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Abstract

Although the international management literaturgoods the widespread usage of
cultural control by MNCs there is little empiricaksearch on the design of such
cultural control mechanisms, how they are implemént foreign subsidiaries and
their effectiveness in facilitating organisationacculturation. Using a mixed
methodology, the present study set out to investigg the extent to which
VALUECORP, a large Finnish MNC, has facilitated angsational acculturation (i.e.
changes in specified work values of subsidiary eygas) via a programme of culture
change, and (ii) the factors that explain the degod organisational acculturation
observed. The results indicate a marginal but peesishift in three of the seven target
values identified by the MNC. The key factors thgtlain the degree of organisational
acculturation, or lack of it, include insufficierginforcement of values-based working,
the confrontation of personal, organisational andtional values, and the difficult
transition from values to behaviours.
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ORGANISATIONAL ACCULTURATION IN A EUROPEAN MNC

1. Introduction

The proportion of foreign employees to total empky in multinational
corporations (MNCs) has risen significantly in neicgears. Recent statistics indicate
that this ratio for the world’s largest 100 MNCsreutly stands at almost 50 percent
and at 33 percent for the world’s largest 50 MN€@snf developing countries (World
Investment Report, 2006: 31-2). In light of thesevelopments, an emerging key
challenge for MNCs therefore resides in their &piio manage this ‘new global
workforce’ by leveraging its diversity whilst simaheously ensuring an appropriate
level of consistency (Rosenzweig, 1998).

In the international management literature, thesstancy dimension of this
challenge has served as the foundation for segéudles into the types of control and
coordination mechanisms MNCs use in their foreigisgliaries, their antecedents and
their effects (e.g. Ghoshal & Nohria, 1989; Harzid®99). Key patterns that have
emerged from this stream of literature have beiest)yf, the increase in the number of
control mechanisms used in MNCs over time, andrad#igpan increase in their degree
of subtlety (Martinez & Jarillo, 1989). Indeed, addition to the more bureaucratic and
direct mechanisms of control, MNCs have been dgtiymirsuing less obtrusive
mechanisms such as cultural control (Baliga & Jaet@84) or normative integration
(Ghoshal & Nohria, 1989) with the aim of harmongsitultural differences between the
parent and its foreign subsidiaries.

Such attempts by MNCs to use organisational cukisra mechanism of control
and, concomitantly, to changing the work valuesi@$t-country employees is referred

to asorganisational acculturatior(Selmer & de Leon, 1996; 2002). However, whilst



there is a sizeable literature that confirms theeafscultural control by MNCs and when
it is most likely to be used (e.g. Schneider, 1988hria & Ghoshal, 1994; Harzing &
Sorge, 2003), there is comparatively little empikicesearch on the design of such
cultural control mechanisms, how they are impleménn foreign subsidiaries, and
their effectiveness in achieving organisationaludtcecation (Selmer & de Leon, 2002).

The present paper investigates the phenomenongahisiational acculturation
by drawing on quantitative and qualitative empirieaidence collected from a single
case study over two years. The aims of the stude Wistly, to investigate the extent
to which VALUECORP, a large Finnish MNC, has facilitated organisation
acculturation (i.e. changes in specified work valud subsidiary employees) via a
programme of culture change, and secondly, to peoeixplanations for the degree of
organisational acculturation observed.

The paper seeks to contribute to the internationahagement literature by
providing a detailed account of how corporate galtgontrol is operationalised within
an MNC setting. By investigating the extent of angational acculturation and the
factors that explain how much acculturation hasmaklace, the present study also
addresses recent calls for research that criticaflgcts on the viability of this type of
soft, informal mechanism of control (Welch & Wel&@g06).

The next section discusses the management of gegaomal culture and cultural
control in MNCs, after which the phenomenon of oigational acculturation is
introduced. The data sources and methods of califedah the single case study are
presented, followed by the results of the quamigadnd qualitative data analyses. The
paper concludes with a discussion of the key figgintheir implications and some

potentially fruitful avenues for further research.



2. Corporate Culturein MNCs
2.1. Corporate culture and values

Definitions of organisational culture differ acrasshumber of dimensions, but
mostly agree on values constituting an importamhmonent of organisational culture.
For instance, O'Relilly et al. (1991) and Chatmad aehn (1994) define organisational
culture as a set of values widely shared amongnisgaonal members. Brown and
Brown (1994) refer to patterns of beliefs, valuesl dearned ways of coping with
experience that have developed during the courae ofganisation’s history, which are
manifested in its material arrangements and irbgteviours of its members.

Other authors have defined organisational valugsoagust representing one of
the components of an organisation’s culture, bs als constituting a defining element
around which other cultural elements evolve. Irs theéspect, values are the sense of
“what ought to be, as distinct from what (Schein, 1985: 15). Values have also been
connected to organisational excellence (Peters &Wean, 1982). The basic premise
is that strong cultures, defined as a richly dgvetband deeply rooted system of values,
improve organisational performance by shaping eyg@e’ behaviour and by
energising them to increase effort, creativity antput levels over and above what they
would do normally (Mintzberg & Quinn, 1991; Chatm&nCha, 2003). In an MNC
setting, however, the ability of corporate cultuie integrate nationally diverse
perspectives (Adler & Jelinek, 1986) and facilitatdtural control (Welch & Welch,

2006) has been questioned, and is discussed next.

2.2. Cultural control in MNCs
Recent research informs us that MNCs will typicatlyaw upon a broad

portfolio of integration mechanisms at varying degg of intensity in order to achieve



the desired level of global integration and loadponsiveness without sacrificing the
firm’s core competence (Bonache & Cervino, 199/KPark & Prescott, 2003). Over
time, however, it has become apparent that in &adio the traditional, hierarchically-

based means of exerting influence over foreign ididrges, MNCs have become more
active in designing and implementing complementagchanisms that draw upon, for
example, organisational context (Prahalad & DoZ1)9power relations (Ferner &

Edwards, 1995), and socialisation and networksZidgr 1999).

In the international management literature the raem of corporate
socialisation as a form of cultural control hasereed increasing research attention.
Categorised as an indirect/implicit and personélical form of control (see Harzing &
Sorge 2003), corporate socialisation refers to dlaquisition of appropriate role
behaviours, the development of work skills andiasd, and an individual's adjustment
to a new work group’s norms and values (FeldmaB1),9vhereby learning becomes a
prerequisite for organisational membership. In MBIC context, the objective of
corporate socialisation has come to mean the estatént of a shared set of values and
beliefs amongst MNC subsidiaries (Nohria & Ghoshb4).

In a large-scale study by Harzing and Sorge (2043)the use of control
mechanisms amongst 287 MNC subsidiaries, soci@isatas measured by the
establishment of shared organisational valuesesemted the second most common
means of control overall. Socialisation as a fofraudtural control has also been shown
to be used more in instances where there is higbnpaubsidiary and inter-unit
interdependence (Ghoshal & Nohria, 1989; O’'Donr2liQ0; Jons, Froese & Pak, in
press). Based on the premise that corporate ssatiain facilitates the development of

interpersonal ties (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979), uke of corporate socialisation



mechanisms has also been shown to positively affectransfer of knowledge into
(Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000) and out of (Bjorkmetnal, 2004) MNC subsidiaries.
However, studies on corporate socialisation meamasihave paid relatively little
attention to whether such mechanisms result inatieation defined as the adoption of
an MNC'’s corporate values by foreign subsidiary kExyges — an issue to which we

now turn.

2.3 Organisational acculturation

In MNC'’s, parent efforts specifically directed towa the cultural control of its
foreign subsidiaries has been referred to as thengrhenon of organisational
acculturation (Selmer & de Leon, 2002). More prelgisorganisational acculturation
has been defined as the process wherélogt-country nationals employed in foreign
operations become acculturated to the parent orgmional culturé (2002: 1147).
Underpinning the process of organisational accation is argued to lie the two related
processes of acculturation and organisational bsaiemn (Selmer & de Leon, 1996).
Acculturation refers to cultural change arisingnfrencounters between two distinct
cultures. To the extent that an MNC'’s parent org@tnonal culture reflects the parent’s
national culture (e.g. Hofstede, 1999; Nelson, 20QBen host-country nationals
through learning and experience will embark on acess of acculturation.
Organisational socialisation, as discussed abmfers to the establishment of shared
norms and values. Alternatively, organisationalia@ation can be conceptualised as
the transfer of organisational culture across hardean approach to organisational

control typical of the so-called Type Z organisati@©uchi, 1981), which manages



overseas subsidiaries by establishing an orgaomsticulture of shared values within
them (Jaeger, 1983).

In essence, therefore, organisational acculturatefiers both to a natural,
implicit process of acculturation where foreign sidilmry encounters with the parent
lead to the subsidiary becoming familiar with anteinalising the parent’s values, as
well as the more deliberate, explicit attempts liy parent at socialising the subsidiary
into the parent culture. Accordingly, one couldusrghat the successful deployment of
socialisation mechanisms will lead to acculturation

Few empirical studies address the extent to whrgfarasational acculturation
takes place in MNCs. Harzing (1999) shows thatube of expatriates has a positive
affect on the establishment of shared values betweadquarters and subsidiaries. In
another set of studies, Selmer and de Leon (1993)1demonstrate empirically how
some Swedish work values in a Swedish MNC, via ggses of acculturation, had been
adopted by South-East Asian middle managers basefbreign subsidiaries. The
studies also indicated, however, that acculturadiccurred to differing extents between
countries and between individual values.

In a more recent longitudinal study, Selmer andLden (2002) report how
organisational acculturation might have occurredome of the work values of Hong
Kong managers working in Swedish-owned subsidiafiégey found that those values
that originally exhibited larger differences betwegwvedish and Hong Kong managers,
and those with greater salience to the Swedish geasavere more likely to be subject
to acculturation. In essence, those values thag were prominent in the parent culture
were more likely to be adopted in the subsidiaryergas those values attributed greater

importance to host-country nationals were lesdylike change.



The complexities of capturing and measuring cultalenge notwithstanding,
these somewhat inconclusive findings raise manystipues regarding the viability of
cultural control in MNCs (Welch & Welch, 2006). leed, we are left with a limited
understanding of how cultural control mechanisnes @perationalised in MNCs and

how effective they are in achieving organisaticaxaulturation.

3. Method
3.1. Culturechangeat VALUECORP

VALUECORP operates in the industrial manufactursegtor with almost a
100-year history. After a period of significant angsational restructuring
VALUECORP was divested from the VALUECORP Group 2006. Today,
VALUECORP employs over 1,500 people in 20 countresldwide and generated
sales of over €700 million in 2006 (VALUECORP, 2007

The decision by VALUECORP to build a stronger caogte culture via a culture
change programme entitled the ‘Values Expeditioaswalready made when they were
part of the VALUECORP Group. Activities began inrmest in 2002 as part of the
restructuring that saw a fragmented MNC adopt aajlmatrix organisational structure.
From VALUECORP's perspective, however, there wémed main drivers behind the
creation of a strong values-based culture. The firas identity and related to the
structural changes above. Once they became awdfAIdIECORP Group’s intention
to divest them, VALUECORP felt the need to defingeparate and distinctive identity
for when the divesture took place. The second dnvesintegration This referred to
the perceived situation that having grown fairlpidlly via cross-border acquisitions

over the past 10 years, VALUECORP had the appearahoth internally and



externally, of a decentralised network of indeperndsits with their own sub-cultures
rather than a globally integrated MNC. Thus, it wak that more consistency and
cohesion was needed and a strong corporate cuasene effective way of achieving
this. Lastly, developing a strong corporate cultbesed on work values reflected a
distinctive philosophicaldriver behind this approach to culture. By focgsom values,
VALUECORP wanted to address the basis of work belas, more specifically how
values can facilitate a shift in corporate cult@irem being more product- to more
customer-oriented, includinghbw values help us to build an emotionally intehg
environmerit (VALUECORP publication, 2007).

The ‘Values Expedition’ began in 2002 and was presgkas an expedition both
in the sense that the process of cultural changédame a long-term endeavour and that
it required employees to search within themselgstlie values they believed were
important and what VALUECORP should stand for. A& time of writing the process
had lasted over five years and consisted of twdindtsve phases. These are
summarised in Table 1.

- Insert Table 1 about here -

Phase 1, given the title here of ‘Values Identifma and Awareness’, involved
VALUECORP explaining the values-based approach ¢hiexing consistency in
behaviours and achieving excellence in life, batbfgssionally and personally. A key
aim of the first phase was to analyse VALUECORR#&spnt and target cultures and to
identify the values that characterise the preseamiiesirable’ behaviours and those ideal
values that VALUECORP and its employees shoulddstan

A further aim of Phase 1 was to explain how to rigrivalues to life” in the

workplace. This was partly facilitated through théalues Program’ — a method
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designed to show people how they can apply thdirega This involved analyses of
desirable and undesirable behaviours based omémification of target values. Teams
then developed a program to be implemented at thkplace, including individual
plans to apply specified values and support ealcrotn Phase 1, managers took part
in an additional training session where they weeglenaware of the managerial actions
needed to maintain the momentum of the ‘Values Hitjo®’ within their units.

By the end of Phase 1 VALUECORP had received gitmaged feedback from
every foreign subsidiary covering over 1,300 (apprately 75%) of their total
workforce concerning the identification of presemersus target values. After
conducting some preliminary analysis of the semimaterial, seven values were
identified as being most commonly cited when pgoéiots described the target culture
— Co-operation and Teamwork, Profitability and Sass; Openness, Innovation,
Customer Partnership, Communication, and Commitment

Phase 2, entitled here ‘Crystallisation and Comcation of Values’, started in
2006 once all the feedback from VALUECORP'’s sulzsids had been collected. An
international taskforce consisting of a cross-sectif VALUECORP personnel was put
together and systematically went about condensiagéven originally identified target
cultural values into a smaller, easier to remensie¢iof core values. This process lasted
several weeks and culminated in the formation afr foore values which was then
communicated publicly as VALUECORP's four guidingrieiples. The present study

focuses on the processes and outcomes of Phase 1.

3.2. Data collection
The unit of analysis in this single, in-depth castedy is organisational

acculturation in a Finnish MNC. The case study banclassified as embedded (Yin,
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2003) since it concerns organisational accultunatido multiple foreign subsidiaries
within one MNC. In this study, the rationale fomclucting a single case study is that it
represents a typical case. Here, the objectiveoisapture the circumstances and
conditions in which a common phenomenon takes pliaeethe use of cultural control
mechanisms), which are assumed to be insightfubtioers in terms of lessons learned
(Yin, 2003). The case study also possesses lomgéldharacteristics in its part
retrospective (2002-5) and part real-time (2006stydy of the organisational
acculturation process spanning over five years.

By applying data and methodological triangulati@eiizin, 1978), the study
draws on quantitative and qualitative data fromtipld data sources including foreign
subsidiary employees and managers as well as kayriants from the MNC parent. A
summary of the data sources and data collectiohadstis provided in Table 2.

— Insert Table 2 about here —

The quantitative data was collected in 2006 throaghonline survey which
employees in 5 foreign VALUECORP subsidiaries wengted to complete in an e-
mail from the Vice President of HR. The five sulsitts were chosen based on them
having been included in the first wave of organgsal acculturation efforts. Altogether
216 respondents from a potential 728 completedstireey giving a response rate of
30%. However, included in this figure were 76 urlsaesponses, mostly relating to
the fact that respondents had not personally peatied in the ‘Values Expedition’.
Thus, the usable sample in the quantitative arsalsis 140. Respondents came from
one of five subsidiaries located in Germany (34%a)stralia (30%), Sweden (16%),
Canada (13%) and the US (7%). The respondentsdvadmss different levels within

the organisation, including employees (18%), sepioployees (48%), and managers
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(34%). 21% of respondents had worked for over l&rs/gvithin VALUECORP, 30%
had worked between 5-10 years, while 49% had wattkei for less than 5 years.

The first part of the questionnaire invited respamd to state their level of
agreement regarding the impact of the ‘Values Eijoed on their own personal values
as well as those of the organisation (i.e. the gyeecl level of importance attached to
specific values). This form of questioning was addp as opposed to the more
customary before and after assessment of valuegehaince the respondents were
already participating in the cultural change prograe at the time of survey and since
this provided a more direct measure of the progratmmreffectiveness. As described
earlier, seven specific values had been identbie® ALUECORP employees as part of
the ‘Values Expedition’. In the questionnaire eaettue was operationalised through
four items based on the relevant literature andecldiscussion with VALUECORP.
Example items for each value scale included “beainigam player” (Co-operation &
Teamwork), “emphasis on achievement” (Profitabil&y Success), “being open for
feedback” (Openness), “development of new ideasihdVation), “importance of
customer care” (Customer Partnership), “expressinggws with others”
(Communication), and “caring about the future a# tirganisation” (Commitment). A
7-point Likert scale (‘strongly disagree’ to ‘stgip agree’) was used in responses. The
reliability of the scales was measured through flicient alphas which varied between
0.88 and 0.93 at the personal level, and 0.87 a8 & the organisational level (see
Table 3 for the scores of each individual valudegca he reliability of the scales was
thus satisfactory. The background variables in shedy included the respondent’s

length of employment, age and position, and theiglidry location.
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The second part of the questionnaire included taisde, open-ended questions
on the impacts of the cultural control efforts dhdir experiences of the acculturation
process. The written responses were content awmhblyséng the seven specified
corporate values as coding anchors, i.e. all themneents which could be clearly
connected under a certain value were placed uhdeneé comments which could not be
clearly connected were located to an additionadgty for further analysis.

In addition to the questionnaire, qualitative datas collected via a semi-
structured group interview among nine senior managers from seven foreign
VALUECORP subsidiaries. The group interview lasgggbroximately 90 minutes and
was used to facilitate participant interaction @aadassist in identifying the levels of
agreement and disagreement between the participgnigeeding out false or extreme
views (Morgan, 1996; Patton, 2002). Personal, stractured interviews were also
conducted with the Vice President of HR (lastingh@fiutes) and an external consultant
(60 minutes) who were mainly responsible for theigie and delivery of the ‘Values

Expedition’. The interviews were recorde@rbatimtranscribed and content analysed.

4. Results

The results are reported in line with the two aohthe study, namely the extent
to which VALUECORP’s programme of culture changeuteed in organisational
acculturation, and factors that explain the degofeorganisational acculturation

observed.

4.1. Organisational acculturation at VALUECORP
The results concerning the impacts of the ‘Valuepddition’ on employee

work values are reported in reference to four sesiraf data; the quantitative survey
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findings, the qualitative survey findings, the gpounterview, and the personal
interviews. The findings from the quantitative data reported first (see Table 3).
- Insert Table 3 about here -

Descriptive statistics were used to provide a bas@ount of value changes and
paired-sample-tests were conducted to establish whether resporedating to the
individual and organisational levels were statatic significant. The results indicate
that intended value changes did occur in the rigtgction, but were relatively small.
The first observation is that respondents ratedpxeeived impact to be greater in
shifting their own personal work values comparedhiose of their colleagues at the
organisational level. The paired-samptests reveal that differences between perceived
personal and organisational impacts were statiltisggnificant (p<0.001) across all
values except ‘Profitability & Success’. Seemindlye impact on individuals had not
translated into an equally sizeable impact on tgamisation. Secondly, the impacts
appeared to be greatest amongst more sociallytedemalues, for example, Co-
operation and Teamwork, Communication, and Opennidssse were also the values
where the gap between current and target valueshgagreatest, as identified in Phase
1. This could also have resulted from these vaheiag built into the fabric of the
‘Values Expedition’ process itself, i.e. the opemression of values amongst different
groups of employees in team-based exercises imgkikey figure from headquarters,
which may have allowed for greater acculturationvall as socialisation to take place.

In order to shed some light on these findings, MAMS were performed to
test for the impact of the background variables Tésults of the MANOVA analyses

indicate that the only significant variables affegtthe responses were the location of
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the unit and the respondent’s length of employns@nALUECORP. The results are
reported in full in Appendices 1 and 2.

In terms of unit location, there appeared to bergfrlocation effects on the
perceived extent of change across all seven vaMASNOVA results also revealed a
significant multivariate effect (Wilks’ Lambda =631, p<0.01). More specifically, the
German unit was much less positive about the alltahange process compared to
respondents in the US. Indeed, the German resptsdeme even inclined to disagree
that the new values were regarded as importartdiy fellow colleagues.

In reference to employee tenure, respondents thdt leen employed by
VALUECORP for longer reported greater shifts inued both on a personal and
organisation level. This was most significant, heere in the values of Openness,
Profitability and Success, Customer Partnershig, @ooperation and Teamwork. The
MANOVA results, however, revealed a non-significamiultivariate effect. One
explanation for this might be that cultural changes more visible to those who have
experienced what ‘old’ cultures were like and haw the organisation has come, for
example, F've definitely seen a change in this silo efféettexisted in the company 15
years agd (group interviewee).

- Insert Table 4 about here -

With regard to thegualitative analysis of responses to an open-ended question
on the kinds of impacts the ‘Values Expedition’ llmdduced, even clearer differences
emerged across the individual values (see Tabl&hB.most significant impacts were
cited by the respondents as being connected te thue of the seven values — Co-
operation and Teamwork, Communication, and Openi&sscerning the value of ‘Co-

Operation & Teamwork’ it was commented, for examphhat ‘there has been a better
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sense of community within our local office as vl a sense of belonging to the
organisation as a whole An example of the impacts on ‘Communication’ indéd:
“Employees are listening, respecting others and asmicating with each other at a
better level than before the ‘Values ExpeditionWith regard to the value of
‘Openness’, respondents stated ttthere is now a better and more open dialogue
between management and other personnel.”

Comments concerning changes in other values wenpaatively quite rare (0-
7%). This finding is broadly in line with the quéative survey findings. However, 17
percent of the respondents reported that they badaticed any clear changes in values
since the programme began. These critical views ptly reflect the quantitative
findings that indicated that the process had nodgpeced any major value changes
across the seven values. These respondents contindoteexample, on personal
reasons for not placing much emphasis on the ‘Bipatwhich served to reflect how
much importance they attached to efforts at cultlrange: I'am too engaged in my
daily business and work to deal with things likes.thOther respondents were sceptical
about the viability of fostering shared values tlgio company initiatives: ‘alues are
something you have or you do not have. A compamgtiable to educate people (about
values) [...]. The propagation of values from abovémwet change anything.”

Among the comments which could not be classifiedemrany specified value
(n=60), two main themes could be identified. Thestfitheme (n=16) related to
respondents’ increased general ‘awareness’ comgethe impact of values in working
life — a key aim of Phase 1. For instance, oneamrdent stated thdtn general, the

program opened the eyes of employees to a differahtes-based way of thinking — by
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putting emphasis on how we do things besides whApndther commented,ptople
understand that our lives — actions, decisions gvejur — are driven by values.”

The second set of comments (n=11) concerned ‘iategr in general. Here the
respondents pointed out that this kind of culturatmonisation process acts as an
effective way to integrate a dispersed and deckésgthorganisation through a sense of
belonging and shared culture. The participativettdmo-up process was especially
viewed as assisting organisational integratianhas helped to foster a greater sense of
unity and purpose within individual departments asda company. It has also helped
in creating an atmosphere of understanding and piarece of individual differences.”

The findings of thegroup interviewwere again similar to the findings from the
survey. Impacts were cited as appearing in conmeatith the same three values: Co-
operation and Teamwork (n=13), Communication (n=dryj Openness (nN=9). Impacts
concerning the other values were very seldom meeatioln terms of Co-Operation and
Teamwork the foreign subsidiary managers agréé have got a feeling of being a
team more than before. The co-operative elemenbbas introduced.With regard to
the value of Communication, comments includéde now hold regular meetings
involving formal communication and information eanfge.” Increased Openness was
expressed in several ways, for examfiteis now viewed that being approachable is
something that is important for all.’On the issue of ‘integration’, the ‘Values
Expedition’ was perceived to have brought unitsetbgr, but nevertheless the group
interviewees collectively agreed that certain clesnsgtill needed to take place before
anyone could talk ofdhe VALUECORP.

The VP of HR and leader of the ‘Values Expeditiomhilst acknowledging the

positive feedback from several respondents, wdlsdsssatisfied with the degree of
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managerial support in promoting values-based behasj ‘we trained local managers
to reinforce the process [...], how to lead peoplé arhat they should do themselves.
That was the method to keep it alive, and manaders, should | say, almost totally,
100% failed to do itThere is no evidence that managers in those logatja.] really
did what they were told to dandeed, it was already acknowledged during PHaget
the planned Phase 3, given the title here of ‘TngriValues into Behaviours’, would
need to be much more substantial and more diredtsirapproach. This issue is
addressed in more detail in explanations for thgreke of organisational acculturation

observed, to which we now turn.

4.2. Explanationsfor the degree of organisational acculturation

The findings relating to explanations for the degref organisational
acculturation were based on several qualitativecesu open-ended survey questions,
the group interview and the personal interviewshwite VP of HR and the external
consultant. Based on this data, three key explamatiemerged — (i) insufficient
reinforcement of values-based working, (ii) thefcontation of personal, organisational

and national values and (iii) the difficult tramsit from values to behaviours.

4.2.1. Insufficient reinfor cement of values-based working

The first explanation of insufficient reinforcemenftvalues-based working was
cited widely by respondents both in open-ended esuiquestions (n=39) and in the
group interview (n=9). Reinforcement here refet@either the lack of follow-up after
the seminars by the ‘Values Expedition’ coordingtoor the lack of appropriate

managerial action and behaviours within the units.
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Comments relating to the lack of follow-up actiegiincluded, for example,
“the ‘Values Expedition’ was a very short courseghamo follow-up”and“the seminar
is a good starter but the message needs to be coioated continuously.”These
feelings probably reflected the fact that the fomeiunits had been through one,
intensive, two-day seminar during the four yeangeithe process began. This view was
supported in the group interview where senior marsaggreed that whilst the seminars
got people interested in applying values in thearky as time went by and as the
everyday workload got heavier, many of them simialgked the motivation, the
biggest challenge is that there’s probably a litibss enthusiasm every year that goes
by.” In this sense, the ‘Values Expedition’ was codesed to be suffering from
‘corporate initiative syndrome’ where an initiakenest and willingness to change had
deteriorated over time.

The second explanation under the heading of ingeffi reinforcement of
values-based working was the need for consistanayanagerial action over the longer
term (n=14), especially the role of managers affee seminars. Respondents
commented that managers should have been mores @ty consistent in promoting
the values through their positions as role modelsexampleif management doesn’t
promote the values then it is hard to expect thpleyees to promote thendnd“the
daily behaviour of management personnel is in @httion with the target values.”
The same issue appeared during the group interwiegre the importance but lack of
managers’ role modelling, support and inspiratiomsvetressed as being a barrier to
cultural change efforts (n=11). Even the preserigeacent-country expatriates in some

of the units did not appear to help in this regard.
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On reflection after Phase 1 the VP of HR acknowdsdipe deficit in reinforcing
activities, ‘when a manager is influenced by this (values) gbidy from different
perspectives in different ways [...], then they gatjuchange and can start being
active. Two-day training is not enough to changaanager in this respettAlthough
it was considered that more could have been adthisvee, in his opinion,it's a very
small action needed from each and everypagention has shifted to a more substantial
Phase 3 and to the ways in which the message riagatite importance of values

together with the promotion of the four specifidues can be reinforced.

4.2.2. The confrontation of personal, organisational and national values

This set of explanations essentially refers to whanheant by ‘values’, where
values derive from and the extent to which fostgrshared corporate values was
perceived by respondents to infringe upon exispagsonal, organisational or national
values.

With regard to conflicts wittpersonalvalues, the ‘Values Expedition’ helped
sell the values-based approach by drawing upon pbesnof how everybody has values
and practices them in their everyday lives. Howgel@r some, this was a legitimate
reason to question whether VALUECORP could or sthaattempt to influence the
personal values of its employees$,gtiess everybody practices values anyway in their
normal life, but having it put in front of you ascanfrontational theme, | actually felt
quite..., | felt very defensive about(group interviewee). This feeling was particujarl
strong in the German unit, as commented by the VRRy “they are more black and
white in their thinking and they also view valuesivery personal way, that values are

their own property. No-one is allowed to come arstuks values with them [...]. They
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don’t understand that somebody could improve himherself in the area of values,
because values are (embedded) in thérhe sceptical stance adopted by the German
unit could help to explain their low ratings in theestionnaire regarding the impacts of
the ‘Values Expedition’ as well as part of the giigant unit location effects. The VP of
HR also went on to explain that this particularctemn could have been due to painful
experiences within that unit in the past where railar values-based approach was
applied by their previous owner, only a lot morgragsively.

In terms of confrontingporganisationalvalues, recent cross-border acquisition
activity and, more specifically, a lack of post-amsition integration efforts meant that
VALUECORP’s promotion of shared values had to adslreinresolved cultural
differences. Reflected in comments such @ld ‘Structures and values are still around
in daily work, more so than the new VALUECORP \&lygroup interviewee), and
“there is one very strong company culture in the ain unit, which | guess is why
they are still using their old (company) name ahnelit own language(VP of HR), the
cultural starting points of the foreign units weery different. The feelings surrounding
the acquisitions were also viewed as influencing tirganisational acculturation
process. As the VP of HR recounts, “[.thle German unit — the most difficult one to
integrate. One of the difficulties was that VALUBRI®didn't succeed in taking fast
enough, strong enough action. So, there remainacd imbalance that the Germans
feel they should take the leatHowever, it was also pointed out that some agitjons,
for example that of the Swedish unit, resulted e tacquired company actively
embracing the adoption of shared values in theckdar a new identity, having felt like

a “neglected childfrom their previous owner.
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On the subject of potential clashes with employeegional values, the VP of

HR was explicit in stating that national values eénot touched at all both by
intention and design: by intention in the sensé tha focus was on individuals and
“basic personal values such as respect, trust, iityednonesty that were considered to
be common or at least identifiable to every empdoyand by design in the sense that
the ‘Values Expedition’ had adopted a participativettom-up approach. Although the
qualitative data did not reveal any clear challengeising from diverse national
cultures, the significance of unit location on thmpacts of the process in the
quantitative data arguably raises questions ablbetnational ‘neutrality’ of basic

personal values as a basis for building sharedocatp values.

4.2.3. Thedifficult transition from values to behaviours

The third key explanation for the degree of orgatiismal acculturation observed
at VALUECORP again relates to the nature of ‘valulest here refers to the dilemma
of promoting shared values upon which desirablebelirs are based, whilst avoiding
the strict prescription of behaviours themselves.

Although the lower than expected impacts of thell¥a Expedition’ was
suggested to be partly a reflection on insufficiéoitow-up activities, it was also
attributed to the perceived difficulty in ‘transtag’ the values that had been identified
into appropriate, visible behaviours. Reflectedtaements such athe seminar is one
thing, but to continue values practising is anothégroup interviewee), certain
respondents voiced concerns over how to move fralmeg to behaviours despite the
training they had received. This task was rendalitthe more difficult when the values

in question were perceived by some as being qetemc, the actual values that we
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were talking about were real motherhood statemehitdidn’t think that there was
anything particularly enlightening or new about tiig(group interviewee).

The resulting unmet expectations prompted VALUECORPmake Phase 3
‘Translating Values into Behaviours’ more substnthan originally planned. More
specifically, Phase 3 has been planned to inclbhdedefining of behaviours with top
management approval, leadership training in keysumianagerial mentoring, and the
integration of the four Principles into the perf@amece management system and
recruitment profiles. However, whilst this addressbe need for reinforcement and
further guidance, the emphasis has arguably shiftedirds a tighter definition of
behaviours, albeit based on the values alreadytifeiehcollectively. As explained by
the VP of HR, YALUECORP Principles are a collection of behavio{irs] derived
from the values that have been crystallized froen‘Wfalues Expedition’My plan (for
Phase 3) is to start making those Principles anldlaveours alive in practice. [...] Now
all they need is a bit more of a concrete desaipbf what the desired behaviours and
outcomes aré.

Thus, the challenge of creating a strong corparalieire around a shared set of
values appeared to reside in, on the one handiifiglag the kinds of ‘basic’ or ‘core’
values that every VALUECORP employee can subsdobehilst, on the other hand,
making them distinct enough to gain employee bugrd to allow employees to exhibit
the desired values-based behaviours without saamfiinstruction from headquarters.
How far down the path of defining desirable behaxsoVALUECORP will need to go
before they are adopted in all of the units reméinbe seen, but VALUECORP has

nevertheless invested heavily in making the proasdsansparent as possible.
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5. Discussion and conclusions

In this study we examined how an MNC has designed implemented a
values-based corporate culture, the extent to wthihhas resulted in organisational
acculturation, and offered explanations for therdegof organisational acculturation

observed. A discussion of the key findings andrtimeplications are now presented.

5.1. Discussion of key findings

The results show that VALUECORP adopted a parttoipa ‘bottom-up’
approach to the identification of shared work valdeat invited contributions from
employees in all the locations where VALUECORP waetive. This approach was well
received by participants and resulted in the idieation of seven values that
characterised VALUECORP'’s target corporate cultdigis was later followed by the
consolidation of those values into four Principbasd ‘top-down’ communication to
VALUECORP's stakeholders.

One interesting feature of these findings relatethé notion of organisational
acculturation itself. Whilst the term has been usedlenote host-country nationals
acculturating to thegparent organisational culture (Selmer & de Leon 1993, 6)99
VALUECORP'’s approach to creating a strong, valuasel corporate culture could not
be described in this way. Indeed, the ‘bottom-uppraach to identifying commonly
held values effectively dilutes the potential isfice of national host and parent
cultures that might otherwise inhibit the promotmone corporate culture (Schneider,
1988). This raises the question of whether VALUEG®ORas in fact been fostering
more of a ‘global’ corporate culture in the sensat it has no one clear set of national

cultural roots. Theoretically, one could assert thech organisational cultures are going
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to be subject less to country-of-origin effectg(¢dofstede, 1999), but instead to more,
for example, industry culture effects (e.g. Chatng&anlehn, 1994). It is feasible,
therefore, that VALUECORP’s values may have beesetieon the shared beliefs of
employees concerning the nature of work in VALUEQ®Rspecific industry context.
In practical terms, this ‘global’, values-based raggh to corporate culture might help
to avoid clashes in national cultural values. Hosvewas the study’s findings indicate,
the approach could lead to some scepticism amamgsdrtain minority when core,
personal values become the focus of attention. oflgh the espousal of shared
corporate values is not particularly new, it is leac how many MNCs go to the extent
of adopting a ‘bottom-up’ approach and involvingeithglobal workforce in the
definition of those values. Further research isdedeon the popularity of such ‘global’
corporate cultures, their design, their implemeoitat and their effectiveness in
facilitating organisational acculturation — onlyightime defined as host-country
nationals acculturating to a ‘global’ corporatetarg, not that of the parent. Large-scale
surveys amongst a cross-section of MNCs from diffenational origins or industries
would be a constructive starting point from whichréassess the strength of national
cultural and industry effects on the values adopte®INC employees.

In terms of impacts on work values there was aceable shift in three of the
seven values. The remaining values also shiftechdusignificantly. In terms of impact
size this is broadly representative of previous ieicgl findings in this area (e.g. Selmer
& de Leon 2002). Two background variables were tbua be significant when
analysing these impacts: tenure and host unitimzafhe most positive views came
from Anglo-Saxon countries whereas the German apypeared to be the most critical.

There are different possible explanations for threm a national culture perspective, it
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could be argued that this kind of participative raggh aiming at open communication
and co-operation would be more successful in tlvosatries in which such values are
already commonly shared. From that perspective, Geeman reaction could be
explained by their comparatively higher power dis@ and lack of open

communication, as has been reported for examplEitnyish expatriates in Germany
(e.g. Suutari & Brewster 1998).

Besides differences in national cultures a furthessible explanation is the
existence of subcultures. Indeed, when work vahegsesent an outcome of shared
organisational history and the collective expergmnof its members (e.g. Brown &
Brown, 1994), then fostering a set of shared vaisiéikely to be a long-term, intensive
process where significant organisational eventsh sa€ corporate acquisitions are
particularly influential. Depending on the typeaxfquisition, integration needs and the
desire to preserve one’s own culture may diffeosgrcases (Nahavandi & Malekzadeh,
1988). Nevertheless, post-acquisition integratias heen reported to be an extremely
difficult and sensitive process (e.g. Saderbergaand, 2003; Allreet al, 2005) where
national culture and the approach to cultural irdggn can play a major role in culture
change (Jonest al, in press). This explanation was evident in thalitative data where
the German unit was described as more difficulintegrate due to conflicting views
and negative experiences of ‘forced’ cultural cleangder their previous owner.

The combination of qualitative and quantitativeadetdicated that the impacts
of the corporate culture programme were seen tmée extensive in the short term,
but its influence decreased in the long term. To#oln-up approach thus appeared to
be more successful in creating a shared undersigimdgarding the need for cultural

change and the direction of that change (i.e. tikeaive identification of a target
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culture). However, the approach was less successhustaining cultural change over
time. Whilst this partly supports arguments questig the viability of cultural control

in MNCs (Welch & Welch, 2006), one has to be mindfuthe changes that did occur,
the recognised need for reinforcement and the pitigsithat these findings are less
about the feasibility of corporate culture contpalr sebut more about the challenges

inherent in any large-scale change managementis@encan MNC.

5.2. Limitations

When interpreting the findings of the present sfutlis pertinent to note some
of its limitations. Firstly, and typical to any gie case study, whilst the results of the
study may be interesting in terms of lessons lehemal informing future research, their
generalisability to other MNCs settings is limit&kcondly, the quantitative scales used
to capture the impacts of the ‘Values Expedition® self-reported, perceptual measures
that may have been subject to respondent biasrangsad on a relatively small sample.
Thirdly, one might raise the issue of maturity, tlee time elapsed since the beginning
of the ‘Values Expedition’. One might argue eithbat significant organisational
acculturation is not likely to occur within thisrte frame or that employees are not able
to comment accurately on the impact of a corpardtative over an extensive period
of time. Although the study discusses a range tdi@l explanations for the shifts and
non-shifts in work values, it was not possible rigestigate external or internal events

that may have influenced, positively or negativéig work values of employees.

5.3. Implications
Having followed VALUECORP’s progress in fostering carporate culture

around a set of shared values over five yearsetkeg explanations for the degree of
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organisational acculturation emerged that can alwe as implications or ‘lessons
learned’ for other MNCs embarking on similar cogderculture initiatives.

The lack of reinforcement came out very clearly tire qualitative data.
VALUECORP'’S approach was to use managers as chageygs and to train them for
that purpose. However, this appeared to be inseiffic This implies a need for more
large-scale interventions when aiming towards $icgmt cultural changes in a global
MNC setting. The global integration of corporate rkvovalues into, for example,
recruitment profiles and performance managementtesys (as planned in
VALUECORP’s Phase 3) is likely to assist in thigaed. In future studies, it would be
interesting to analyse the extent to which difféneinforcement mechanisms are able
to contribute towards shifts in work values. WhiSALUECORP mostly used
workshops and training within single units, addiabbenefits may have been realised
through more co-operation and shared activitiesosscrborders — a method that
participants commented they would have valued amdethod that is more likely to
facilitate acculturation as well as socialisati@Qrganisational acculturation could have
included better use of cross-border teams or ttaioo of personnel between units (see
e.g. Nohria & Ghoshal, 1994; Gupta & Govindarajad00). Although these activities
are common in many MNCs, their primary functionofien operational with less
emphasis on their potential usefulness in fadifigabrganisational acculturation.

Corporate programmes of culture change implicithydn to confront existing
values that cross national, organisational andop@tsboundaries. However, it is not
self-evident which of these acts as the strongefftence on an individual’'s work
values. Furthermore, it is not clear whether attsntp foster a ‘global’ corporate

culture can successfully manage to navigate achese boundaries. Further theoretical



29

development on the notion of work values and winatytmean in the context of
‘global’, values-based corporate cultures is thesded. Alternatively, further in-depth,
qualitative investigation where employee views anporate culture can be analysed
against the assumptions of personal, organisatiandl national values could be a
constructive approach.

The final implication concerns the balance betwemphasising values versus
behaviours. Whilst organisational culture represenow values that are invisible
inform behaviours that are visible (Schein, 198b¢ present study has shown that in
the absence of values-based working there is atédiomp for organisations to place
more emphasis on defining desirable behaviourhiodigh these behaviours might stem
from an agreed set of values, organisations siik fthe practical question of how much
emphasis they are willing to place on values whth ®nus on managers and employees
to exhibit the appropriate behaviours, or on defindesired behaviours that filter down
from headquarters. Future research could focusown MNCs are responding to this
dilemma and compare that to the perceptions ofidialng employees.

Collectively, the present study has highlightedeacdfor further research into
the field of organisational acculturation, in pestar MNC attempts to create a strong
‘global’ corporate culture around a shared set a@fi@s. In this way, it is hoped that

other scholars can further our understanding sf¢bimplex and topical subject.
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Table 1. Data sources and methods of collection

Source Method

9 VALUECORP senior managers from 7 foreign subsidga Semi-structured group interview in
(Australia, Brazil, Chile, Germany, Mexico, Swed&lg) November 2005

140 VALUECORP employees from 5 foreign subsidiaries Questionnaire in early 2006

(Australia, Canada, Germany, Sweden, US) (quantitative and qualitative
components)

Vice President of HR (& ‘Values Expedition’ leader) Semi-structured personal interview in
December 2006

External Consultant Semi-structured personal interview in
June 2007

VALUECORP documentation: Documentary review and analysis

= Internal ‘Values Expedition’ presentations
= Employee feedback on ‘Values Expedition’
= ‘Values Expedition’ seminar structures and themes

= Past employee & management surveys on organisationa
climate

= Company intranet & internet material
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Table 2. Summary of the organisational acculturation progree at VALUECORP

Phase 1: Phase 2:
Values|dentification & Awareness Crystallisation & Communication
of Values

Aim To identify the ideal values that To reduce and simplify the values
VALUECORP should stand for and how identified in Phase 1 into a core set of
to apply values in working life. basic values applicable to VALUECORP

employees globally.

Method 2-day seminars at home-country & foreigrConsultant, VP for HR and international
subsidiary locations, involving group taskforce (20 VALUECORP personnel)
exercises & corporate presentations; analyse and interpret the values
Seminar included a half to 1-day identified in a series of workshops.
managerial training session on how to
support the application of values.

Duration 2002 — 2006 2006 — 2007

Desired Present and target cultures and the value¥alues identified in Phase 1 are

Outcome that characterise them are identified; translated into core values and form
the target culture values and values-base8€ made public). In turn, the Principles
thinking in their everyday work. serve as the foundation for

VALUECORP's brand values.

Actual Present and target cultures identified. =~ Analysis results in 4 core values, which

Outcome Target culture comprises 7 values; are translated into VALUECORP’s 4
Acknowledgement that Phase 3 Principles. In conjunction with an over-
(‘Translating Values into Behaviours’) has2rching ‘Brand Commitment’, the
to be more substantial than planned.  Principles are communicated to all

VALUECORP stakeholders.
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Table 3. Perceived impacts of the programme on work values

N =140 Mean scores (std. deviatidn)

Personal Organisational  df t

level level

Co-operation & Teamwork 4.83 (1.28) 4.34 (1.18) 138 6.083***
(P=.93, 0=.90f
Profitability & Success 459 (1.22) 4.50 (1.19) 134 1.552
(P=.92, 0=.91)
Openness 4.80 (1.28) 4.37 (1.12) 135 4.879**
(P=.92, 0=.91)
Innovation 4.58 (1.23) 4.31 (1.14) 136 3.772%*
(P=.92, 0=.92)
Customer Partnership 4.73 (1.24) 452 (1.16) 135 3.308***
(P=.94, 0=.93)
Communication 4.81 (1.26) 4.31 (1.16) 137 5.624***
(P=.93, 0=.90)
Commitment 4.63 (1.25) 4.30 (1.14) 137 4.823**
(P=.88, 0=.87)

! The ‘Values Expedition’ has increased the imporeaaitached to the following issues (1 = strongly
disagree... 7 = strongly agree).

Scale reliability scores (Cronbach alpha) for Beas level (P) and Organisational level (O)
***pP<(0.001, *P<0.01, *P<0.05.

2

Table4. Qualitative data regarding the programme’s imacivork values

Value Questionnaire responses Group interview
(N =101) (N=9)
No. citations No. citations
Co-operation & Teamwork 29 13
Communication 23 10
Openness 17 9
Profitability & Success 7 1
Customer Partnership 5 3
Commitment 2 0
Innovation 0 1
No change 17 0
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Appendix 1. Subsidiary location effect on the perceived immdc¢he programme

Value N Mean scores (s.d.)
Personal Organisational

Cac-operation Canad 19 5.04 (1.11 4.34 (1.07
& Teamwork us 9 5.78 (0.81) 5.39 (0.72)
Sweden 23 4.82 (1.05) 4.28 (1.13)

German' 45 4.25 (1.57 3.76 (1.35
Australia 43 5.15 (0.97) 4.76 (0.82)

Univariate F valui 13¢ 4.837*** 6.760%**

Profitability & Canad 19 4,72 (1.08 4,54 (1.09

Succes uUs 9 5.94 (1.05 5.75 (1.02
Sweden 24 4.43 (1.15) 4.43 (1.10)
Germany 45 3.98 (1.18) 3.94 (1.20)

Australie 42 4.98 (1.04 4.84 (1.00

Univariate F value 139 8.157*** 6.838***

Opennes Canad 19 4,99 (1.03 4,32 (0.98
us 9 5.92 (0.87) 5.31 (1.00)
Sweden 23 457 (1.22) 4.28 (1.02)

German' 45 4.27 (1.40 3.81 (1.16
Australia 42 5.15 (1.09) 4.85 (0.87)

Univariate F valui 13€ 5.331*** 7.712%**

Innovatior Canad 19 4.76 (1.02 4.12 (0.93

Us 9 5.89 (0.83 5.81 (0.86
Sweden 24 4.36 (1.18) 417 (1.03)
Germany 45 4.14 (1.37) 3.90 (1.22)

Australie 43 4.82 (1.02 4,59 (0.92

Univariate F value 140 5.250*** 7.263***

Customel Canad 17 5.09 (1.03 4.76 (0.84
Partnership us 8 5.63 (0.69) 5.88 (0.83)
Sweden 24 4.58 (1.00) 4.32 (0.96)

German' 45 4.20 (1.39 3.91 (1.21
Australia 43 5.05 (1.12) 4.93 (0.98)

Univariate F valui 137 4,735%** 9.460***

Communicatio Canad 18 5.03 (0.98 4,28 (0.93
us 9 5.75 (0.87) 5.19 (0.78)

Swedel 24 4.76 (1.18 4.35 (1.10
Germany 45 4.24 (1.49) 3.74 (1.31)

Australie 43 5.13 (0.96 4.71 (090)

Univariate F value 139 4,825%** 6.063***

Commitmer Canad 19 4,61 (1.10 4,14 (1.08
us 9 5.72 (0.90) 5.58 (0.70)
Sweden 24 4.77 (1.04) 4.46 (1.13)

German 45 4.00 (1.45 3.63 (1.15
Australia 43 4,98 (0.93) 4.74 (0.76)

Univariate F value 14C 6.362*** 10.969***
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Appendix 2. Effect of tenure on the perceived impact of tregpamme

Value N Mean scores (s.d.)

Personal Organisational
Co-operation & <5years 67 455 (1.32) 411 (1.19)
Teamwork 5-10 years 41 4.94 (1.26) 4.40 (1.212)
> 10 years 30 5.25 (1.08) 4.78 (1.04)

Univariate F value 138 2.611* 2.606
Profitability & < 5years 67 4.35 (1.20) 4.27 (1.17)
Success 5-10 years 39 4,54 (1.23) 4.51 (1.20)
> 10 years 29 5.16 (1.12) 5.01 (1.07)

Univariate F value 135 3.703* 3.290*
Openness <5years 65 4.48 (1.27) 4.13 (1.07)
5-10 years 41 4.87 (1.29) 4.40 (1.14)
> 10 years 30 5.38 (1.07) 4.88 (1.05)

Univariate F value 136 4.381** 3.273*
Innovation < 5years 65 4.32 (1.28) 4.15 (1.22)
5-10 years 41 4.65 (1.19) 4.34 (1.01)
> 10 years 30 5.04 (1.02) 455 (1.10)

Univariate F value 136 3.032* 1.630
Customer Partnership <5years 67 4.45 (1.18) 4.23 (1.18)
5-10 years 40 497 (1.25) 4.64 (1.07)
> 10 years 29 5.08 (1.20) 491 (1.11)

Univariate F value 136 3.264* 3.132*
Communication <5years 67 4.56 (1.31) 4.16 (1.18)
5-10 years 41 4.93 (1.12) 4.30 (1.14)
> 10 years 30 5.21 (1.23) 4.69 (1.08)

Univariate F value 138 2.568 1.649
Commitment < 5years 66 4.46 (1.27) 4.20 (1.15)
5-10 years 41 4.61 (1.21) 4.30 (1.08)
> 10 years 30 4,95 (1.22) 4.49 (1.20)

Univariate F value 137 1.293 0.995




