.  People  are  willing  to  stick  their  necks  
out  and  take  risks.

C.  The  company  is  very  results  oriented.  A  major  concern  is  with  getting  the  job  done.  People  
are  very  competitive  and  achievement-oriented.

D.  The  company  is  a  very  controlled  and  structured  place.  Formal  procedures  generally  govern  
what  people  do.

A.  The  company  defines  success  on  the  basis  of  the  development  of  human  resources,  
teamwork,  employee  commitment,  and  concern  for  people.

B.  The  company  defines  success  on  the  basis  of  having  unique  or  the  newest  products.  It  is  a  
product  leader  and  innovator.

C.  The  company  defines  success  on  the  basis  of  winning  in  the  marketplace  and  outpacing  the  
competition.  Competitive  market  leadership  is  key.

D.  The  company  defines  success  on  the  basis  of  efficiency.  Dependable  delivery,  smooth  
scheduling,  and  low  cost  production  are  critical.
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3. Strategic Emphases (Divide 100 points between A, B, C, and D).

  
SECTION  2:  Organizational  Culture  (continued)

A.  The  company  emphasizes  human  development.  High  trust,  openness,  and  participation  
persist.

B.  The  company  emphasizes  acquiring  new  resources  and  creating  new  challenges.  Trying  
new  things  and  prospecting  for  opportunities  are  valued.

C.  The  company  emphasizes  competitive  actions  and  achievement.  Hitting  stretch  targets  and  
winning  in  the  marketplace  are  dominant.

D.  The  company  emphasizes  permanence  and  stability.  Efficiency,  control,  and  smooth  
operations  are  important.
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01. The following best describes your company's profitability:

02. The following best describes your company's growth in gross revenue:

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Financial  Performance

  

Very  unprofitable  �����

Unprofitable  �����

Break-even  �����

Profitable  �����

Very  profitable  �����

Rapidly  shrinking  �����

Shrinking  �����

Stable  �����

Growing  �����

Rapidly  growing  �����
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Sections  3  and  4  of  this  assessment  ask  questions  about  your  company’s  employee  engagement  
scores,  customer  satisfaction  scores,  financial  performance  results,  number  of  employees  in  the  
company  and  administrative  details  concerning  this  assessment.    
  
They  are  to  be  filled  out  by  the  company  President/CEO  or  equivalent.  All  others  will  be  directed  to  
sections  5  and  6  of  the  assessment,  Demographics  and  Culture  Statement.    

Are you the Company's President/CEO or equivalent?

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance

  

Yes  �����

No  �����
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01. Our company's employee engagement scores are:

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Employee  Engagement

  

Not  measured  (if  not  measured  you  will  be  directed  to  Part  II)  �����

Poor  �����

Average  �����

Good  �����

Very  good  �����

Excellent  �����

Do  not  know  �����
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02. Compared to last year, our employee engagement scores this year are:

03. Compared to our industry, our employee engagement scores are:

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Employee  Engagement  (continued)

  

Substantially  lower  �����

Lower  �����

About  the  same  �����

Higher  �����

Substantially  higher  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Substantially  lower  �����

Lower  �����

About  the  same  �����

Higher  �����

Substantially  higher  �����

Do  not  know  �����
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01. Our company's customer satisfaction scores are:

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Customer  Satisfaction

  

Not  measured  (if  not  measured  you  will  be  directed  to  Part  III)  �����

Poor  �����

Average  �����

Good  �����

Very  good  �����

Excellent  �����

Do  not  know  �����
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02. Compared to last year, our company's customer satisfaction scores this year are:

03. Compared to our industry, our company's customer satisfaction scores are:

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Customer  Satisfaction  (continued)

  

Substantially  lower  �����

Lower  �����

About  the  same  �����

Higher  �����

Substantially  higher  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Substantially  lower  �����

Lower  �����

About  the  same  �����

Higher  �����

Substantially  higher  �����

Do  not  know  �����
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In this section, please provide year-over-year percentage change in gross revenues and 
include whether it was positive (+) or negative (-). Do not use decimal points. Some 
examples would be: +34, -25, +300.

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Change  in  Gross  Revenue

Our  gross  revenue  for  the  year  2014  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2013:

Our  gross  revenue  for  the  year  2013  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2012:

Our  gross  revenue  for  the  year  2012  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2011:

Our  gross  revenue  for  the  year  2011  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2010:

Our  gross  revenue  for  the  year  2010  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2009:

  

Other  



 

 

195 

 

 

 

Page 16

Return on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment ToolReturn on Values Assessment Tool

NET PROFIT is defined as EBITDA – earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation, and 
amortization 
 
In this section, please provide year-over-year percentage change in net profit and include 
whether it was positive (+) or negative (-). Do not use decimal points. Some examples 
would be: +34, -25, +300.

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Change  in  Net  Profit

Our  net  profit  for  the  year  2014  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2013:

Our  net  profit  for  the  year  2013  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2012:

Our  net  profit  for  the  year  2012  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2011:

Our  net  profit  for  the  year  2011  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2010:

Our  net  profit  for  the  year  2010  was  what  percentage  more  or  less  than  2009:
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TOTAL NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES is defined as FTEs – full time equivalents  
 
In this section, when entering data on the number of employees, please use full numeric 
data, e.g., 1,000, not 1 thousand;; 200, not 2 hundred. Also, round up or down to the 
nearest whole number. Do not use decimal points.

  
SECTION  3:  Company  Performance  -  Total  Number  of  Employees

Number  of  employees  (FTE's)  for  the  year  2014:

Number  of  employees  (FTE's)  for  the  year  2013:

Number  of  employees  (FTE's)  for  the  year  2012:

Number  of  employees  (FTE's)  for  the  year  2011:

Number  of  employees  (FTE's)  for  the  year  2010:
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I am interested in receiving the feedback report that provides a composite picture of my 
company’s culture and performance and compares it to other companies from around the 
United States. As the senior most participant, please direct the results to me.

Your Information:

  
SECTION  4:  Assessment  Tool  Results

Your  first  name

Your  last  name

Your  email  address

Your  company  name

  

Yes,  please  send  results  �����

No,  please  do  not  send  results  �����

Other  
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In order to make the results meaningful for you and your company, you will need to have 
at least 5 other employees of your company complete the assessment tool. To get the best 
possible results, we recommend you select a “diagonal slice” of multiple functions and 
levels throughout the organization. You will receive the comprehensive feedback report 
once all the employees you designate complete the assessment tool. Please enter their 
first and last name. Type or cut and paste their email addresses below and an assessment 
tool will be sent to them. 

  
SECTION  4:  Employee  Contact  Information

EMPLOYEE  #1  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #1  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #1  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #2  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #2  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #2  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #3  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #3  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #3  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #4  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #4  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #4  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #5  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #5  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #5  Email  
Address:
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Please enter their first and last name. Type or cut and paste their email addresses.

  
SECTION  4:  Employee  Contact  Information  (continued)

EMPLOYEE  #6  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #6  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #6  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #7  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #7  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #7  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #8  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #8  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #8  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #9  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #9  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #9  Email  
Address:

EMPLOYEE  #10  First  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #10  Last  
Name:

EMPLOYEE  #10  
Email  Address:
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Please  answer  the  following  questions  to  the  best  of  your  ability.  If  you  do  not  know  or  do  not  wish  to  
answer,  you  may  skip  the  question  or  enter  the  “Do  not  know”  response.  If  your  response  is  not  
indicated,  you  can  fill  in  the  “Other”  category  and  enter  your  preference.    

01. What is your title/role in the company?

02. What is your age?

03. What is your gender?

04. What is your highest level of education completed?

  
SECTION  5:  Demographic  Information

  

Non-management  �����

Line  management  �����

Middle  management  �����

Senior  management  �����

CEO/President  �����

Other  (please  specify)  

Under  20  �����

20  -  29  �����

30  -  45  �����

46  -  60  �����

Over  60  �����

Male  �����

Female  �����

High  School  or  G.E.D.  �����

Technical  or  Vocational  Degree  �����

Bachelor's  Degree  (BA/BS)  �����

Master's  Degree  (MA/MS/MBA)  �����

Doctoral  Degree  (Ph.D./M.D./J.D.)  �����

Other  (please  list)  
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05. How long have you been with this company?

06. Is this company privately owned? 

07. Is this company family-owned?

08. Is this company employee-owned?

09. Are you the founder of the company?

10. Are you the majority owner of the company?

  
SECTION  5:  Demographic  Information  (continued)

  

Less  than  one  year  �����

1  -  2  years  �����

3  -  5  years  �����

6  -  10  years  �����

More  than  10  years  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����
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11. Does this company have outside investors?

12. Is this company headquartered in the United States? 

13. Where do you primarily work geographically in the United States?

14. How many years has this company been in business? (Enter numerical data in years 
only, e.g., 0 for less than six months;; 1 for 6 months to 1 year;; 24 for 24 years, etc. Please 
enter 888 if you do not know.)

  
SECTION  5:  Demographic  Information  (continued)

Years

  

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Yes  �����

No  �����

Do  not  know  �����

Northeastern  U.S.  �����

Eastern  U.S.  �����

Southeastern  U.S.  �����

Midwestern  U.S.  �����

Northwestern  U.S.  �����

Western  U.S.  �����

Southwestern  U.S.  �����

Other  or  Non  U.S.  (please  specify)  

  
�����
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15. What is the primary line of business for this company?

  
SECTION  5:  Demographic  Information  (continued)

  

Agriculture,  Forestry,  Fishing  and  Hunting  �����

Mining,  Quarrying,  and  Oil  and  Gas  Extraction  �����

Utilities  �����

Construction  �����

Manufacturing  �����

Wholesale  Trade  �����

Retail  Trade  �����

Transportation  and  Warehousing  �����

Information  �����

Finance  and  Insurance  �����

Real  Estate  and  Rental  and  Leasing  �����

Professional,  Scientific,  and  Technical  Services  �����

Management  of  Companies  and  Enterprises  �����

Administrative  and  Support  �����

Waste  Management  and  Remediation  Services  �����

Educational  Services  �����

Health  Care  and  Social  Assistance  �����

Arts,  Entertainment,  and  Recreation  �����

Accommodation  and  Food  Services  �����

Other  Services  (except  Public  Administration)  �����

Public  Administration  �����

Other  (please  list)  

  
�����
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This is the final section of the survey. After completing this section and pressing "DONE" 
you will be directed out of the survey. Press "PREV" to review your survey.  
 
In one sentence, please describe your company's culture.

  

  
SECTION  6:  Written  Observations

��

��
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Please  answer  the  following  questions  to  the  best  of  your  ability.    
  
As  you  respond  to  these  questions,  think  about  your  company  as  a  whole,  not  just  your  unit  or  team.  
Respond  based  on  the  way  the  company  is  now,  not  as  you  hope  or  want  it  to  be.  
  
If  you  do  not  know  or  do  not  wish  to  answer,  you  may  skip  or  enter  the  "Do  not  know"  response.  

________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

01.  Our  core  values  are  deeply  ingrained  into  
our  decision-making  processes.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

02.  We  treat  each  other  with  respect. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

03.  We  feel  that  our  work  has  profound  
meaning.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

04.  We  inspire  each  other. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

05.  We  avoid  blaming  one  another  when  
mistakes  are  made.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

06.  We  have  fun  at  work. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

07.  We  demonstrate  a  commitment  to  growing  
and  training  our  employees  .

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

08.  We  thoroughly  socialize  new  employees  
into  our  culture.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

09.  We  do  whatever  it  takes  to  delight  our  
customers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

10.  We  provide  financial  support  for  
employees  to  participate  in  community  service  
activities  of  their  choice.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

11.  Our  senior  leaders  are  honest. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

12.  We  clearly  and  visibly  communicate  our  
values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

13.  We  provide  emotional  support  for  each  
other.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

14.  We  correct  errors  without  placing  blame. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

15.  We  have  many  opportunities  to  learn  and  
grow  at  work.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

16.  We  take  action  on  our  measures  of  
employee  engagement.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

17.  We  hire  for  culture  fit  in  addition  to  skill. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

18.  We  develop  personal  relationships  with  our  
customers.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

19.  Our  company  donates  to  organizations  
that  promote  the  well-being  of  society.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

20.  We  communicate  that  quality  is  important  
to  us.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Return on Values Assessment Tool Employee VersionReturn on Values Assessment Tool Employee VersionReturn on Values Assessment Tool Employee VersionReturn on Values Assessment Tool Employee Version

________________________________________________________________________________________

  
SECTION  1:  Workplace  Practices  (continued)

Always Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never
Do  not  
know

21.  We  measure  performance  of  our  key  
operational  activities.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

22.  We  monitor  an  extensive  set  of  financial  
performance  measurements.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

23.  Our  senior  leaders  demonstrate  
competence.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

24.  We  show  appreciation  for  one  another. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

25.  We  honor  one  another’s  talents. ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

26.  Our  company  recognizes  employees  with  
meaningful  reward  programs.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

27.  Our  people  are  active  in  community  
service  organizations.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

28.  We  share  company  financial  information  
with  employees.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

29.  Our  senior  leaders  dedicate  significant  
time  to  promoting  our  culture  and  values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

30.  We  reward  and  recognize  behavior  
consistent  with  our  values.

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

  

Other  



 

 

209 

  



 

 

210 



 

 

211 

 

  



 

 

212 

 



 

 

213 

 

 

 



 

 

214 

 

 

 



 

 

215 

 

 

 



 

 

216 

 

 

 



 

 

217 

 



 

 218 

Appendix D: Return on Values Inventory Report 
(Draft) 

 

Return	on	Values	Inventory©	Feedback	Report	Prepared	for	That's	Caring	/	nuphoriq	
	

	

Customized	Feedback	Report	

	
	

	

Prepared	for:		

That's	Caring	/	nuphoriq	
(Pritscher,	Jamie)	

September	2014	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

©



 

 

219 

Return	on	Values	Inventory©	Feedback	Report	Prepared	for	That's	Caring	/	nuphoriq	
	 2	

	



 

 

220 

 

Return	on	Values	Inventory©	Feedback	Report	Prepared	for	That's	Caring	/	nuphoriq	
	 3	

Overview	
The	Return	on	Values	Inventory	is	designed	to	help	aspiring	Small	Giants	companies	drive	improved	

financial	performance,	customer	satisfaction,	and	employee	engagement.		By	measuring	a	company’s	
cultural	attributes,	senior	leaders	can	focus	on	improving	specific	attributes	that	will	most	likely	lead	to	
improved	organizational	performance.	While	the	research	is	in	its	early	stages,	we	believe	that	the	

Return	on	Values	Inventory	(ROVI)	will	prove	that	there	is	a	definitive	link	between	culture	and	
performance.		

How	the	ROVI	Works	–	Measuring	the	Six	Qualities	of	a	Small	Giant	

Small	Giants	are	values-driven	companies	that	have	chosen	to	focus	on	being	great	instead	of	big.		These	
profitable	companies	are	known	as	great	places	for	employees	to	work,	and	as	great	companies	with	
which	customers	and	employees	to	do	business.		The	senior	leaders	of	Small	Giant	companies	strive	to	

operate	within	the	Six	Qualities	of	a	Small	Giant.	

LEADERSHIP	–Company	leaders	know	who	they	are,	what	they	want	out	of	business,	and	why.	

COMMUNITY	–	The	Company	is	deeply	rooted	in	the	communities	in	which	they	do	business.	

RELATIONSHIPS	–	All	company	members	maintains	close,	personal	ties	with	customers,	suppliers	
and	each	other.	

CULTURE	–	The	Company	encourages	a	friendly	and	collaborative	culture,	based	on	caring	for	
people	in	the	totality	of	their	lives.	

PASSION	–	All	company	stakeholders	have	a	burning	passion	for	what	the	company	does.	

PROFIT	–	The	Company	has	a	sound	business	model	and	takes	care	to	protect	its	profitability	

without	sacrificing	culture.	

The	ROVI	measures	your	company’s	performance	within	each	of	these	Qualities	and	compares	your	
performance	to	other	companies	like	yours.		In	doing	so	you,	you	can	identify	areas	in	which	you	can	
improve.	

Interpreting	Your	Results	
This	Assessment	Tool	provides	you	with	a	graphical	overview	of	your	progress	toward	becoming	a	true	
Small	Giant.	Performance	levels	are	measured	as	follows:	

• Always	=	5	
• Regularly	=	4	
• Sometimes3	
• Rarely	=	2	
• Never	=	1
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In	reviewing	your	company’s	scores,	keep	two	things	in	mind:	

1. The	ROVI	measures	a	single	point	in	time.		Your	goal	is	to	improve	your	company’s	performance	
score	in	each	Quality	over	time.		Treat	the	results	as	constructive	information	for	ongoing	
improvement.	
	

2. The	ROVI	provides	you	with	information	on	how	your	company	compares	to	other	Small	Giants.		
It	is	helpful	to	know	how	others	are	performing	to	help	prioritize	your	own	company’s	most	
immediate	needs.	

	

What	the	Results	Tell	Us	about	How	to	Improve	
Culture	&	Performance	
We	used	the	company	performance	data	you	provided	(including	gross	and	net	revenue,	employee	

engagement,	employment	growth,	and	customer	satisfaction)	to	determine	which	Qualities	of	a	Small	
Giant	positively	correlate	with	improved	performance.		Our	preliminary	results	indicate	that	positive	
correlations	exist	as	follows:	

	 Desired	Performance	Outcome	
Small	Giant	
Quality	

Improved	Gross	
Revenue	

Improved	
Net	Revenue	

Improved	
Employee	

Engagement	

Improved	
Customer	
Satisfaction	

Improved	
Employment	

Growth	
	 	 	 	 	 	
Leadership	 	 	 	 	 	

Community	 	 	 	 	 	

Relationships	 	 	 	 	 	

Culture	 	 	 	 	 	

Passion	 	 	 	 	 	

Profit	 	 	 	 	 	

	

By	using	this	table	in	conjunction	with	your	company’s	Assessment	Tool	results,	you	can	begin	to	
determine	which	Small	Giants	Qualities	you	might	focus	on	first,	to	improve	with	the	goal	of	improving	a	
specific	performance	outcome.
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Our	Results	

Cultural	Practices	

The	chart	below	provides	an	at-a-glance	overview	of	your	company’s	performance	in	the	six	cultural	
areas	studied	as	part	of	the	Return	on	Values	Inventory.	Your	results	are	in	green;	the	blue	area	shows	

the	average	results	of	the	peer	group	within	which	you	were	studied.		These	data	are	provided	for	casual	
comparison	only	inasmuch	as	the	sample	size	of	the	peer	group	is	too	small	to	provide	a	statistically	
accurate	average.	(Future	versions	of	the	ROVI	will	provide	more	meaningful	results	as	the	number	of	

respondents	grows	over	time.)	

Our	Company’s	Performance	as	Compared	to	Peers	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

How	to	Interpret	this	Graph	

The	following	pages	will	help	you	explore	each	“piece	of	the	pie”	to	understand	your	company’s	

relationship	between	Culture	and	Profit.	
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Quality	1:		Leadership	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	leadership	that	impact	culture	and	performance:	

• Caring	Leadership:	Do	our	senior	leaders	keep	employees	informed,	build	relationships	at	
every	level,	and	encourage	through	mentorship	and	other	interactions?	

• Cultural	Leadership:	Are	our	senior	leaders	dedicated	to	the	culture	and	values?	Is	their	
behavior	consistent	with	our	values?	Do	they	communicate	the	vision,	values	and	strategic	
direction	of	the	company?		

• Credibility	Leadership:	Are	our	senior	leaders	competent?	Do	they	seek	out	new	ideas?	Are	
they	trustworthy?	 

 
Your	Leadership	Results	

	

	 Caring	Leadership	 Cultural	Leadership	 Credible	Leadership	 Overall	Leadership	

Your	Company	 4.67	 4.54	 4.71	 4.64	

All	Companies	 3.95	 3.96	 4.48	 4.13	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.		

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.	Investing	time	in	this	

area	is	likely	to	result	in	improved	performance.		

Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	has	strength	in	this	quality,	but	can	improve	the	consistency	with	

which	the	quality	is	experienced.	Increased	consistency	may	lead	to	improved	performance.		

Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	at	this	quality.	Take	time	now	to	assess	the	practices	that	

make	this	possible.	Maintaining	this	sort	of	leadership	over	time	requires	intentional	effort.		

	

See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	leadership.
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Quality	2:		Community	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	community	that	impact	culture	and	performance:	

• Financial	support	to	employees	for	community	service:	Do	we	support	our	team	members	
by	investing	in	the	community	and	charitable	causes	they	care	about	through	matching	
grants	or	other	employee-directed	contributions?	

• Direct	financial	contributions	to	community:	Does	our	company	make	direct	financial	
donations	to	socially-minded	organizations?		

• Employee	engagement	in	community:	Are	our	employees	active	in	the	community?	Do	we	
enable	their	community	service?	

	
Your	Community	Results	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
	

	
Financially	support	employee	
community	service	

Donate	to	socially-
minded	organizations	

Employees	are	active	in	
community	service	

Overall	Community	

Your	Company	 2.86	 3.43	 3.75	 3.48	

All	Companies	 2.89	 3.75	 3.35	 3.31	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.	(A	fuller	

description	how	to	understand	your	score	is	found	on	Page	5.)	

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.		
Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	is	strong	in	this	area	but	can	improve	with	greater	consistency.	
Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	in	this	area;	establish	a	plan	for	maintaining	excellence.	

See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	community	
engagement.
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Quality	3:		Relationships	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	relationships	that	impact	culture	and	performance:	

• Respect	&	gratitude:	Do	we	treat	all	with	respect?	Show	appreciation?	Express	gratitude?	
• Support	&	caring:	Do	we	provide	emotional	support	for	each	other?	Honor	one	another’s	

talents?	Have	a	system	in	place	for	showing	care	about	the	personal	lives	of	our	team	members?		
• Forgiveness:	Do	we	avoid	blaming	others	when	mistakes	are	made?	Do	we	forgive?	

	

Your	Relationship	Results	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	 Respect	and	Gratitude	 Support	and	Caring	 Forgiveness	 Overall	Relationships	

Your	Company	 4.75	 4.75	 4.71	 4.74	

All	Companies	 4.07	 3.94	 4.01	 4.01	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.	(A	fuller	
description	how	to	understand	your	score	is	found	on	Page	5.)	

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.		

Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	is	strong	in	this	area	but	can	improve	with	greater	consistency.		
Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	in	this	area;	establish	a	plan	for	maintaining	excellence.		

	
See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	relationships.		
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Quality	4:		Culture-based	People	Practices	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	culture-based	people	practices	that	impact	workplace	

environment	and	performance:	

• Core	values:	Is	there	a	clearly	communicated	list	of	values?	Are	the	values	engrained	in	decision-
making	processes?	Do	rewards	and	recognition	come	to	those	who	embody	the	values?	

• Training	&	development:	Do	we	consistently	offer	many	ways	to	train,	develop	and	grow	at	
work?	Do	we	have	a	formal	system	for	regular	and	useful	performance	feedback?	

• Hiring	&	firing:	Do	we	hire	for	culture	fit	as	well	as	skill,	then	socialize	new	employees	into	the	
culture?	Do	we	help	people	who	are	poor	culture	fits	move	out	of	the	organization?				

Your	Culture	Results	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
	
	

	
	 Core	Values	 Training	and	Development	 Hiring	and	Firing	 Overall	Culture	

Your	Company	 4.79	 4.42	 4.31	 4.51	

All	Companies	 3.87	 3.66	 3.66	 3.73	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.	(A	fuller	

description	how	to	understand	your	score	is	found	on	Page	5.)	

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.		
Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	is	strong	in	this	area	but	can	improve	with	greater	consistency.		
Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	in	this	area;	establish	a	plan	for	maintaining	excellence.		

See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	culture-based	people	
practices.		
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Quality	5:		Passion	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	passion	that	impact	culture	and	performance:	

• Meaning:	Do	our	people	feel	that	our	work	has	profound	meaning?	Are	we	energized	and	

renewed	by	what	they	do?	Does	working	with	us	feel	like	it	has	purpose	beyond	a	paycheck?	

• Inspiration	&	fun:	Do	we	inspire	each	other?	Find	energy	as	we	work	together?	Consider	this	

work	fun?	

• Employee	engagement:	Do	we	measure	employee	engagement,	and	respond	to	the	results?	Do	

we	offer	meaningful	reward	programs?	Do	we	encourage	employee	participation	and	

involvement	in	the	process?	

• 	

Your	Passion	Results	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	 Meaning	 Inspiration	and	Fun	 Employee	Engagement	 Overall	Passion	

Your	Company	 4.25	 4.67	 4.17	 4.36	

All	Companies	 3.74	 3.87	 3.48	 3.70	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.	(A	fuller	

description	how	to	understand	your	score	is	found	on	Page	5.)	

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.		

Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	is	strong	in	this	area	but	can	improve	with	greater	consistency.		

Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	in	this	area;	establish	a	plan	for	maintaining	excellence.		

See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	company	toward	

greater	passion	and	meaning.
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Quality	6:		Profitability	Orientation	
This	assessment	considers	three	factors	of	profit	orientation	that	impact	culture	and	performance:	

• Quality	&	productivity:	Is	quality	important	to	us,	and	do	we	communicate	that	to	our	people?	
Do	we	have	a	process	for	ensuring	quality?	Do	we	measure	performance	in	key	operational	
areas?	

• Financial	management:	Do	we	share	company	financial	information	with	employees?	Do	we	
carefully	monitor	performance	measures?	Do	we	invest	in	the	long-term	financial	vitality	of	the	
firm,	not	just	short	term	profit?	

• Customer	orientation:	Do	we	go	out	of	our	way	to	delight	our	customers?	Do	we	develop	
personal	relationships	with	them?	Do	we	deliver	on	our	promises?		

• 	

Your	Profitability	Orientation	Results	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	 Quality	and	Productivity	 Financial	Management	 Customer	Orientation	 Overall	Profitability	

Your	Company	 4.25	 4.63	 4.75	 4.54	

All	Companies	 3.95	 4.15	 4.22	 4.10	

Understanding	Your	Score	

Scores	for	each	category	are	based	on	a	5-point	scale,	with	5	being	the	highest	score	possible.	(A	fuller	
description	how	to	understand	your	score	is	found	on	Page	5.)	

Scores	from	1	to	2.5:	This	is	a	significant	growth	opportunity	for	your	company.		

Scores	from	2.6	to	4.0:	Your	company	is	strong	in	this	area	but	can	improve	with	greater	consistency.		
Scores	from	4.1	to	5.0:	Your	company	excels	in	this	area;	establish	a	plan	for	maintaining	excellence.		

See	“Next	Steps”	on	page	12	for	ideas	that	may	inspire	your	company	toward	
greater	passion	and	meaning.
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Your	Company’s	Cultural	Type	
Embedded	within	the	ROVI	is	data	that	creates	the	ability	to	plot	your	company	on	the	Competing	
Values	Framework.	The	Framework	is	probably	the	most	frequently	applied	framework	in	the	world	for	
assessing	culture.	The	Framework	operates	from	the	perspective	that	four	major	culture	types	exist:	

• Hierarchy	(Control)	Culture:	Companies	that	are	high	in	hierarchy	culture	have	clearly	defined	
organizational	roles,	strong	processes,	formal	procedures,	and	significant	stability.	Success	is	
defined	by	efficiency	and	dependability.	

• Market	(Compete)	Culture:	Companies	with	a	market	orientation	culture	are	very	results-
oriented,	with	an	achievement-driven	workforce.	Success	is	defined	by	winning	in	the	
marketplace	and	outpacing	the	competition.	

• Clan	(Collaborative)	Culture:	Companies	that	are	high	in	collaborative	culture	feel	like	an	
extended	family,	where	success	is	defined	in	part	by	teamwork,	relationships,	and	people	
development.		

• Adhocracy	(Create)	Culture:	Companies	that	are	strong	in	the	adhocracy	culture	are	innovative,	
dynamic,	and	entrepreneurial.	Taking	risks	and	pursuing	new	challenges	are	rewarded.	Success	
is	defined	by	having	unique	or	the	newest	products	and	services	in	the	marketplace.		
	

By	understanding	the	dominant	type	of	culture	that	exists	in	your	company,	you	can	determine	if	that	
culture	matches	well	with	the	environment	in	which	your	company	operates.	Matching	culture	to	
business	environment	can	enhance	your	company’s	performance.	

A	Map	of	Your	Company’s	Cultural	Type	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

Ross School of Business� 9/16/14 4:42 PM
Comment: Do	respondents	profile	NOW	and	
PREFERRED	profiles?		If	not,	are	the	profiles	
comparing	current	culture	to	the	overall	average	of	
the	sample?		Either	way,	they	should	be	labeled.		
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Next	Steps	
If	you	have	identified	areas	in	which	your	company	has	opportunities	to	grow,	a	professional	

organizational	development	consultant	can	help	you	target	each	of	these	areas.Contact	the	Center	for	
Values-Driven	Leadership	or	the	Small	Giants	Community	for	help	in	identifying	experienced	coaches	
and	consultants.		

• Center	for	Values-Driven	Leadership:	www.cvdl.org,	info@cvdl.org,	630.829.6225	
• Small	Giants	Community:	www.smallgiants.org,	smallgiantsglenn@gmail.com	

	
Additionally,	you	may	wish	to	consider	the	following	learning	opportunities:	

Videos	&	Discussion	Guides	

The	Return	on	Values	website	(www.returnonvaluesproject.com)	has	dozens	of	videos	featuring	leaders	
from	the	companies	we’ve	interviewed	as	part	of	the	ROV	research	project.	Videos	offer	insights	into	

the	philosophies	and	practices	of	high	profit/high	culture	companies.	Each	video	is	under	4	minutes	long	
and	has	a	corresponding	discussion	guide,	so	you	can	show	the	video	in	a	team	meeting	and	then	lead	a	
conversation	about	your	own	company.		

Expand	Your	Information	

If	you	have	a	larger	company	(more	than	50	employees),	the	5	person	sample	size	of	this	Assessment	
may	not	provide	an	adequate	glimpse	into	your	organization’s	performance.	Contact	the	Center	for	
Values-Driven	Leadership	to	discuss	a	wider	assessment	of	your	company.	

You	may	also	want	to	explore	the	research	from	which	some	content	in	the	ROVI	was	drawn.	We	

recommend	Diagnosing	and	Changing	Organizational	Culture:	Based	on	the	Competing	Values	

Framework,	by	Kim	Cameron	and	Robert	E.	Quinn	(Josey-Bass,	2011).	

Share	Your	Story	

Does	your	company	excel	in	one	or	more	measure	of	the	ROVI?	We’d	love	to	learn	more	about	what	you	
are	doing	to	make	this	possible.	Reach	out	to	a	ROV	team	member	today,	or	email	info@cvdl.org.		

The	Future	of	the	ROVI	
The	Small	Giants	Community’s	continuing	support	of	the	ROV	Project	is	key	to	the	success	of	the	

research.		Within	the	next	month	and	with	the	cooperation	of	Inc.	Magazine,	we	will	distribute	the	ROVI	
to	approximately	26,000	companies.		Research	linking	culture	and	profit	in	privately	held	companies	has	
never	attempted	on	this	scale	before.
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