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Introduction 

 As Henry Mintzberg said: “Learning is not doing; it is reflecting on doing”. Managers have multiple 

roles in organizations. Among those roles, the role to develop subordinates’ competencies is growing. In the 

current economical context, competences are strategic resources, and there is more and more need for a flexible 

workforce that can perform in various jobs. In this research, the specific problem under study is how manager’s 

role to develop competencies of subordinates is influenced by organizational culture and leadership styles.  

Effectively, if learning is not doing, but reflecting on doing, it means that managers must help 

employees to self-reflect. Consequently, managers would have a trainer-coaching role. Like a driving instructor, 

managers can teach tips & tricks, they can also be a coach to facilitate someone’s development, or they can be 

flight instructors who help employees to steer their careers. However, do managers really take part in 

competency development?  

This thesis is interesting for research in HRM, competency development, organizational change; and 

management since it gives more insight into how leadership styles evolve and change with organizational 

culture or remain stable. Moreover, it provides more knowledge on the relationship between organizational 

culture, leadership styles, and managerial practices of competency development. This is particularly interesting 

for the studied organization that strive for changing its dominant managerial culture and enhancing this new 

managerial role. The research shows enablers and brakes that can either facilitate or thwart change. 

During our internship, we worked on a skills and mobility project. This project highlights the role of 

managers in developing their people’ skills and also, their role in subordinates’ career. Managers were 

considered as key actors to promote and enable internal mobility in the company. However, loads of them were 

not thought to already apply the desired behaviors. Naturally, a question arose: how do they adapt their 

behaviors or not to corporate recommendations? After some iterations between the literature and a few talks, 

the question became: How do organizational culture and leadership styles influence the practices of 

competency development?  

The problem is that we have plethora of research on leadership competencies, but neither do we have 

as much richness when it comes to how managers’ leadership styles impact subordinates’ development nor on 

how organizational culture impacts competency development. Nevertheless, it is easy to imagine how a better 

understanding of these impacts could enable researchers and practitioners to weigh the pros and cons of each 

leadership style.  

In much research, the links between leadership styles and organizational culture have been detailed. 

Consequently, only studying the impacts of leadership styles without the influence of culture would not provide 

a thorough view of our problem. Therefore, the originality of this study is to analyze how organizational culture 

and leadership styles influence managerial practices of competency development. In addition to that, the 

originality resides in the discovery of the key mediating role of power. Interestingly, we found that managers 

exercise discretionary power over their own practices, which can simultaneously foster or hinder change and 

influences how they develop subordinates’ skills. 

 Many previous research has been conducted the connections between leadership and organizational 



5 

 
culture. Schein (1990) insisted on the role of founders and their successors in culture shaping while for others, 

leaders are products of their culture (Hofstede, 2011; Ogbonna & Harris, 2000; Smircich, 1983). Moreover, 

Valentino (2004) showed that managers have a critical role in cultural change because they are sense-makers. 

In addition, role models are important for middle managers to engage in cultural change (Valentino, 2004). 

Mintzberg (2007) for his part assigns a leadership role to managers among ten roles. We notice that leadership, 

managers, and development role are, to a certain extent, already intertwined, but not explored in the literature. 

 Furthermore, in our case study tensions arise around cultural change. There is a lot of non-scientific 

recommendations on the subject (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016), and the literature on the subject is often 

prescriptive rather than analytical or descriptive. Though, the last two types help us to compare our analysis 

with others’ findings. For instance, while studying a cultural change attempt desired by top management in a 

Premier League football club, Ogbonna & Harris (2014) found that change in organizational culture is hard to 

manage. In fact, several internal and external stakeholders can interfere in the process. How is that possible? 

In our case study, how can some managers continue to manage against requirements? 

 Despite the vast literature on organizational culture and leadership, there is little research on their 

connections with competency development. In her research, Fleury (2009) found that competence is locally 

defined through the lens of organizational culture, as a result the group judges what it is to be competent or 

not.  

Concerning the research on how leadership styles influence development of competency, it is scarce 

or almost inexistent. However, Jemli (2015) argues that authoritarian leadership styles are not compatible with 

a development role, whereas participative leadership styles influence daily learning. Moreover, Jemli (2015) 

defends that culture plays an important role in defining how managers behave, even if he does not show how. 

For this reason, this thesis brings an added value. 

 Could we affirm that organizational culture, leadership styles, and managers’ role in competency 

development are connected? This study also tries to go beyond the simple proof of the existence of connections 

between those concepts. Indeed, our principal objective is to demonstrate how organizational culture and 

leadership styles influence managers’ practices of competency development. Does culture take the lion’s share 

or do managers have bigger claws?  

 Keeping in mind the previous findings of the literature and the ultimate objective of this study, this 

thesis has four hypotheses. The primary hypothesis pertains directly to the research question: (1) Depending 

on their leadership styles, managers do not develop their subordinates’ competencies the same way. This field 

of research is barely inexistent, although it deserves more attention since it could help to improve competency 

development in organizations. However, before being able to verify this hypothesis, we have to analyze how 

organizational culture and leadership interact. 

 As a consequence, two secondary hypotheses try to answer that issue. In our case study, the 

organization strives to develop a new managerial approach—a new leadership style—that highlights a 

collaborative role for managers and their key role in competency development. The problem is that the culture 

that has been developed over time emphasizes authoritarian leadership styles. In this culture, there is little 

place for a coaching role to which managers should devote their time. This led us to formulate the two 
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following secondary hypotheses: (2) There is a historical managerial culture and a new growing managerial 

culture that challenges the first. Not only that, but (3) the historical managerial culture has influenced the 

dominant leadership styles in the company. 

 Logically, the secondary objective of this study is to demonstrate that there can be different, or even 

competing, cultures in organizations. There is a theoretical interest to prove that in organizational life there is 

simultaneously more integration on deeper basic assumptions (Schein, 1990)—because strategy is a 

perspective in cultural existence (Mintzberg & al., 2009)—and the appearance of subcultures (Schein, 1990). 

Indeed, if we believe that attempts to manage culture could succeed, playing on a subculture could be efficient 

(Ogbonna & Harris, 2014; Schein, 1990). 

Finally, a last hypothesis presupposes that manager’s role is defined by the culture and subsequently 

by how the culture reflects the strategy. In a nutshell, we postulate a cultural conflict and that culture shapes 

leadership styles. Therefore, we postulate too that managers should live a roles conflict between their expert 

and manager tasks during the cultural change: (4) There is a roles conflict between expert and managerial tasks. 

To give answers to our hypotheses we make use of four concepts: (1) leadership styles, (2) 

organizational culture, (3) practices of competency development, and (4) power. The advantages of the two 

first are the vast literature and the connections between them. The third generalizes concrete practices observed 

in the case study and pertain to the competency model in the literature. At last, the concept of power originates 

from the sociology of organized action and helps us to conceptualize the relations between the concepts into a 

system, but also to explain the relatively comfortable level of freedom that managers have. 

Also, this research relies on a qualitative methodology. We conducted twenty-one semi-structured 

interviews, gathered direct observations during four months in the organization, had dozens of informal talks 

both with interviewees and other people; and analyzed dozens of internal documents. Eighteen interviews were 

done with managers of different hierarchical levels in the Commercial, Marketing & Corporate Responsibility 

division. Three interviews were done with HRs among which two were responsible for the change project 

(skills & mobility) that inspired the research question.  

We chose the qualitative approach that better suits to grasp the basic underlying assumptions of culture 

(Chatman & O'Reilly, 1990; Pettigrew, 1979; Schein, 1990). Moreover, the fact that there is very little previous 

research on our subject lead us to go for a methodological approach that fits the discovery of new elements. 

Moreover, we decided to concentrate in the study of one organization. Doing so, we provide a first model of 

relationships between the four concepts. 

To further justify our approach, we can say that because we postulate that there is an historical 

managerial culture and a growing culture in the studied organization, we need to collect stories, myths, values, 

and other elements that constitute this culture and necessitate a qualitative approach, especially to draw the 

historical evolution (Pettigrew, 1979).  

Similarly, for understanding the new managerial culture, it is necessary to go over the discourses to 

grasp the reasons that motivate change. Therefore, managers are information providers of their own work life 

and organization. As a consequence, only open questions can provide enough nuances and details to grasp the 

situation, and, besides, the roles conflict can be understood by interviewing those who might live it. Finally, to 
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go beyond perceptions and cunningly analyze, we need to reconstruct the sense managers give to their actions 

and strategies (Schoenaers, 2015).  

This research is divided into two major parts, with chapters and sections. To start with, there is a 

theoretical part with the literature review on the four concepts and their relations. The literature review starts 

with leadership. Then, we learn what the literature says about organizational culture. Next, a short section 

reviews the main links between those concepts. In a third time, we dig in the concept of competency 

development. Lastly, we conclude with the concept of power.  

Afterwards, there is an empirical part with several chapters. In this part, the first chapter presents the 

methodology in details. The second chapter is a brief presentation of the studied organization and of the HR 

project we collaborated on and that raised interest in the research question. The third chapter describes the 

results of the interviews and is divided into several sections.  

The fourth chapter analyzes the results in four steps: It starts by model the content of the description 

pertaining to the hypotheses, then, it analyzes what these models mean in regards with the hypotheses, 

afterwards, there is a comparison and an analysis of the competency development practices of three types of 

managers, and finally, a comparison with documents analysis permit to confirm or disprove the preceding 

analyses. The fifth chapter discusses the results and their theoretical consequences. At the end of this research, 

we conclude by answering the questions raised in this introduction, and we give some ideas for further research. 
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Theoretical perspective 

Chapter 1: Literature Review 

1. Leadership styles 

1.0: Introduction 

In this research, the focus is on the leadership styles. For this reason, we do not review the numerous 

definitions of leadership, but we briefly review some definitions of the concept all the same. Afterwards, we 

review key studies on leadership style. Our objective is to present a few theoretical frameworks so that we will 

be able to compare manager’s styles in our case study. 

1.1: Definitions of leadership 

 The first thing that needs to be said is that in spite of the numerous definitions existing on leadership, 

several scholars consider leadership as the fact for an individual to: “produce an effect or set-off a reaction 

among other people” (Collerette, 1991 quoted by Progin, 2015:72). Leaders are able to influence. Others add 

that this influence must repeat over time (Progin, 2015). The influence is at the heart of the various definitions. 

Friedberg & Crozier and Mintzberg’s notions of power can be thought as close to the notion of leadership if 

we consider both concepts of power and influence (Progin, 2015).  

 According to Maltais, Leclerc & Rinfret (2007:425), for McGregor Burns leadership is an influence 

process that is observable, applied to a wide range of changes, and gives interactions between humans that 

must be ethical, even if the context is made of inequalities.  

For their part Hersey, Blanchard & Natemeyer. (1979) argue that: 

Leadership is typically defined as the process of influencing the activities of an individual or a group 

in efforts towards goal achievement. Power is well described as the leader’s influence potential: The resource 

that enables a leader to induce compliance or influence followers (Hersey & al., 1979:418). 

 On the basis of Dujardin & Robert (2013), it is difficult to give a list of the attributes of leaders. 

Nonetheless, Bennis (1984:15-19) gives four common characteristics of successful leaders. We can succinctly 

summarize them by saying that leaders: 

1. Inspire people by how they achieve their mission or their vision. 

2. Communicate well their vision. 

3. Win people’s trust thanks to their reliability, determination, and constancy. 

4. Show self-control, self-awareness of their strengths, and learn from their mistakes. 

1.2: Leadership theories 

Let us begin with an examination of Kurt Lewin’s theory (1944). He found three major leadership 

styles: Autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire. In his theory, a good leader blend the three styles by keeping 

in mind the influential forces coming from the followers and the situation. The theory contains multiple factors 
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that alter the balance: (a) the time available and the emergency of the situation, (b) the competencies level, (c) 

the seniority of employees, (d) the nature of the tasks to perform; (e) the laws or procedures, (f) and the climate.  

Later, Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973) extended Lewin’s work. They drew a continuum made of seven 

leadership styles. The seven leadership styles vary from boss-centered leadership to subordinate-centered 

leadership, the picture below illustrates the seven possibilities: 

 

Source: Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973:16). 

On the left side, managers are the only decision makers. From the first to the third included on the left, 

managers go from imposing to persuading and explaining. Around the center, the process is collaborative. 

Managers identify the issue, propose solutions, and the group can challenge their decisions. In the next one, 

the solutions come from the group, but managers remain decision-makers. The last two on the right are 

different. In these cases, managers set limits and then delegate the decision to the group. They can participate 

as a member of the group with their expertise or not (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). 

The theory goes further by adding three factors that influence which style should be chosen. The first 

one is made of the forces in the manager. Managers experience internal tensions because of their value system 

about who should make the decision. The authors believe that how managers perceive the importance of: 

“organizational efficiency, personal growth of subordinates, and company profits.” (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 

1973:175) influence these tensions.  

Moreover, the confidence the managers have in their subordinates imply that they appraise who is able 

to do the job well. An added element is that managers have a natural inclination for a specific leadership style. 

Not everyone is naturally comfortable with each leadership style. Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973) add a last 

point about the feeling of security in uncertain situations. Indeed, delegating implies less control over the 

output. Consequently, the differences in behavior arise from the managers’ need for stability and predictability 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). 

The second factor is called the forces in the subordinate. The more managers understand team’s needs 

and what is expected of them, the more they can push their teams to act adequately (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 

1973). The theory also provides a bunch of conditions that managers should notice to delegate more 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973).  

The last factor is called forces in the situation. Managers suffer from external pressure among which 

the strongest come from inside the organization (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). The culture of the 
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organization influences how people think and behave, besides what is tolerated or not depends upon culture 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). The authors contend that because their superior have a particular 

understanding of what makes a great manager, managers tend to go into a defined managerial style 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973).  

Furthermore, the size of a team or the importance of confidentiality can steer managers to be more 

authoritarian (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). Group effectiveness imply that managers must think about the 

capacity of the group to collaborate before leaving them responsibilities. In addition, the complexity of the 

problem is crucial to consider before turning a problem over to the group. Finally, Tannenbaum & Schmidt 

(1973) assume that the pressure of time impacts manager's decisions to delegate or not. The more urgent a 

solution must be found the less likely it is delegated. 

To summarize, the good manager is the one who attuned to these forces evaluates subordinates’ 

keenness for growth and is capable of adopting the good behavior. Additionally, even if managers are shaped 

by the forces operating in their organizations, they can consider them as variables they partially control 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). For example, a manager has the possibility to: “supply training for individual 

subordinates, and provide participative experiences for his employee group” (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 

1973:179). Lastly, for Ogbonna & Harris (2000) the major founding of style and behavioral studies is that 

democratic and participative styles make the best leaders. 

Another famous theory is Blake & Mouton’s grid. They (1982) built a grid to situate managers' styles. 

Their model provides five managerial styles depending on where managers stand between concern for people 

and for production. Blake & Mouton (1982) defend that the best management style is the 9,9. The 9,9 managers 

are highly oriented both towards the tasks and people. Those leaders provide a strong guidance and complete 

emotional support (Blake & Mouton, 1982). The combination of the two dimensions provide a multitude of 

variant styles, but the grid defines five archetypes: 

 

Source: Blake & Mouton, (1982:23) 
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1. the Impoverished Management (1,1) is basically for managers who do the bare minimum. 

2. the Country Club Management (1,9) managers work to create a friendly work atmosphere. People’s 

needs are the focus of attention. Therefore, that kind of managers concentrate all their efforts and 

energy to build good relationships with their people. Consequently, objectives and results are 

secondary to them. 

3. The Organization Man Management (5,5) recognizes the necessity to take into account both 

productivity requirements and employees' needs. 

4. The Authority Obedience (9,1) considers that humans must interfere as little as possible with the 

productivity. This kind of manager highly focuses on the task and their employees are only a mean to 

reach the target. 

5. The Team Management (9,9) combines a high orientation to task with a high orientation to people. 

The assumption is that committed people make great work. In that mindset trust and respect are 

essential values. Thus, collaboration is an important constitutive element of the team. 

Another important theory is the Theory of X and Y of human motivation of McGregor (1966). The basic 

premise of his theory is that humans have needs that they must satisfy. These needs are part of a hierarchy 

(McGregor, 1966). Arguably, this resembles to Maslow's hierarchy of needs. For McGregor, managers can 

have one of the two following visions of their employees: One the one hand, managers believe in what 

McGregor calls the theory X, on the other hands they believe in what he calls the theory of Y. 

In the former, managers must have an active role, otherwise people would not take initiatives. The beliefs 

hold by these managers are that: people are indolent, do not like to be leaders because of the weight of 

responsibility, and are sort of egoistic because organizational goals are unimportant to them. Moreover, the 

employee is thought to be resilient, resistant to change, and simply said a bit simple (McGregor, 1966). 

Consequently, managers who hold these beliefs are authoritarian because they think that people need to be 

controlled or afraid of sanction to work. 

On the contrary if managers believe in the theory of Y, they would say that people are motivated and 

open to change. In a nutshell, the way they have been managed has lead them to be passive and resilient 

(McGregor, 1966). Thus, the role of managers is to create the necessary organizational conditions so that 

people can work towards their goals and reach their full potential, which serve the organization's objectives 

(McGregor,1966). 

Ultimately, then, this theory is one of the first recommending to delegate, trust, empower; consult with 

bottom employees, and to propose performance appraisals. At first sight we might think that McGregor's 

statement on leader's role to create such a trust and delegation framework is different from Blake & Mouton's 

9,9 leadership style. Indeed, the 9,9 manager leads by providing a strong guidance coupled with a strong 

emotional support. On second thought, the difference is tenuous if we consider that both theories recommend 

being people-oriented to reach objectives. 

Furthermore, another theory is the Situational Leadership Model of Hersey & Blanchard. Strongly 

criticized by Blake & Mouton (1982), this theory contends that only adaptability in style makes great leaders. 

No best way to lead exists. Instead of having an inflexible approach, exerting leadership consists in conforming 
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to each single situation or person and to adapt the leadership styles accordingly. In this theory, a more specific 

point relates to power, which is indispensable to exercise leadership (Hersey & al, 1979). The theory proposes 

seven power bases to use in an adaptive manner regarding four maturity levels of employees: 

▪ Coercive power relies on fear. The fear results from the fact that failure will be punished by the leader, 

which explains why people are compliant.  

▪ Connection power refers to the leader's network. It can motivate people to get access to it by being 

compliant or it can push people to avoid any trouble with the leader's influential network. 

▪ The expert power basis is the leader's knowledge. It is important for employees to get the leader's help 

to make their work easier.  

▪ Information power is the information that the leader has or can get access to whilst employees cannot.  

▪ Legitimate power stems from the hierarchy, which implies that people holding a certain position can 

legitimately expect compliance. 

▪ Referent power refers to the leader's personality and traits. This power basis and traits studies are alike 

because people are inspired by leaders. 

▪ Reward power implies that followers acknowledge the leader is the one who can grant them with a 

bonus or a promotion (Hersey & al., 1979:419). Therefore, they are compliant (McGregor, 1966). 

As there is not one best power base that is always effective, leaders must use the different power bases 

according to the situation and regarding four maturity levels of employees: low, low to moderate, moderate to 

high, and high maturity (Hersey & al., 1979). 

Also, to each maturity level corresponds one best leadership style. It combines a certain degree of task 

orientation and people orientation that is supported by two or three adequate power bases (Hersey & al, 1979). 

Hersey & al. (1979:422) propose four different leadership styles because there are four different maturity levels: 

▪ The Telling style is convenient for low maturity employees. Managers should be highly oriented to the 

task and low on the relationship part resulting in an authoritarian behavior. 

▪ The Selling style should be used for low to moderate maturity levels. Employees are still viewed as 

unable to be accountable. Thus, the leader must provide direction by communicating with people.  

▪ The Participating style is for moderate to high maturity employees who participate with their leader in 

the decision-making process. The subordinates are able, but need to be supported. In this case, the 

leader facilitates work. 

▪ The Delegating style is only for high maturity employees. The leader can delegate because people are 

motivated and able to perform in their job (Hersey & al., 1979). 

Now to fully get a grip on the situational use of power, the authors recommend using different power bases 

for the four leadership styles. The power bases are used with one or more style. The next image illustrates the 

associations: 
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Source: Hersey & al, (1979:424) 

This theory postulates that the must-do for managers is to analyze each person's needs, then managers 

must switch deliberately from one style to another to fit with each person. This is a major difference with Blake 

& Mouton (1982) who believe that there is one best management style: the 9,9. Moreover, the Situational 

Leadership Model of Hersey & al differ from McGregor’s theory of Y because the latter tends to promote 

delegation, trust, and assumes that people are self-motivated, responsible, and autonomous. However, what 

Hersey & al. (1979) advises for low maturity employees resemble to what McGregor’s theory of X advises 

too. Lastly, Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973) also argue for an adaptive approach. 

The next image summarizes the Situational Leadership theory. The S1 to S4 correspond to the four 

leadership styles. The M1 to M4 are the four maturity levels. The curve is the intersection of the recommended 

behaviors coming from the two axes: 

Source: Hersey & al. (1979:421). 

So, as the other theories analyzed before, this one is prescriptive too. Effectively, for each maturity 

level, there is a prescribed style that adapts the relationship behavior of the leader. As showed above, different 

power bases are advised for the different maturity levels. 

To round off this section, the last theory reviewed is the transactional and transformational theory of 

leadership. The two styles are opposed. A transactional leader is:  

Characterized by contingent reward and management-by-exception styles of leadership. Essentially, 
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transactional leaders develop exchanges or agreements with their followers, pointing out what the followers 

will receive if they do something right as well as wrong. They work within the existing culture, framing their 

decisions and action based on the operative norms and procedures characterizing their respective organizations 

(Bass & Avolio, 1993:112-113). Moreover, transactional leaders act to maintain the status quo in organizations, 

especially concerning culture (Bass & Avolio, 1993).  

On the contrary, transformational leaders foster change when the culture does not match with their 

values. They have four characteristics: “idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, 

and individualized consideration. Transformational leaders integrate creative insight, persistence and energy, 

intuition and sensitivity to the needs of others to ‘forge the strategy culture alloy’ for their organizations.” (Bass 

& Avolio, 1993:112). 

All things considered, we do not believe that any theory reviewed is better than another. Actually, it is 

quite the opposite as our stance is that they are complementary. Their combined strengths help us to grasp the 

complexity of leadership. If leaders can analyze someone's needs and adapt their style (Hersey & al, 1979), it 

does not necessarily mean that they do not have a preferred orientation to task or to people (Blake & Mouton, 

1982) nor that this orientation is not influenced by their natural leadership style (Tannenbaum & Schmidt 1973). 

1.2 Theoretical framework of this research 

To perfectly serve this research, we cannot limit ourselves to one theory. The complexity of what is 

reported by managers cannot fit in one restrained theoretical framework. This is the reason why this research 

combines the different theories reviewed. An argument in support of this approach is that managers talk about 

realities that are covered by the different theories. Logically, the combined theories contribute to analyzing 

these realities with their complementary strengths1. 

2. Organizational Culture 

2.0: Introduction 

To justify why such a big interest for organizational culture exists, a clear answer could be that culture 

makes the uniqueness of an organization. Culture is an open book we read to understand what surrounds 

ourselves. It is of first interest, above all because it shapes how the organization acts upon its market, defines 

its efficiency standards, and deals with HRM (Thévenet, 1993). Culture addresses management questions 

through the lens of time. Today is the legacy of yesterday and the basis for tomorrow. 

Organizational culture has been for more than three decades a controversy in the literature and an 

interest in management after the brilliant successes of Japanese companies (Mintzberg & al., 2009). For 

instance, Ouchi’s theory of Z relies on observations of Japanese firms’ practices (Ouchi & Price, 1978). 

Understanding organizational culture is equivalent to comprehend perceptual filters that frame people's 

decisions (Mintzberg & al., 2009). 

In organizational culture, scholars come from different fields such as sociology, anthropology, 

                                                 
1See methodology for more explanation over this choice. 
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psychology, organizational theories; change management, etc. and that has brought different answers to the 

following questions: What is organizational culture precisely? How to define the construct? Which 

methodological approach should be chosen from the various choices available? There has been no agreement 

on a paradigm, although Schein's definition has been often referred to in the literature (Thévenet, 1993). Loads 

of authors continue to write their own definitions, thereby contributing to destabilize a weak paradigm. 

However, some main streams dominate the research. Frequently, they apply tools mixing research and 

consulting to companies. There is plethora of quantitative tools to measure culture in organizations as Jung, 

Scott, Davies, Bower, Whalley, McNally and Mannion (2009) who identified around 70 tools to evaluate 

culture. After much research and decades of paradigm conflict, we do not have a common approach to study 

organizational culture (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016; Ogbonna, 1992). 

The proper use of organizational culture as a construct has been in dispute. On account of the extreme 

complexity of the phenomenon and the various causes—such as consultancy's grip on organizational culture 

(Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016)—that have slowed down the research, some authors believe that a predictive 

validity has been developed without a solid construct validity (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). Similarly, this 

deceleration associated with “research-consulting” is supported by those who consider that we first need to 

better apprehend what culture is before measuring the phenomenon (Schein, 1990). 

At the beginning, the concept of culture comes from anthropology and sociology, but thereafter 

psychology has investigated the field. The cross disciplinary studies of organizational culture are key sources 

of the literature's debates (Schein, 1990). The most complicated and fascinating point about culture is that all 

its levels from national culture and industry to the level of the organization interact (Mintzberg & al., 2009). 

Before jumping in the literature review, we should keep in mind that culture is not all. According to 

Thévenet (1993) we can identify three limits to the concept of organizational culture. The first is navel-gazing, 

which can lead to overestimate the importance of culture or to contemplate a situation and bask in 

contemplation against action. The second is that it can be an inhibitor to change if it focuses too much on past 

in comparison with future. The last one is the difference between intuition and method when confronted to 

facts. How could we distinguish what constitutes culture or not? Moreover, it is crucial to bear in mind that 

analyzing culture is not about judging, but explaining the reality (Thévenet, 1993). 

2.1 An organization is culture vs an organization has a culture 

The main issue under discussion is: Does an organization have a culture or is it a culture? Whether an 

organization is culture or has a culture influences how scholars perceive the manageability of culture, but also 

how to study organizational culture. 

Those who consider that an organization is culture see this relationship as interdependent. An 

organization is characterized by its culture and people do not acknowledge it. Therefore, for those who think 

that culture is: “there is little point in trying to control this socially constructed phenomenon which is embedded 

in the very roots of organizational existence” (Ogbonna, 1990:42). This thinking gathers the cognitivism 

approach, the symbolic approach, and the psychodynamic approach (Thévenet, 1993). For those researchers, 

culture is impossible to change. Therefore, managers should not hope to manage culture (Ogbonna, 1990). 
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Meek (1988) explains that those who believe that the organization is culture are closer to 

anthropologists' approach. What they are saying is that culture is the output of a negotiation that takes place in 

social interaction (Meek, 1988). One consequence is that we cannot investigate organizational culture by 

bypassing the more general cultural context (Meek, 1988). As a result, it is not possible to manage culture in 

companies because culture is the product of social interaction: “culture should be regarded as something that 

an organization 'is', not as something that an organization 'has'; it is not an independent variable, nor can it be 

created, discovered, or destroyed by the whims of management” (Meek, 1988:470).  

Moreover, culture evolves, but we cannot change it (Thévenet, 1993). To change culture, we would 

need to know perfectly what it is now, what we want it to be and how to make that change (Thévenet, 1993). 

Their position is that organizational culture can only be described and interpreted. These authors distinguish 

between culture and social structure that are the two sides of the same coin and must be used only to decipher 

behaviors. Finally, this approach pertains to Geertz's approach, which comes from Weber (Meek, 1988). 

Nevertheless, others are dubious about this scientific stance, they assert that it is an extreme belief 

(Ogbonna,1990). Those who view culture as something an organization has turn it into an important tool for 

managers (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2008; Scheiner & Barsoux, 2003; Ogbonna, 1990; Ogbonna & Harris, 

2016). This opinion sheds light on why so much researchers and consulting firms have tried to link 

organizational culture and effectiveness (Barney, 1986) or organizational culture and client orientation (Kasper, 

2005), yet should organizational culture be manageable, we still need to know what parts of culture to manage 

and how. 

Among the believers in an organization has a culture, two different subgroups exist. A first group 

believes that we can conscientiously manage culture. A second group is more prudent and thinks that culture 

might be changed under precise circumstances. In that thinking, culture is a managerial tool among others. To 

manage culture is to manage behaviors. This is why it is considered that a strong culture directs behaviors 

(Thévenet, 1993). 

Furthermore, it seems that the manageability of organizational culture, notably in the context of Multi-

National Companies is limited (D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006). According to D. E. Welch & Welch (2006), 

Schein believes that only the uttermost parts of culture are manageable. In addition, managers can face hard 

resistance when trying to manage culture (Ogbonna & Harris, 2016; D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006). Culture 

management has been a top-down archetype because it was thought to be in top management's hands (D. E. 

Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006), and there is much research on how to align organizational culture with strategy 

and to successfully change culture (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2008; Scheiner & Barsoux, 2003). 

D. E. Welch & Welch (2006) describe the virtuous circle of culture present in the literature and among 

practitioners: It contains the underlying assumption that inculcating employees with the values and the vision 

of the company drive their efforts towards the same end. At the same time, employees' automatic commitment 

replaces partially a managerial. The virtues of culture internalization seem to be fantastic, yet among other 

things, the responses given by employees to such cultural stimuli and teaching interfere with this automatic 

circle of virtue (D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006), hence the added value of taught culture is moderated by 

means of employees' resistance or responses. 
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In short, a strong organizational culture is an asset for organizations in stable environments, but 

becomes a problem in unstable environments (D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006). This opposition—between 

the organization is culture and the organization has a culture—is rooted in anthropology and sociology. 

According to Maas (2015), the two different points of view would originate from a paradigmatic opposition 

between structuralism (culture is a control mechanism) and social constructivism (culture is self-regulated). 

To conclude, it is undeniably true that deliberately changing culture is difficult. It is worth mentioning 

here that culture changes when the organization is threatened, besides all its members must recognize that 

threat, and some people must take the lead to solve the problems (Thévenet, 1993). Thévenet (1993) argues 

that actions might influence culture, but nothing is sure. 

2.2: Qualitative or Quantitative methodology 

It is a truth universally acknowledged that it has been a key debate in human sciences. It would hardly 

be an exaggeration to say that in organizational culture, it separates two groups: Sociologists and 

anthropologists are inclined to comply with a qualitative approach while psychologists adopt preferably a 

quantitative approach. Schein who is one of the most quoted author on organizational culture (Ogbonna, 1990) 

argues that quantitative tools are poor to decipher people's feelings and values because they are shaped by 

searchers' prejudgments (Schein, 1990).  

On the contrary, Hofstede has developed a profusely used quantitative approach, which measures six 

dimensions pertaining to national culture. His survey-based approach can be applied to organizations, but in 

this case the author combines it with qualitative data collecting. In their book about culture, Scheiner and 

Barsoux (2003) stand for a multi-focused approach with interviews, questionnaires and observations. Pettigrew, 

who is one of the pioneer in this field, argued in 1979 for a longitudinal-processual approach, which aims at 

tracing the organization's history. To do so, dramas are of key importance because they clarify how culture 

constitutes itself (Pettigrew, 1979). His methodology is obviously closer to Schein's than Hofstede’s. 

Qualitative researchers tend to consider that each company is a culture. For them, immersion, 

observations, and interviews are the only access to basic assumptions of organizational culture. They consider 

quantitative approaches to be ill-suited and defend a strong statement: “In this view (emic) each organizational 

culture is seen as idiosyncratic and cannot be compared with others.” (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016:205).  

In opposition to the emic approach, the etic approach (functionalist) considers that an organization has 

a culture. Consequently, we can compare organizations (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). Put another way, it is 

possible to use quantitative tools to generalize the comparison between a multitude of organizations. 

Nevertheless, these differences may well be a smokescreen. The two approaches are more 

complementary than antagonistic:  

It is striking that, although both camps purport to study organizational culture, the underlying 

constructs are not at all the same. In the emic approach the phenomenon being studied is how beliefs and 

assumptions shape shared meaning. In the etic approach the construct is explicitly based on norms and values 

and how these shape behavior (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016:206).  

The former contemplates how sense is given. The latter tries to grasp the process of behavior production. Once 
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again, it is a prolongation of the argument on whether culture is something an organization is or has. 

In conclusion, it seems that a qualitative approach would be better to grasp deeper basic assumptions 

(Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016; Pettigrew, 1979; Schein, 1990). Lastly, if we trust Jung & al (2009), there is 

neither a best method nor a best tool to assess or to explore organizational culture. Solely the purpose of the 

study determines the usefulness of a tool or another. Such a viewpoint contradicts the calls for a construct 

uniformization. 

2.3: Organizational culture vs Organizational climate 

One typical definition of organizational climate is: “the shared perceptions of and the meaning attached 

to the policies, practices, and procedures employees experience and the behaviors they observe getting 

rewarded and that are supported and expected” (Schneider, Erhart & Macey, 2013: 362). This theory 

concentrates on employees' perceptions of their work environment (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016; Thévenet, 

1993). Organizational climate can either be assessed as strong or as weak, and some particular climates are 

connected with, for example, unit performance or employee turnover (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). The 

research on climate are lead through questionnaires assessing people's perceptions of their environment and 

compiling their answers to draw general trends, whereas research on culture assess what it is to be part of a 

group (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). 

There is some confusion around the concept or organizational climate, as well as around organizational 

culture. However, some scholars assert that both constructs are being joined after complementary contributions 

to our understanding of how employees make sense of their work environment and shape their behaviors 

accordingly (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). To sum up the differences, it is acknowledged that climate is the sum 

of people's perceptions, whereas culture is linked to the organization and is more than this sum, besides 

organizational climate is what people think while organizational culture is what people do (Thévenet, 1993:89) 

2.4.0: How to define organizational culture? 

As mentioned before, definitions of organizational culture are numerous. Therefore, in this section we 

review the definitions of some key authors. In this thesis, we do not analyze the rich literature from 

anthropology because we focus on organizations. 

2.4.1: Schein: definition and mechanisms 

Schein defines culture as:  

(a) a pattern of basic assumptions, (b) invented, discovered, or developed by a given group, (c) as it 

learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, (d) that has worked well enough 

to be considered valid and, therefore (e) is to be taught to new members as the (f) correct way to perceive, 

think, and feel in relation to those problems (Schein, 1990: 111). Internal problems deal with how a group 

works, whereas external problems concern its survival. For Schein, culture relies on common assumptions that 

allow the reduction of uncertainty. A common assumption works as a predictive artefact people can use to 

assume: “what is happening around the group” (Schein, 1990: 111). 
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Schein maintains that there are three levels of culture: observable artefacts, values, and basic 

underlying assumptions (Schein, 1990). In Schein's opinion, artefacts are easy to spot, but hard to grasp 

correctly. As a result, we should focus our attention on basic assumptions (Schein, 1990).  

Moreover, Schein goes along with Pettigrew (1979) to say that critical incidents are of primary 

importance to understand norms formation. Then, culture creation occurs when there is a possibility for a norm 

to become a belief and eventually an assumption if the same pattern of behaviors and reactions repeat over 

time to answer similar situations (Schein 1990). 

Therefore, culture is a learned mechanism (Schein, 1984). The learning process results from two types 

of situations: (a) positive problem-solving situations that helps the group to decide whether a solution is good 

or not and (b) anxiety-avoidance situations when the group faces stressful situations in which it determines if 

the solutions produced avoid anxiety or not (Schein, 1984). The first kind of solutions are abandoned as soon 

as they fail, whereas the second are strongly defended by people (Schein, 1984). 

Furthermore, culture creation arises with role modeling. Due to modeling, people identify themselves 

to leaders, and so, they internalize the culture that leaders propagate through embedding and reinforcing 

mechanisms (Schein, 1990). In order to perpetuate, organizational culture socializes new members and teaches 

them the right way to do things. 

Finally, when growing organizations are the playground for two contradictory, but potentially 

complementary processes: Subcultures appear, and there is more integration on deeper basic assumptions 

(Schein, 1990). On the whole, Schein’s viewpoint on change is somewhat pessimistic since he assumes that 

extreme changes need replacement of a bunch of people who cannot change their basic assumptions (Schein, 

1990). 

2.4.2: Hofstede national and organizational cultures 

Hofstede defines culture as the: “Collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members 

of one group or category of people from others” (Hofstede, 2011:3). His conception of culture is set in six 

dimensions: power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/feminity, 

long/short term, and indulgence/restrained (Hofstede, 2011). Hofstede's work on national culture shows the 

dimensions vary from one society to another (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996).  

Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to add that if national culture influences the organization, it is not the 

only external input. Thévenet (1993) says that the level of the industry also influences the company. For 

example, a highly competitive market with demanding clients is different from oligopolistic markets. Thévenet 

(1993) adds that this is the case, in particular when the industry frames products norms or HRM. Despite these 

complementary remarks, Hofstede’s work on national culture remains pertinent. 

Regarding organizational culture, Hofstede (2011) also proposes six dimensions. Each organization is the 

result of a mix between all these dimensions for which each dimension is placed on a continuum between two 

extremes (Hofstede, 2011:20-21): 

• Process-oriented vs result-oriented: Process-oriented cultures are the image of a bureaucracy. In such 

cultures, members’ perceptions highly differ while in results-oriented cultures everybody is led by the 
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ultimate goal, namely the outcomes. Hofstede (2011) argues that result-oriented cultures are stronger. 

• Job-oriented vs employee-oriented: The less the culture is oriented towards employees' well-being in 

addition to their performance the more it is job-oriented and vice versa. For the Dutch writer, managers 

do not really choose whether they are job or people oriented because they are products of their culture. 

On this aspect, he says that organization's history is probably impactful with: “recent history of 

economic crisis with collective layoffs” (Hofstede, 2011:20). On this point, he is in accordance with 

Schein (1990) and Pettigrew (1979) because they give sensible importance to historical events in 

culture formation. 

• Professional vs parochial: Above all else, in professional cultures employees are members of a 

professional community like doctors or lawyers while in parochial culture the organization gives 

people their identity. 

• Open systems vs closed systems: This dimension discriminates cultures between open systems and 

closed systems based on the following criteria: “the style of internal and external communication, and 

to the ease with which outsiders and newcomers are admitted” (Hofstede, 2011:20). 

• Tight vs lose control: Hofstede defines it as: “the degree of formality and punctuality within the 

organization” (Hofstede, 2011:21). The technology and the type of activities of the organizations relate 

to the type of control. 

• Pragmatic vs normative: This dimension analyzes how members of a culture manage their 

relationships with the environment (e.g. clients).  

2.4.3: Other definitions 

Apparently, some mix the definitions of Schein and Hofstede:  

The interweaving of an individual into a community and the collective programming of the mind that 

distinguishes members of one known group from another. It is the values, norms, beliefs and customs that 

individual holds in common with members of a social unit or group (Ogbonna, 1992:42).  

In this case, organizational culture roots people together by formatting their minds. 

It is also possible to define culture as: “a system of shared values (that define what is important) and 

norms that define appropriate attitudes and behaviors for organizational members (how to feel and behave)” 

(O'Reilly & Chatman 1996: 160). This definition is close to Ogbonna’s. For his part, Pettigrew explains what 

is the purpose of culture:  

In order for people to function within any given setting, they must have a continuing sense of what 

that reality is all about in order to be acted upon. Culture is the system of such publicly and collectively 

accepted meanings operating for a given group at a given time. (Pettigrew, 1979: 574).  

We note that culture permits the functioning of a group and is an ephemeral photograph of a specific setting. 

The central point remains that culture is about shared mental mechanisms. 

As reported by Scheiner & Barsoux: “anthropologists like Claude Lévi-Strauss and Clifford Geertz 

define culture as ‘systems of shared meaning or understanding (web of signification), which drive or explain 

the behavior observed’” (Scheiner & Barsoux, 2003:22). Once again, culture is defined as something that is 
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shared and that can help the understanding of behaviors or visible products of culture. 

In the end, Goffee & Jones' cultural model begins with the idea that culture is the expression of the 

organization as a community (Mintzberg & al., 2009). Their approach relies on sociability (benevolence and 

esteem for others) and on solidarity (having common drivers to reach a common goal). Their model helps to 

understand that a fragmented culture has troubles in sharing knowledge (Ouimet, 2007). In addition, a culture 

with both a weak solidarity and sociability is poorly creative because short-termism guides the behaviors and 

creates a risk aversion that prevents creative thinking (Ouimet, 2007).  

2.4.4: Conclusion on definition of organizational culture. 

So far, we can say that definitions are close, even if slightly divergent, they have common components 

(Ouimet, 2007). However, we take a step back to Schein's influential definition because Godelier (2009) makes 

several criticisms about it: Mainly that from the start this definition sets the focus on representations and 

problem-solving. 

Consequently, it is inscribed in the managerial vision of what a community is. Schein's definition 

operates notwithstanding the fact that individuals are already shaped outside the organization by their culture 

(Godelier, 2009). On this point, tools like Hofstede's national culture surveys may help to grasp how people 

are affected by national cultures. At the end of this review, we can affirm there is sort of an agreement to say 

that culture is composed of: “deeply held set of values and norms” (D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006:16).  

2.5: What is culture perpetuation? 

When the context changes, management has the intuition that culture should change too. In their study 

of a football club, Ogbonna & Harris (2014) tell that the club top management aimed to change the culture 

because they considered having every reason to think that the external environment had changed (Ogbonna & 

Harris, 2014). However, the Premiere League football club had a very solid, well-established, and durable 

culture (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). Change attempts were impeded by the joined forces of internal and external 

stakeholders (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014), likewise D. E. Welch & Welch (2006) found that resistance to cultural 

change can be strong. 

A wide range of scientific papers focuses on organizational culture change that researchers and 

practitioners can provoke by working hand in hand. However, there is also a stream of research that emphasizes 

cultural perpetuation. For those researchers, a pivotal aspect of culture is its enduring characteristic. It does 

not always mean that culture cannot change, but that some levels do not or they do, but at extreme costs. 

Culture can be strongly rooted in the minds as an ideology (Mintzberg & al., 2009). Mintzberg & al. (2009) 

believe that strongly rooted beliefs can prevent change because they encourage behavioral stability. 

Several factors limit cultural change (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). To simplify, on one the hand they 

come from internal influences, on the other hand they come from external influences. The stakeholders 

involved are thus not necessarily the same. Among internal factors, we can mention the historical legacy. 

According to Schein (1990), there is a good case for considering the role of the founder(s). Schein affirms that 

when an organization is set up, the founders (and then the leaders) transmit their values, beliefs and 
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assumptions to the group. At the very beginning, founders owe wide power over their organizations. In the 

same vein, he explains that founders' responses to critical incidents begin to form norms and beliefs while 

incidents and similar responses occur over time (Schein, 1990).  

Moreover, to link Hofstede and Schein, we can add that Schein insists on the importance of the national 

culture of the founder: “The basic underlying assumptions of the culture from which the founders of the 

organization come will determine to a large extent the initial formulations of core mission, goals, means, 

criteria and remedial strategies” (Schein, 1984:9). To nuance the importance of founders on historical legacy, 

Ogbonna & Harris (2014) write that: “founder-centered studies have been criticized for failing to give due 

consideration to manipulation of history by those with power and vested interest” (Ogbonna & Harris, 

2014:669). The influence of the founder is nuanced over time.  

A second internal factor studied is organizational symbolism (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). Symbols 

gather heroes, stories, myths; and folklore. They are highly meaningful because they embody profound cultural 

meanings. The third factor brings us back to what Schein (1990) thinks to be one of the normal process of 

culture going along with organization growth: subcultures (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). The dynamics prompted 

by the nature of subcultures and their interactions eventually impact cultural change or perpetuation.  

The fourth factor pertains to HRM practices: “selective recruitment, promotion from within, reward 

management, the reinforcement of desired values through socialization and training, and hiring and nurturing 

visionary leadership” (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). We could add other HR practices alike. If those practices 

consistently reinforce organizational culture, they participate in its perpetuation (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). 

The last influencing factor is the external influence of the context, even if too little research has investigated 

this influence (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). 

Ogbonna & Harris (2014) insist on the fact that external environments can significantly impact culture 

perpetuation through stakeholders’ games. Indeed, their case study of a Premier League football club showed 

that the change top executives were willing to implement was thwarted by alliances of internal and external 

stakeholders who were strongly (and emotionally) attached to the club historical values (Ogbonna & Harris, 

2014). 

The acknowledgement of failure is rooted in cultural peculiarities. Far cry from criticizing the 

managerial approach towards change, Ogbonna & Harris (2014) highlight these peculiarities to explain that 

some organizations have so heavily anchored cultures that they are difficult to change. From this perspective, 

Hofstede's statement that strong cultures are the best (Hofstede, 2011) might be qualified at least when 

necessary cultural changes (for the sake of the organization) are blocked by a strong and unchangeable culture. 

As Valentino (2004) remarked, the role of leaders and managers is to give meaning in cultural 

perpetuation or change. Valentino (2004) studied a cultural change resulting of a merge between two companies. 

Managing meaning implies that managers must transmit the cultural vision to frontline staff. However, this 

can prove very difficult if they feel isolated from top management. The problem is that middle managers need 

a clear vision, information, and role models to engage in cultural change. Valentino (2004) also found that 

other issues might appear if middle managers’ concerns are not taken into account, if they do not control their 

time, and if they poorly communicate with other managers because of silos. 
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To better apprehend change processes, Schein explains how to deconstruct the learning mechanisms. 

Schein (1984) posits that to replace a solution to a problem-solving situation someone should simply find a 

solution that works when the former solution fails. However, for anxiety-avoidance situations, it is more 

complex. Though the source of anxiety does not exist anymore, the solution persists because it is a self-

reinforcing mechanism (Schein, 1984). The solution is to demonstrate to people that the source of anxiety has 

disappeared or to find another anxiety-avoidance solution (Schein, 1984).  

All in all, organizational culture is an ongoing creation that adapts itself for the group to survive, 

therefore the group might change its basic assumptions (Schein, 1984). Culture is permanently reinterpreted 

by its members because they always have leeway within their cultural framework (Godelier, 2009). In addition 

to Schein, Mintzberg & al. (2009) acknowledge that culture is hard to change because it is the organization, 

but they also show that an unlearning process is possible and that it is relatively easy to destroy a rich culture 

(Mintzberg & al., 2009). 

2.6: Subcultures 

Thévenet (1993) explicates that some authors have raised doubts about the existence of organizational 

culture because there are often several subcultures in organizations. However, subcultures do not stop the 

existence of common references at the level of the organization. 

Schein (1990) points out the importance of subcultures. Despite the influence of leaders on culture, 

top management does not have a full grip on it. The literature illustrates the existence of norms and values that 

are not promoted by top management (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). Maas (2015) calls that: culture in action. 

Each division, department, unit, team; or any group can have its own history with shared events, meanings, 

and behaviors.  

In any cases, subcultures can just be different, but in coexistence with the general organizational 

culture, or they can frankly start fighting each other (Schein, 1990; Ouimet, 2007), thereby becoming 

countercultures. Schein (1990) argues that with age and size organizations grow subcultures, hence the 

organizational culture is the product of negotiation between subcultures (Schein, 1990).  

Undoubtedly, subcultures can be widely spread or not and they can be aligned with top management's 

strategy or not (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). To foster cultural change, it is possible to let a subculture take the 

lead if this subculture better fits environmental changes and current organizational needs (Schein, 1990). To 

support the initiative, new leaders can be assigned to key roles to point out the new direction (Shein, 1990).  

2.7: Culture and effectiveness 

We do not make a thorough review of this subject. Effectively, this subject is not at the center of this 

thesis. Nevertheless, this debate has opened decades ago and is still complicated to end. Because it has 

occupied scholars and no consensus has emerged yet, it is worthwhile to briefly go through the stakes2. In 1986, 

Barney already proposed that culture is the most effective and sustainable defense against competitors' 

                                                 
2 Especially if the studied organization is interested in a research relating to this subject. 
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imitation for two reasons: In the first place, culture boosts the uniqueness of the production and in the second 

place, it is full of ambiguous causes (Mintzberg & al., 2009). Barney thinks that organizational culture is an 

edge if it is: “valuable, rare, and imperfectly imitable” (Barney, 1986:663). 

According to O'Reilly & Chatman (1996), the links between effectiveness and a strong organizational 

culture are the main reasons for which so much interest has been raised among researchers and practitioners. 

However, they impart that authors have reservations about the existence of those links because the definition 

of organizational culture is unclear and debated (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996; Ogbonna, 1992), but it seems that 

the correlation is now proven (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996).  

Effectively culture is supposed to enhance coordination and motivation (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). 

O'Reilly & Chatman (1996) put the emphasis on norms and values that accommodate themselves to 

environmental changes, but also explain that a strong culture can become a hindrance to effectiveness if it is 

overwhelmed by current needs. Moreover, Fleury (2009) found that high performance is unlikely to happen in 

organizations where practices differ from organizational values. 

The lesson to be learned is that there has been a predictive validity (between organizational culture 

and effectiveness) before a construct validity (organizational culture) (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). It appears 

that there is not one best culture leading to victory; fundamentalist approaches are outdated: “the connections 

between culture and performance is not a proper question, unless to define performance as a synonym of a 

certain form of culture, but that defies the laws of logic” (Thévenet, 1993: 51). 

2.8: Organizational culture as a strategy and as a control mechanism 

“Put power before a mirror, the reversed image that you perceive is culture” (Mintzberg & al., 2009). 

Mintzberg & al (2009) believe that culture is the collective counterpart of the divided parts of individual powers; 

it is part of strategic management. Practitioners and some researchers have tried to use culture in organizations 

as the strategy leading to success. What Mintzberg & al (2009) call the cultural school has five principles: 

1. The construction of the strategy is a process of social interaction based on shared beliefs of members. 

2. Individuals acquire these beliefs through either acculturation or socialization. This process is mostly 

tacit, but it can be more formal. 

3. Members can only knowingly explain parts of their culture. 

4. The strategy is more a perspective than a position. This perspective is rooted in the collective intentions 

that define how resources and capacities must be used to give a competitive edge. 

5. “Culture and ideology incite more perpetuation than change. Change occurs inside the existing global 

strategy of the company.” (Mintzberg & al., 2009: 310). 

Culture is a powerful social control of behaviors. It watches people through the lens of norms that are 

either descriptive or normative (Chatman & O'Reilly, 2016). There is formal control in organizations as well 

as social control. The former refers to mechanisms such as procedures, performance appraisals, and direct 

supervision (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996), yet these mechanisms only function if people are aware that someone 

who is important to them is watching (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). In brief, it is all about compliance and 

means of compliance. This type of control relies on the respect of hierarchical control and the production of 
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appropriate work attitudes generated by extrinsic rewards (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). Some authors argue 

the increasing need for flexibility make formal control obsolete (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). 

There is a fundamental difference with social control: We comply to social rules as we comply to 

formal control, but this social control is made of: “values, attitudes, and behaviors that may be relevant to 

desirable organizational outcomes” (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996:165). However, if members do not respect the 

same values or are not able to keep a critical mind it may be counterproductive (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). 

In short, norms are prescribed behaviors while the values act as rationales to support those norms (O'Reilly & 

Chatman, 1996). 

In comparison with formal control, the advantages of social control are that: (a) people paradoxically 

feel free and united, (b) it is cheaper, and (c) it can be exerted by everyone (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). In 

fact, what happens is that through internalization people live the values that are constructed through 

interactions (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). This point recalls that other authors consider interactions as the key 

mechanism of culture creation (Maas, 2015; Meek, 1988). 

Moreover, those who believe that culture is something an organization has postulate that we can 

manage some parts of organizational culture (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2008; Schein,1990; Scheiner & 

Barsoux, 2003; Ogbonna 2014; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1990; D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006). Thus, it is 

possible to deliberately act upon social control. 

O'Reilly & Chatman (1996) argue that for a large part people consider something is true if there is a 

consensus, even more if it comes from important stakeholders. Inasmuch as what peers approve or not is a 

strong indicator of the culture, what management rewards or punishes for also indicates culture (O'Reilly & 

Chatman, 1996). O'Reilly & Chatman (1996) contend that organizations use four mechanisms to:  

Generate commitment and manage through social control: (1) systems of participation that promote 

choice and lead people to feel committed; (2) management actions that set goals, focus attention, and help 

people interpret events in ways that emphasize their intrinsic importance; (3) consistent information from 

valued others signaling what is and is not important; and (4) comprehensive reward systems that are seen as 

fair and emphasize recognition, approval, and individual and collective contributions (O'Reilly & Chatman, 

1996: 172). 

Finally, in social control managers are: “signal generators sending messages about what is important 

trough their own behavior […] or following up on desired activities […] managers who influence other's 

interpretation of events and see the intrinsic value of their efforts shape the social control system” (O'Reilly & 

Chatman, 1996:173). Consequently, there is certainly an important part of role modelling in organizational 

culture. 

2.9: Managerial culture as a focus 

For the purpose of this research, the focus is set on managerial culture. Many researchers point out that 

considering: “organizational culture as a unitary concept reduces its value as an analytic tool” (Ogbonna & 

Harris, 2000). In accordance with this warning, in this case study when we speak about organizational culture, 

we mean managerial culture. 
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2.10: Additional links between leadership and organizational culture 

It is interesting to dig in the connections between the two concepts because: “culture influences the 

decisional style liked in the company, not less than the analysis capabilities and as a result the process of 

strategy elaboration” (Mintzberg & al., 2009:311). Concisely, culture produces mental references that intervene 

in managers' perceptions (Thévenet, 1993).  

Furthermore, if managers are not necessarily leaders, they are expected to lead. Culture can help 

management to increase its success chances by improving managers’ organizational sensitivity, improving their 

strategic thinking, and emphasizing the importance of understanding culture before changing it. It is important 

to remember to managers that reality is not their ownership; culture belongs to the group (Thévenet, 1993).  

Apparently, leaders are products of their culture or more precisely of their group (Thévenet, 1993). 

Indeed, culture defines mental schemes that guide leaders' behaviors (Thévenet, 1993), but in exchange leaders 

significantly participate in creating culture (Schein, 1983; 1984; 1990). Schein already demonstrated the 

importance for leaders to provide answers to critical incidents and to provide stability during the learning of 

new solutions that are lived as milestones (Schein, 1984). They lead when the usual solutions fail and when 

changes in the environment necessitate new solutions (Schein, 1984).  

Newcomers can lead to change as they bring new ideas, especially if they are in top management 

positions (Schein, 1984). To a certain extent, it is true to claim that top management set the tone (Maas, 2015). 

In 1986, Smircich identified two approaches to study culture: One implies that leaders have a crucial role to 

determine culture, conversely the other implies that leaders are products of their culture (Ogbonna & Harris, 

2000; Smircich, 1983). We can reconcile them by saying that transactional leaders would tend to operate in 

their cultural framework, whereas transformational leaders strive to change culture and to adjust it to their 

vision (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Ogbonna & Harris, 2000). In this case, some leaders are products, others produce. 

Another proof of the connections between organizational culture and leadership comes from 

Hennessey (1998). He found that leadership plays an undeniable role to enable cultural change in organizations 

(Ogbonna & Harris, 2000). Hennessey’s study (1998) on federal administrations in the US led him to make an 

unequivocal conclusion: To facilitate change leaders rely on a culture that helps the targeted vision of change. 

In their study of the relationship between leadership, organizational culture and performance, Ogbonna & 

Harris (2000) state that: “The link between leadership style and organizational performance is mediated by the 

nature and form of organizational culture” (Ogbonna & Harris, 2000:771). 

Others argue that the influence exerted on culture by leaders come partially from communication 

(Maas, 2015). The role of communication agents inside organizations is to be sense-maker (Maas, 2015). The 

very purpose is to get the full commitment and motivation of the workforce and this account for the role of 

management to control and rationalize employee’s behaviors (Maas, 2015). The control operates at the level 

of behaviors, but communications also prescribe how organizational members should think (Maas, 2015), 

although O'Reilly & Chatman (1996) think that communications can be insufficient to internalize the desired 

culture. 

 



27 

 

3. Practices of competency development 

3.0: Introduction 

The objective of this thesis is to study how organizational culture and leadership styles of managers 

influence managerial practices of competency development. What kind of practices do they choose to develop 

and train their subordinates? Is there a difference on account of leadership styles? What is the culture's share? 

Unfortunately, we did not find any writing in the literature about the relationship between leadership 

styles and competency development practices. However, we found—very little—connections between 

competencies and organizational culture.  

In this section, we briefly frame the competency model, define what a competency is, and frame our 

subject by explaining what could be the role of managers in skills' development. The debates about the 

definition of competency, criticisms of the model, and other subjects are not fully developed in this thesis 

because they are out of scope. 

3.1: The competency model 

The competency model corresponds to a change of the labor relationship: from a collective destiny, 

the career has become an individual opportunity (Monchatre, 2007). We can characterize that as the 

individualization of career path (Dejoux, 2013). Nowadays, employees have an obligation to perform because 

everybody must contribute to organizational efficiency (Dejoux, 2013). This mindset is linked to the doctrine 

of the free person (Gilbert, 2006), the risk society (Monchatre, 2007), and the Resource Based View (Fleury, 

2009). Moreover, the concept of Boundaryless Careers justify that organizations can no longer provide job 

security, even if some criticize that there is no empirical support of its predominance (Inkson, Gunz, Ganesh 

& Roper, 2012). 

Organizations define themselves by their competencies, and they should give them an edge over 

competitors (Reynaud, 2001), especially if the organization’s core competence is unique and valued by clients 

(Fleury, 2009). Equity in the relationship seems important to get commitment (Reynaud, 2001) because the 

development of competencies is part of the social exchange (Reynaud, 2001). 

Moreover, job security is uncertain and the responsibility is shared between employers and employees 

to sustain employability (Reynaud, 2001). Flexibility is presented as a core need for organizations. As a result, 

to remain employable people have to accept to be redeployed, to learn new skills, and to do new tasks (Reynaud, 

2001). The competency development is thought to be the good deal, even if there are limits and criticisms to 

this model (Carroll & al, 2008; Gilbert, 2006; Monchatre, 2007; Reynaud, 2001). 

For Gilbert, (2006) the definition of the competency is hardly independent from the social stakes that 

define and promote it: The practices and applications change accordingly, but also the definition of the 

competency. Gilbert (2006) gives several examples: In France, organizational evolutions and a social 

dimension fuel the model. In the UK, goal achievement is central and the approach is linked to the National 

Council of Vocational Qualifications (NVQ) & the Scottish Council for Vocational Qualifications. They target 

all employees and aim at raising minimum performance standards. Learning on the job and getting a 
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certification is an alternative to diploma.  

In the USA, each employer takes the initiative. The objectives are quality and to reach the required 

level of performance per activity. The perspective is more on the short term. The applications are mostly done 

in environments wanting to control costs, improving customer satisfaction, and increasing revenues (Gilbert, 

2006). Lastly, the competency model implies a culture of results (Dejoux, 2013). As well as organizational 

culture, competency management is a strategic tool for organizations (Fleury, 2009). 

Finally, we can make a link with organizational culture. Organizations cannot ask people to fully 

contribute to the performance by being committed and at the same time play on job insecurity: “each subjective 

commitment supposes the development of a sense of belonging to the entity for which we work, that feeling 

assumes that the employee can look to the future in this entity, thus build on a certain job stability” (Zarafian, 

2001: 79). If this is not respected, the loss of trust that employees have in their management weakens their 

commitment. Combining calculations in which employees are costs to reduce and extolling the development 

of competences kills the legitimacy of the competency model (Zarifian, 2001). 

3.2: Definition of the competency 

First of all, there is no consensus over the definition, hence we should always precise what the 

definition is in every research (Gilbert, 2006). The competency must always be analyzed at a micro-level 

(Reynaud, 2001). In addition, a competency can be at the individual, collective or organizational level and can 

have different levels of criticality (Dejoux, 2013). We can define the three levels of competency:  

• The individual competency level is a: “mix of knowledge, know-how, and aptitudes that permit 

performance in context” (Dejoux, 2013: 10).  

• The collective competency level is: “something possessed by a team and characterized by six 

properties: a shared representation (1), frame of reference (2) and language (3). It is also a 

collective memory (4), a commitment (5), and a goal (6)” (Dejoux, 2013:21).  

• The organizational competency level: “applies and combines financial, technical and 

intangible assets to elaborate firm's activities” (Dejoux, 2013:24).  

Furthermore, the competency has six key points:  

The competency is: (a) doing something, (b) it is always linked to goals and assessable, (c) it is a set 

of components and it transforms resources into performance; (d) the competency is contingent; (e) dynamic;(f) 

and assessed by the hierarchy (Dejoux, 2013: 12-13).  

In addition, different categories of skills exist. For instance: knowledge, know-how and social skills 

(Dejoux, 2013). Katz (1974) also proposes three categories: conceptual, technical, and human skills. The first 

gathers for instance analytic or strategic thinking skills. The second groups expertise skills linked to a job. The 

last one is composed by abilities to cooperate with humans (Katz, 1974).  

Finally, organizations strive for gaining key competencies characterized by their: added value, rarity, 

difficulty to be transferred; difficulty to be copied; and longevity (Dejoux, 2013). Competencies as much as 

organizational culture are part of strategic thinking. Indeed, the Resource-based view is the foundation of this 

strategic thinking on competencies (Dejoux, 2013) and on organizational culture (Mintzberg & al, 2009). 
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3.3 Managerial role in competency development 

Mintzberg (1973) identifies three types of roles: interpersonal, informational, and decisional. Among 

them, managers have a role in training & development (Jemli, 2015). Their role goes with the decentralization 

of training because in that framework managers are in charge of the operational management of training (Jemli, 

2015). Their role is not only about transmitting, but accompanying and facilitating training. This is confirmed 

by opinion polls in companies (Jemli, 2015). 

Managers have five major roles in the competency model, they:  

(a) clarify the objectives, (b) provide expertise, (c) organize; (d) manage interactions outside the team; 

(f) and participate in competencies management. The last one is detailed as taking the evaluation process on, 

managing career paths, identifying pertinent training; and spotting competencies weaknesses (Jemli, 2015: 46-

48). According to Jemli (2015) managers are in the best position to assess competencies and to correlate that 

with their objectives. To be complete, Jemli (2015) points out that managers have a role of expert in their 

domain, of strategy (for top management), and of people management. 

Jemli (2015) found that managers can be resilient to participate in competency development for 

multiple reasons: “they can consider that training is a specialized job, they can lack of motivation, they can be 

undertrained; they can lack of pedagogy; and they can lack of availability” (Jemli, 2015:59). However, 

committing managers to training & development brings considerable value for employees and organizations 

(Jemli, 2015).  

To motivate them, it is possible to play on the values, modernize the power relations, reintroduce 

emotions, reinforce equity and security feelings; develop a shared vision; stimulate a high level of 

accomplishment, promote autonomy; creativity and innovation, strengthen competencies connected with the 

job; give sense to assessment by valuing performance; and take the need for self-development into account, at 

last the annual appraisal interview is important because training and career can be discussed (Jemli, 2015).  

Concerning formal training, Jemli (2015) says managers intervene to choose candidates and after to 

assess the outputs. Regarding informal training, managers analyze the needs of their subordinates (Jemli, 2015), 

which means creating a customized path, choosing a mean like internal or external training, etc. They can train 

their subordinates by organizing training sessions or accompany a self-training. Then, they should assess the 

outputs of the training. 

Moreover, role modeling corresponds to informal training because it influences subordinates’ 

behaviors, but is has serious limits (Jemli, 2015). Another possibility is learning through experiences and 

challenges, which push learners to surpass themselves (Jemli, 2015), but again this might create real problems 

such as reinforcing bad habits. To clarify, a learning process can have four steps: (1) a concrete experience, (2) 

a reflective observation, (3) an abstraction; (4) and an empirical exam. 

In terms of practices, managers can also: “separate emotions and cognition and favor the latter, create 

a warm atmosphere, give constructive feedback; lead subordinates to develop their knowledge and know-how; 

and raise their potential” (Jemli, 2015:168). However, it seems that managers often take an authoritarian 

approach on the assumption that they know how to improve performance (Jemli, 2015). The literature affirms 

that professional trainers remain important (Jemli, 2015), thus managers can only partially take that role. 
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Finally, the role of managers in this context can be related to organizational culture. For Maas (2015), 

giving sense is crucial for organizational culture. Zarifian (2001) goes in the same direction about the role of 

managers in the competency model. He argues that management will less and less tell how to do things, but 

more and more why (Zarifian, 2001). To conclude, a clear vision of organizational challenges is fundamental 

for managers who need to know which skills to develop as well as to shed light on the contribution of everyone 

(Zarifian, 2001). This contribution must be rewarded with pay and recognition (Jemli, 2015). 

3.4: The competency model changes the rules 

Autonomy and accountability must be followed by a shift in the control mechanisms (Zarifian, 2001). 

Therefore, it is vital for the success of the competency model to change the role of management, from tight 

control to control of results, which includes the realization of commitments (Zarifian, 2011). By the way, 

environmental changes and difficult circumstances should be taken into account to assess employees. As a 

result, the objectives should be adaptable through the course of the year.  

In addition, it is vital to give sense to these objectives. Otherwise, people will not be committed and 

they might only do the bare minimum. Consequently, employees must be able to give sense to these objectives 

considering the challenges faced by the organization, but to negotiate them as well. As a conclusion, it is central 

to fix objectives for employees and support conditions for management. Indeed, delegation and trust must be 

the counterpart of autonomy and accountability (Zarifian, 2001). 

Management must strike the balance between close support and complete delegation. Otherwise, 

employees are left in the same control situation or overwhelmed by too many challenges for which they do not 

have enough support (Zarifian, 2001). 

3.5: Competency and organizational culture 

In her research on the studies lead on the two concepts, Fleury (2009) found a few papers about how 

to align culture and individual competences, competences in different cultural environments, and irrelevant 

articles (Fleury, 2009). The rarity of relevant writings on the subject explains why she analyzes explicit or 

implicit meanings in papers to see how researchers have thought the links between the concepts. 

Fleury (2009) found that for Zarifian organizational culture defines what a competent practice is. She 

also found that for Le Boterf, organizational culture participates in the definition of: “what a competent 

employee is” (Fleury, 2009:6). Moreover, competence makes sense in context (Fleury, 2009; Reynaud, 2001). 

For instance, cultures dominated by engineering values in a strive to the perfect product put other dimensions 

such as business or marketing in a secondary role (Fleury, 2009). 

Moreover, Fleury (2009) shows that McAuley also argues that competence makes sense in a specific 

context (culture) and thus logically, some conditions are favorable to develop a competence or not. In summary, 

the groups judges what it is to be competent or not (Fleury, 2009). 

3.6: Conclusion 

Competencies have become a competitive edge for organizations: Developing employees' 
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competencies is vital. Managers participate in competency development, it represents more workload for them 

in a difficult environment made of complexity, uncertainty, limited means; and limited time (Jemli, 2015). 

However, the importance of managers in training & development does not prevent the role of professional 

trainers, HRs and companies’ universities (Jemli, 2015). Finally, some managers can adopt an authoritarian 

approach in competency development (Jemli, 2015; Zarifian, 2001). 

4. The concept of power in organizations 

4.0: Introduction 

We end this literature review by presenting how the concept of power is thought in sociology of 

organized action. We briefly review key authors and content of the theory. This will help us to analyze certain 

behaviors and power games in our case study. 

4.1: Theoretical framework and rationality or bounded rationality 

On the basis of Schoenaers (2016), it is possible to say that the sociology of organized action considers 

that as soon as two people have to work together cooperation is necessary. Researchers must go beyond the 

final result (airplanes, software, etc.) of cooperation in organizations. They must analyze how people with 

different interests succeed to cooperate to reach common objectives.  

However, these different interests bring conflicts to the surface. Conflicts are recurrent and normal. In 

organizations, conflict is often unsaid and people do their best to defend their personal interests. Stakeholders 

and their adjustments are central in this sociology. To make these adjustments possible, negotiation is central. 

It takes place through behavioral adjustments, anticipation of other’s expectations; personal expectations of 

the stakeholders, from gains and losses; and from stakeholders’ power.  

To grasp the concept of power in organization, we should first understand what methodological 

individualism is. It has three premises: (a) individualism assumes that every social phenomenon stems from a 

combination of individual actions, beliefs and behaviors, (b) the comprehension means that to understand the 

actions, beliefs, and behaviors researchers should rebuild their sense, (c) the nature of this rationality postulates 

that the main cause of individual actions is made of the reasons why the individual acts (Boudon, 2004). People 

agree with something if it makes sense to them, which does not mean that people have full awareness of that 

process (Boudon, 2004). 

In sociology, there are two opposite stances: either structures determine people's behaviors—people 

respond mechanically to their requirements—or structures are produced by the stakeholders, their behaviors, 

and their relations. For the methodological individualism, structures do not have an innate impact on people, 

but people do not evolve in a disembodied social environment. Individuals can act and have intentions, but are 

anchored in the social structures made by their predecessors, even if they can change them by acting together 

in organizations.  

There are three types of rationality: (a) the economical rationality based on cost-benefit analysis, (b) 

the cognitive rationality relies on the vision generated by the knowledge of the environment that drives the 
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individual to action, (c) and what is called in French “La rationalité axiologique” (hardly) translated into a 

value-based rationality, for which people decide to act upon their moral values (Boudon, 2004). Analyzing 

stakeholders’ choices allow for the understanding of the reasons that motivated their actions. 

We must consider behaviors of working individuals as expressions of their choices (Friedberg, 2011). 

Friedberg (2011) uses Herbert Simon's work to criticize the theory of the rational choice. This theory contends 

that the individual is equipped with reason, a minimum of distance, and leeway (room for maneuver) in their 

situation. People analyze the situation and choose their behavior according to their interests.  

This theory has three premises: (a) the actor has all the data and is able to process them all, (b) decision-

makers have a clear idea of their preferences that are ordered, coherent, and stable, (c) and people apply a 

synoptic reasoning, which means that they can simultaneously foresee and compare all the possible solutions 

and their consequences to make the best choice (Schoenaers, 2016). This poses the question of whether it is 

possible or not for human beings to maximize their decisions. 

In contrast, Herbert Simon thinks that: decision-makers always have incomplete information: the 

knowledge of the different options and their consequences is always partial, moreover, a piece of information 

is seldom first-hand and must be interpreted (Friedberg, 2011). In addition, human beings’ cognitive capacities 

are limited. The consequence is that no decision-maker can optimize their decisions (Friedberg, 2011). 

Consequently, the sequential reasoning replaces the synoptic reasoning. The former implies that people 

start by analyzing solutions slightly different to the current situation. Their reasoning is not exhaustive, and 

they generally stop thinking when they find the first convenient solution regarding their needs. (Friedberg, 

2011). 

Therefore, rationality is bounded (Dubois, 2014; Friedberg, 2011) because human beings adopt 

satisfaction rather than optimization (Schoenaers, 2016). Also, preferences change. For example, to reduce a 

paradox people might manipulate their preferred beliefs to justify their actions (Schoenaers, 2016). To analyze 

rationality, we should not judge from an external point of view, but the actors themselves judge their own 

rationality since it exists in their strategies (Kuty, 2010). 

To conclude on rationality, it is bounded because of cognitive limits, and also because of people’s 

position in an organization that determines their available resources (Boudon, 2004; Friedberg, 2011). The 

organizational context (power balance, structures, etc.) frames the cognitive and normative framework from 

which problems and actions are thought (Friedberg, 2011). The rationality is procedural (or political because 

it creates discussions, agreements, etc.) and subjective (it is a perception) (Friedberg, 2011). As a result, the 

behavior is: “the active and reasonable adaptation to the characteristics of a field of action with the 

opportunities and constraints perceived by the individual” (Friedberg, 2011: 18). 

4.2: The concepts of power, negotiation, and game 

Friedberg (2009) says that Crozier defines power as: “the ability for a stakeholder A to impose 

unfavorable terms of the exchange to a stakeholder B” (Friedberg, 2009: 15). Moreover, the two concepts make 

sense only with the concept of game. This last concept highlights: “the interdependence between stakeholders, 

the existence of rules (at the same time a resource and ties), and the process of rules construction or 

modification” (Friedberg, 2009:15).  
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Negotiation is so crucial because power is not an attribute, but part of a relationship (Dubois, 2014; 

Kuty, 2010). This sheds light on why so often hierarchical authority can be powerless (Dubois, 2014). The 

rules are not taken for granted, but quite the reverse the rules are negotiated (Kuty, 2013). In an organization, 

the autonomy of an actor is always bounded by the necessity to cooperate, at least to get someone else’s 

contribution. The stronger the cooperation the more efficient the organization is (Friedberg, 2009). To 

cooperate, people negotiate an exchange of behaviors: I do that if you do this. According to Friedberg (2009) 

this exchange of behaviors is reciprocal and unequal. 

Moreover, negotiation illustrates an interdependence, but the dependence level of the stakeholders 

varies and make power relationships possible. The negotiation aims to stabilize the relationship. It can be hard 

because people try to defend their interests (abandon as little as possible) and to get more sacrifices from others 

(Friedberg, 2009). Ultimately, stabilization reduces the unpredictability of behaviors. Nevertheless, the less 

someone’s behavior is predictable, the more that person has power. 

Furthermore, negotiation is on a continuum between tacit/implicit and formalized/explicit rules 

(Friedberg, 2009), besides it takes place for the immediate stake, but it is always connected with other stakes. 

Each behavior is directed to others and interpreted by them. Stakeholders redefine their objectives and 

priorities and get resources during the negotiation, therefore it is an open process (Friedberg, 2009). 

There are two sources of power in a negotiation. Firstly, having more pertinent resources to engage 

before or during negotiation. For example, defining the frame for negotiating is of prior importance. Secondly, 

the unpredictability of behavior, which goes with the autonomy of stakeholders (Friedberg, 2009). In fact, 

autonomy resides in their room for maneuver (Friedberg, 1988, Thévenet, 1993). The power of stakeholders is 

the possibility to refuse to do what someone else asks. 

According to Friedberg (1988) and Kuty (2010), even if an organizational chart is very detailed and 

internal rules sophisticated, it does not prevent stakeholders to be—at least partially—unpredictable.  It is a 

foundation of this sociology: “Neither the organization charts of a firm, an administration or a company, nor 

their rule books, job descriptions, procedures or technical capabilities, suffice to give an account of their 

concrete functioning” (Dubois, 2014:1). Stakeholders always keep a certain freedom to pursue their strategy 

(Friedberg, 1988; Thévenet, 1993). It can be as simple as their level of commitment (Kuty, 2010).  

Nonetheless, they cannot abuse from their power because it could destroy the zone of uncertainty they 

control or the organization (Kuty, 2010). Consequently, stakeholders limit themselves in the interaction. It is 

interesting to consider that in the process of pursuing their strategy, stakeholders contribute to the objectives 

of others and to those of the whole organization (Kuty, 2010). Ultimately, strategy can be defined as: “The 

possibility to obtain a profit, a pay rise, a promotion, a material or moral advantage that incites the actor” 

(Crozier & Friedberg, 1977 quoted by: Kuty, 2010). 

Furthermore, power is the zone of uncertainty controlled and that affects the interests of other 

stakeholders (Friedberg, 1988). The more a zone of uncertainty is crucial for the efficiency of the organization 

(or a subpart), the more the individual or group that controls it is powerful. One cornerstone study is: “Le 

phénomène bureaucratique” of Crozier (Dubois, 2014). With his study, Crozier showed how maintenance 

workers were the most influential group in the French tobacco monopoly industry (Kuty, 2010). They hold a 
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zone of uncertainty (breakdowns) that allowed them to block the work-process by using the formal rule (Kuty, 

2010). The hypothesis of Crozier was that there should not be any conflict because the rules controlled every 

single aspect of organizational life, yet in reality the organization was living tensions (Kuty, 2010). 

Nonetheless, Crozier noticed that maintenance workers exerted power over production workers by 

using the rule in their favor, by this way they applied a strategy (Kuty, 2010). The rule said that only 

maintenance workers can repair the breakdowns. However, only the pay of production workers was determined 

by their level of production. So, the rapidity (or not) of maintenance workers to repair the breakdowns gave 

them power over production workers (Kuty, 2010). 

4.3: The mixed regulation 

The consequence of the previous section is that there is a mixt regulation in organizations made of two 

intertwined structures: the formal structure and the informal structure (parallel structure, informal 

arrangements) (Friedberg, 1992). This is called the concrete system of action (Dubois, 2014). The interactions 

between the two structures form the rules of the game (Kuty, 2010). In fact, the formal structure cannot regulate 

everything. Its true role is: “not to directly determine behaviors, but to determine the spaces for negotiations 

and stakeholders’ games” (Friedberg, 1992:536). The smaller the unregulated zones are, the more stakeholders 

give importance to them (Kuty, 2010). 

In his case study of a prison, Dubois (2007) demonstrates that two types of prison guards coexist in 

the organization. They have two opposite approaches, one very strict and the other made of listening. The two 

profiles answer the same organizational goal, and the divergence was possible due to a lack of formal control.  

Moreover, Dubois (2007) found that the guards were polyvalent because their tasks were not 

determined. The more the guards were high in the hierarchy, the more they had a vast leeway (Dubois, 2007). 

Prison guards have an autonomy de facto in the ambiguity of their missions and as a result, discretionary power 

over their practices (Dubois, 2007). Dubois (2007) states that this phenomenon is an extension of the same 

logic in the hierarchy. To conclude on this study, Dubois (2007) notes that senior guards have a role model 

influence on newcomers, which reproduces the institutionalized routines. 

4.4: Managerial discourses 

 First of all, the rules do not answer the needs of uncertain environments (Dubois, 2014). To survive, 

organizations produce ideologies (Dubois, 2014). These ideologies are managerial trends, like the new public 

management. Referring to Friedberg, Dubois (2014) says that we can distinguish three dimensions in 

organizations. First, managerial discourses that are: “values, the mission and the philosophy of the organization. 

They characterize the practices of communication, mobilization, representation and legitimation that are 

undertaken by upper-level employees” (Dubois, 2014: 12). Dubois (2014) explains that it is often expressed 

by their stated beliefs.  

Moreover, materiality is a control mechanism:  

This refers to the codified and official part of the structure of roles, goals and procedures of 

coordination, as well as to the effort toward technical coherence in searching for solutions to problems, and to 
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a certain quest for legitimacy. This dimension is represented by business charts and graphs, rule books and 

procedures, and also by buildings and installed technologies, such as wi-fi networks, intranet systems and SAP 

programs that partly determine, restrict and control interactions (Dubois, 2014:12). We can summarize this as 

the control dimension. 

The third one is the: “codified and official part of the structure […] the result of mutual interactions 

between actors, and between the other dimensions […] the organizational culture and its secrets” (Dubois, 

2014:12). It is the fruit of informal practices and agreements that are made by actors in situation and that 

newcomers must learn to fully grasp how the organization works and who has power, as for managerial 

discourses, this dimension is directly linked to organizational culture by Dubois (2014). 

Today's management tries to get control over workers, but workers have strategies to keep their 

autonomy (Dubois, 2014). It makes sense for them to keep a monopoly over their tasks to preserve their job 

security (Dubois, 2014). Having an expertise is, in that sense, a shield for workers. There is a gap in change 

tempo between managerial discourses and organizational members' practices. All in all, it is clear that: 

“organizations are known for their resistance to change” (Dubois, 2014:12). It is comparable with Ogbonna's 

study of a football club, which shows how cultural change was aborted (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). Lastly, the 

gap between top management and bottom line employees is extending (Dubois, 2014). 

4.3: Sociology of organized action and culture 

It is interesting to acknowledge that the theory of organized action is skeptical about the classical 

approach of culture (shared values and influence of the past). For this approach, culture is not taken for granted, 

but explained by the mechanisms that constitute and maintain it (Kuty, 2010). The past (culture) shapes the 

perceptions of the actors, but each actor reinterprets it continuously (Kuty, 2010). People act because of future 

opportunities and not because of the past (Kuty, 2010). People use cultural references ex post to justify their 

actions (Kuty, 2010). Moreover, culture is not a homogeneous phenomenon, therefore several elements serve 

to justify actors’ actions regarding their strategies. In the end, culture is a structuring element—among others—

for actors’ strategies and organizational games (Kuty, 2010). 
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The case study 

Chapter 1: Methodology 

This thesis is based on a deductive approach. On the basis of informal talks in the company we gathered 

and analyzed a first set of information. Afterwards, we read a few articles on the competency model, 

organizational culture, and leadership styles. Next, we came back to the same people and deepened the informal 

talks based on our readings. Finally, we deduced that we would be able to formulate a couple of hypotheses 

and decided to confirm our deductive approach. As explained here, our hypotheses come from the field study 

and the readings only sharpened our understanding of the variables we had talked about.  

The objective of the methodology is to answer the following research question: How do organizational 

culture and leadership styles influence the practices of competency development?  

To do so, we formulate four hypotheses that guide the research:  

• Hypothesis 1: Depending on their leadership styles, managers do not develop their subordinates’ 

competencies the same way 

• Hypothesis 2: There is a historical managerial culture and a new growing managerial culture that 

challenges the first. 

• Hypothesis 3: The historical managerial culture has influenced the dominant leadership styles in the 

company 

• Hypothesis 4: There is a roles conflict between expert and managerial tasks. 

The present research relies on a qualitative methodology. It combines semi-structured interviews, 

observations, and documents analysis. We stayed four months, more precisely seventeen weeks from the 31st 

of August and to the 23rd of December 2016. We started the observations as of our internship began and wrote 

them in our field book. We were authorized to interview managers of one division in the organization. The 

corresponding division was at that time composed of forty-eight people with the title of manager.  

We did eighteen interviews with fourteen managers. The interviewed managers were distributed 

among the different hierarchical levels of the division. However, we also did three interviews with HRs to 

better grasp the stakes of the skills & mobility project, the culture, and leadership challenges in the organization 

and the studied division. The table of interviewees can be seen in the Annex 6. The interviewees are between 

thirty-five and sixty years old. Almost all of them have a long length of service in the organization. Out of the 

HRs, the interviewed managers had between ten and thirty-four years of seniority in the organization during 

our study. 

We acknowledge that some managers did not accept the interview or cancelled it several times. Despite 

that, we reached saturation as of the eighteenth interview. We did two more interviews to confirm what we 

knew and check saturation. We also decided to do one more interview in March 2017 to double check our 

findings on organizational culture. Because we did not learn new elements, we definitely closed the interviews. 

During the interviews, we had an interview guide, but we let quite freedom to interviewees to talk 

about their organizational culture, leadership styles in their division and in the company, power games; and 

managers’ practices of competency development. The basic interview guide can be seen in Annex 8. Not all 
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questions were always asked to each interviewee and some questions were spontaneously asked with 

opportunism, yet by and large the interviews followed the same scheme.  

We started doing the formal interviews in mid-November and concluded them in mid-December. The 

length varied between forty minutes and one hour and forty. The average interview time is one hour. Before 

starting formal interviews, we had already done several informal interviews. The informal talks were not 

recorded because they happened during group or one to one meetings and group or private lunch, but always 

in public spaces like the cafeteria. Moreover, for our intern job, we met four employees and managers of other 

divisions before end of October. We asked them questions about organizational culture, internal mobility & 

competency development, leadership, and power games in the organization. We met each of them several times, 

including for lunch during which we gathered information.  

Furthermore, we also had multiple conversations with colleagues in the HR department about the same 

subjects. We also talked about these subjects with HRBPs. In particular, with one of them we met a few times. 

Ultimately, we had informal talks with five other people of different divisions. We met those people for 

business reasons, but take benefit of the meetings to question them on the studied subjects. At last, it is worth 

to mention that we also had conversations with three external consultants of two different companies. Their 

long-term mission in the organization coupled with their external point of view allowed us to question them 

on the organization. This was helpful, especially at the beginning of this research. 

The numerous informal talks compensate for the limited number of formal talks. Indeed, both informal 

and formal talks contributed to our understanding of the situation and helped us to reach saturation. Also, we 

collaborated personally during our internship on the skills & mobility project. Consequently, we were part of 

important meetings in terms of information, strategy, and background. We wrote and also read dozens of 

documents during our internship that sharpened our understanding of the organization.  

Even though we had already various sources of information, we collected a wide range of documents 

to study after the internship. We chose some of them for the analysis in this research. However, for 

confidentiality reasons we are not authorized to reproduce all the studied documents in this paper. The ones 

we can are in the annex, the others will be available during our oral presentation for consultation. 

To provide more clarity on our observations, there were of different types. First, most of them rely to 

our work as an intern on the project, during meetings where we were focused on the words used, the storied 

related to justify action, the strategy embodying the project; the challenges the organization was facing; and 

so forth. A second source of observations come from our work in other divisions. They were more focused on 

the working atmospheres and when possible on informal talks between managers and their teams.  

A third type of observations were done in the studied division. We spent four hours with one manager 

in his daily work. We went to a business meeting with more than fifty people across ten locations worldwide. 

Afterwards, we observed the manager interacting with his team. For instance, he gave feedback about a 

presentation one of the team member had given in front of everybody during the previous business meeting.  

Next, we went with him to a debriefing concerning a crucial commercial event for the organization. 

This debriefing was done with a little committee. For instance, during the debriefing we learned interesting 

things about behaviors in the organization. Consequently, during the following interviews we could confront 
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managers to the noticed behaviors.  

Similarly, we went to a business meeting about new technologies in the organization, put in other 

words: digitalization. We used the same methodological principle: We observed and asked only a couple of 

questions. Then, we confronted other managers in semi-structured interviews to our findings to confirm, 

disprove, or nuance what we had found. 

Concerning the description of results chapter of this thesis, it is based on interviews analysis. We 

transcript all interviews. Each interview is divided into paragraphs. In each paragraph, the key ideas are 

labelled by a number in a grid. To categorize the labels, were used colors: Red was for elements pertaining to 

organizational culture, yellow for leadership, blue for training & development; and green for the concept of 

power. Obviously, in some cases there are two or more colors for the same idea.  

The numbers of the paragraphs are crossed out when the idea has been confirmed at least in another 

interview. You can see Annex 7 to have an example. We analyzed about two-hundred pages of transcription. 

The average number of coded elements per interview is sixty-one. In short, we identified elementary units of 

meaning and compared them between interviews. 

Afterwards, the analysis is divided into different parts. For the first part, we used the actantial model 

of Greimas as explained in Van Campenhoudt & Quivy (2011). The objective was to produce the more neutral 

analysis possible, far from our personal opinions and values, even more because we were also an actor in the 

organization. We systematically used the same grid (see annex 9) to analyze all the interviews. This allowed 

us to compare the interviews on a solid basis. The actantial model is ideal to analyze the intentions and actions 

of the stakeholders. Ultimately, it enables the production of ideal-types. 

After having analyzed the twenty-one interviews, we had five models for each interview. Then, we 

gathered the HR interviews together and grouped some managers for whom we had almost 100% the same 

analysis. It gave us thirteen different types with five models each. Next, we used the thirteen models to 

essentialize the historical managerial culture, the cultural conflict, the roles conflict; and the practices of 

competency development by comparing the thirteen analysis. We did the same for the managerial role, but 

realized that there were three major kinds of results. Consequently, we essentialize three different actantial 

models.  

As a result, two hundred pages of interviews were synthetized within seven patterns. We could 

generalize the stakes and meaning interviewees gave to their actions. This type of analysis helped us to exceed 

individual discourses to discover the social collective meanings behind. The objective was to produce what 

Max Weber considers as ideal-types. In a second time, we employed the seven actantial models to create three 

leadership ideal-types and two organizational culture ideal-types. We also produced an ideal-type of the roles 

conflict. Finally, we compared our findings with the literature. 

As a matter of fact, we noticed that one ideal-type does not suffice to describe the practices of 

competency development. As a consequence, we took back the color-coded analysis of interviews, gathered 

managers in groups according to their affiliation to one of the three leadership ideal-types. Afterwards, we 

came back to the raw data of interviews to list all the practices of competency development in each interview. 

Then, we did it for each leadership ideal-type. We synthetized the differences in a comparative table and 
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compared our findings with the literature. 

Finally, we concluded with documents analysis. To do so, we used content analysis, more precisely 

co-occurrence analysis. This enabled us to analyze how official discourses link different thematic pertaining 

to leadership, organizational culture, practices of competency development; the influence of external 

environment; and corporate strategy. We compared what we found with the previous findings to see what 

matched or not. Such co-occurrences analysis permit to see which themes are systematically associated and 

inform the analyst on the cultural universe of the studied group. 

Chapter 2: Presentation of the organization and of the 

HR project 

The studied organization is active in the financial industry. More specifically, it is active on the post 

trade market with a specialization in the settlement of securities transactions. It does also the safekeeping and 

asset servicing of these securities. The headquarter is in Brussels, Belgium. At the origin, in 1968, the company 

was part of JP Morgan & Co. Its purpose was the settlement of the growing Eurobond market. There was a 

need for more security on the market, as well as more rapidity and efficiency. Today, Euroclear is not limited 

to Eurobonds.  

In 2015, the turnover of Euroclear group was €675 trillion and their clients’ assets were 27.5 trillion3. 

An important milestone in its history is the foundation of Euroclear Bank in 2000. All activities were 

transferred to Euroclear Bank from J.P. Morgan. One year later, Euroclear merged with the French CSD. 

Afterwards, the group has acquired several entities in different countries. Now, Euroclear is separated between 

several entities under Euroclear SA. Euroclear is reputed stable and has a AA+ grade.  The headcount is around 

3,500 employees across Europe, Northern America, and Asia. Most employees remain in Belgium and the 

second largest office is situated in Poland.  

Euroclear main competitor is Clearstream, which belongs to the Deutsche Boerse AG group and is 

situated in Luxembourg. Euroclear is the biggest actor on this almost duopolistic market. However, several 

little actors also exist. Some of them are both Euroclear clients and competitors. During the coming years, the 

possibility exists that a growing number of small competitors would possibly appear on the market. This 

combined with the consequences of the financial crisis of 2008 and the digitalization represent major risks and 

threats for the company. However, Euroclear has shown reliable and solid against all challenges until now. 

Concerning the HR project skills & mobility that inspired the study, it is inscribed in the corporate 

strategy. Simply said the project is a cornerstone in the HR strategy. In a context of cost cutting, the 

organization needs to revive internal mobility. The potential skills gaps would rather be filled by internal moves 

than by recruitment. In cost-cutting times, the headcounts are the first source of expenses in a high value service 

company.  

Moreover, to get a versatile and flexible workforce the organization relies on a competencies model. 

Corporate values were implemented before, yet they are not fully lived and lack a common definition. Their 

                                                 
3 https://www.euroclear.com/en/about/Our-history.html 
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first objective was to stop some bad behaviors, especially in management. Similarly, different projects to 

change the dominant managerial styles (directive and pacesetting) in the organization were launched during 

the previous years. 

Furthermore, the project tries to stop what is called the grey or black market for open positions. The 

fierce competition to move-up in the organization has had negative impacts. Anyway, in a context of cost-

cutting and limited open positions (even more if high in the hierarchy) the emphasis is now put on horizontal 

mobility. Previously, the promotion system relied basically on friendly cooptation and performance. One 

objective is to introduce competences in the balance. 

Consequently, the project tries to formalize the practices of mobility and of competency development 

(Annex 1: image 6). Although the organization already had a wide range of leadership training programs 

(Annex 1: image 9), the coaching or development role is not well assumed by part of the managers. Therefore, 

the project also aims to change the mentalities. Managers now have to enable learning and mobility of 

subordinates. We could add that employees have called for a different leadership approach and also expressed 

a tangible willingness to get more development opportunities in the climate survey. (see Annex 2 image 3). 

To take up these challenges, the project on skills & mobility was launched during Autumn 2016. To 

foster internal mobility the project gave an HRIS that allows both employees and managers to assess employees’ 

skills in their current function. The skills needed in other positions are available in the system, which permits 

to compare and stick to a learning plan, if needed, to prepare an internal move. 

To achieve that, managers are expected to do at least one annual career conversation with their 

employees. First, employees make a self-assessment. Then, managers assess subordinates’ skills and discuss 

the assessment with each person. Together they can plan a learning program and maybe a career path. Six 

careers paths are identified in the organization, but they are not restrictive since people can move from one to 

another (Annex 1: image 4). To put it in a nutshell, managers have a new official role to play in skills' 

development 

In short, the objectives of the project are to boost internal mobility, give a common language around 

skills (Annex 1: image 7), and to develop leadership at all levels. The underlying assumptions are that 

empowering people and placing talents in the right job (PJ-fit) will automatically engender motivation and 

commitment, which in return are important to performance (see annex 1, images 5 to 8). Moreover, the new 

role of manager fits well with employees’ expectations too. It allows HR to kill two birds with one stone by 

undertaking a skills & mobility project and an attempt to change the managerial culture in the organization. 

 In comparison with the literature, we there is a change in the labor relationship (Monchatre, 2007). 

The environment is uncertain. Thus, companies need more flexibility and the responsibility for employability 

is shared (Reynaud, 2001). Developing people’s skills is part of the deal. When flexibility becomes key, 

employees must accept to be redeployed, to learn new skills, and to do new tasks (Reynaud, 2001). As a result, 

careers become individual opportunities more than a collective destiny (Monchatre, 2007). An 

individualization of the career path (Dejoux, 2013) goes with the competency model. Moreover, competency 

models are linked to performance objectives (Dejoux, 2013) for the organization (Annex 1: images 5 to 8).  

Finally, Euroclear has understood that to develop people, they need to give more autonomy to 
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employees and to insist on accountability (part of corporate values). Delegation and trust must be the 

counterpart of autonomy and accountability (Zarifian, 2001). Consequently, the organization needs to change 

leadership styles because they realize that authoritarian styles are less interested by people development and 

less fit current organizational needs and the people strategy.  

In summary, due to external pressure the company has defined a strategy focused on cost-effectiveness 

and good quality products delivery. To do more with less, the organization is trying to increase internal mobility 

and favor competency development. At last, the organization posits that this is feasible through a new 

managerial culture made of more collaborative leadership styles.  

Chapter 3: Description of results: 

1.The historical managerial culture and the rising of a new managerial culture 

1.1: Big picture of the historical managerial culture 

 To start with, we can say the strategy reflects the values and basic assumptions that guide its choices. 

We propose to see how several elements characterize the strategy and then the culture inherited from the 

organization’s lifespan. 

Costs are presented by top management as too high and initiatives to reduce costs have been 

undertaken. A few years ago, the company went through a period of process reconfiguration, namely LEAN. 

The interviewees give several reasons for which LEAN was implemented in the company. It aimed to allow 

people to quickly learn a limited number of processes, so that they would rapidly be able to perform a limited 

number of tasks efficiently. However, some people tell that the main objective was to reduce costs. 

 In the past, people were trained on the full process, but with LEAN they have become experts in a 

precise domain. One interesting point is that even though a few managers criticize the strategy, none of them 

criticize the fact that they need to control costs. Therefore, the consensus is that to stay competitive the 

company must reduce costs. 

About the strategy, short-termism is experienced as ever-present. Managers’ perception is that the 

organization favor short term decisions. To provide a consensual example: Digitalization is thought as decisive 

for financial institutions, but until now the organization has failed to really jump on the bandwagon. For 

interviewees, the cause of this failure is this short-termism mindset. Employees working on digitalization are 

not fully dedicated to it, but have a wide range of responsibilities. Innovation comes on top of the rest.  

As a manager remarks, the consequence is that the company is slow to bring new ideas to the market, 

although people are inventive. Another example comes from HR: They asked each division to collaborate in 

the skills & mobility project, but it was not a priority for some divisions because ZBB was the short-term 

priority. These two examples clarify the predominance of the short-term perspective in the company. 

Furthermore, people refer to the strive for excellence. It is a construct made of fastidiousness, risk-

avoidance and details orientation. Strive for excellence is said to come from the origin of the company and is 

proudly referred to by several managers through glorious myths of past successes. Some of them even refer to 
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J.P. Morgan to say who much it was exciting and remarkable to work for such a company. The interviews, 

internal documents, and observations show that detail-orientation is very strong in the company.  

A case in point is that commercial managers explain that salespeople hold tight to their slideshows 

during presentations. They make very long and detailed presentations and are quickly upset if they cannot 

present everything they planned. To take another example, the fastidiousness is noticeable in communication 

plans and HR materials are scrupulously checked several times to be sure that everything is perfect. Sometimes 

people refer themselves to the strive for excellence to expound why the company must be a meritocracy. Their 

justification is that if merit is connected with a reward, people will do their best to get the reward. Consequently, 

strive for excellence also means hard work.  

The tolerance for difference on those cultural points is weak. Newcomers (young or senior profiles) 

who have another approach might be attacked by experienced managers of the organization. There is a proud 

membership. Raising doubts about the strive for excellence approach often leads to elimination of the different 

profiles.  

Nonetheless, we noticed a growing awareness about the richness to have teams with diverse 

personalities. Several managers already appreciate those differences. However, the organization is from time 

to time described as a machine that digest the different profiles. 

To conclude, it seems that the strategy between cost effectiveness and strive for excellence is not clear 

for some managers:  

“For me it's not clear where the company wants to go. I think that's the big problem. We had an 

interesting presentation a couple of weeks ago by the Head of our department where they explained that the 

company has different drivers. Do we wanna be Apple who strives for excellence? Do we wanna be a 

McDonald, which is basically based on scale? Where do we want to position ourselves as a company? In the 

presentation, it was said: we wanna be somewhere in the middle” (8th of December, male manager, 14 years 

of seniority). 

There is a widely-shared definition of what a company is and that can be summarized by making more 

benefits than losses with a careful attention to risk management:  

“The business is about making decisions and taking risks. It's about taking valuable and acceptable 

risks. In any business, all you need to do is to make sure that you're getting more decisions right than you're 

getting wrong and then you're moving the business forward […] with a business like Euroclear […] in terms 

of being a critical market infrastructure for settlement systems you can't afford to take risks and get things 

wrong […] we have to be very clear on where we can't take risks.” (23th November 2016, male manager, 10 

years of seniority in the company).  

We can say that there is a general concern for risks in the organization. Even though the risk avoidance 

varies from a person to another, it remains quite strict. Organizational members have internalized the necessity 

to watch and reduce risks. The concept of risk-avoidance percolates in the entire organization. 

Finally, until recently, the organization was a safe environment. Some talks differentiate the company 

from investment banks and some managers believe that the organization has the workforce that goes with a 

safe environment. Therefore, job security is part of the culture and employees value this long-term relationship 
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with their employer. For instance, the company offers the opportunity for people who do not perform to go to 

another position. In addition to job security, there was a lot of recognition and rewards.  

To conclude on the historical managerial culture, a couple of managers argue that top management's 

mindset results from J.P. Morgan. It would have shaped their culture. Others refuse to agree on the influence 

of J.P. Morgan and rather believe that Euroclear is Euroclear. However, what they both describe as the historical 

managerial culture is similar, it is a culture composed of: somewhat egoistic individualism, meritocracy, and a 

directive/pacesetting managerial approach in which the manager’s priority is to carry out a business plan. 

Lastly, how the company is perceived by clients also informs about its culture. In brief, their clients 

see them as a strong reliable machine that delivers operational excellence at low cost. This is why clients pay 

for. However, if they are perceived as secure, knowledgeable, and willing to help, the flip side of the coin is 

that they are seen as not very exciting and certainly not agile. 

1.2: The rising of a new culture as an expression of employees’ needs 

A change in culture can be illustrated by the need for more transparency and communications. In 

general, employees call for more communications and transparency. Employees and some line managers refer 

themselves to the organizational values to criticize the lack of communication. There are five official corporate 

values: Respect, Effective, Accountable, Client first; and Helpful. The values are commonly named REACH4.  

In our case study, there is a story about the Cracow office. A new office was built in Cracow. Despite 

the official statement about the double office was that it exists to provide more security to clients (in case of 

something would happen in Brussels), there were rumors about employees in Belgium who would lose their 

jobs in favor of Polish colleagues 

A manager explains that his subordinates mention the value 'Respect' to criticize what they consider to 

be poor communication. Effectively, he narrates the contradictory messages he received about whether his 

team was going to be impacted or not. Some interviewees maintain that top management communicates like 

in the past, although the context has changed and employees ask for more communication. To cite an instance, 

people appreciate the Q&A session that happens once a year with top management, but for some people it is 

not enough. We were told in HR that communications are limited because they must negotiate with social 

partners before communicating. A couple of interviewed senior managers support that argument.  

Access to information is really scattered in the organization. Some line managers have a relatively 

good access to information because their superiors are transparent. There might be a loss of quality, but they 

have enough information to inform their teams about the news. Nonetheless, each manager can speak a 

different language to their team and withhold information. 

Therefore, people have a very dissimilar access to reliable information and sometimes can only guess. 

Despite normal confidentiality needs, we noticed that the lack of communication relates to a tendency to secret. 

The HR project that inspired the research question was lead for months by keeping people in the dark about it. 

Only a few people were aware of the content and stakes, even in HR. Then, when it was announced a 

                                                 
4 See https://www.euroclear.com/en/about/Our-mission-and-values.html or Annex2: image 4 

https://www.euroclear.com/en/about/Our-mission-and-values.html
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communication plan informed people about the content. The social consultation probably impacts this 

mechanism, but it seems it is more than that. 

Also, we noticed that client first is a very anchored value in the company. Most discussions between 

managers go over clients, sales, in other words business. In comparison with that, they seldom share about 

people management issues. Among managers the opinions about the values differ. Effectively, managers refer 

themselves to them to justify their management style. Some managers give importance to: respect, helpful, and 

accountable. Others also give a true importance to client first. The only value that is not referred to is: effective.  

People decide themselves how they comply with organizational values, hence a few managers argue 

that managers and their teams must agree on the meaning they give to values. One repeated argument is that 

organizational members lack a common purpose and a common story to set the foundations of why they come 

to work every day. According to some interviews, the corporate slogan: Post Trade Made Easy does not mean 

a lot to people in their day-to-day.  Moreover, interviewees really underline that if the organization tells a story, 

people must live it. To live it, managers should lead by example. 

1.3: Internal competition as a substitute for external competition 

In this section, the main question is: does the company compete a lot? The answers show two opposite 

positions. It seems that people in client facing jobs are more inclined to believe that the answer is yes. More 

generally, people explain that the company has on its main market one big competitor and a range of smaller 

competitors. Clients can also be competitors. To say the least, the competition is fiercer than in the past, yet 

the post trade market is not renowned to be most competitive market.  

Another point of view is that they are not challenged by the external world, thus the challenge happens 

internally. Competition occurs inside the organization between divisions, departments, teams, and people. 

People are not united by a common purpose. Some aver that in a division or a department little empires develop 

around some people who have key positions. The stakeholders’ games are so strong that when talking about 

projects failures, a manager stated that:  

“There is a lot of mindset in this story. At Euroclear it's: YES, we can't!” (16th of November 2016, male 

manager, 15 years of seniority). 

The “win-win” lies at the heart of the culture for some managers. Reaching a compromise is more 

important than achieving a quick success. Therefore, it is vital to satisfy key stakeholders, even if it may slow 

down the decision-making channel. In the same vein, it is also said that people who are afraid to lose their 

expertise are resilient and can block a project.  

For instance, some people strongly defend their roles. In support of this statement, a story of conflicts 

between a client facing manager and a support provider manager is instructive. The client facing manager had 

to go over her attributions because a client required something immediately. She had troubles with people who 

were supposed to accomplish that task, even though they conceded that they had no time to deal with it.  

This is corroborated by multiple stories about the importance of stakeholders’ games in the 

organization. It seems to be, at least from time to time, connected with personal strategies for promotions: 

“There is nothing that unites those people against an external enemy. The absence of external pressure 
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makes that this mindset of market is not that present in people's mind. It is not a strong factor that influences 

people's decisions. There are other elements [...]I believe that we are overpaid and that there are too big gaps 

between the different levels of the organization that makes that you create a culture where people look for a 

promotion to benefit financially from it. Not because they see a responsibility towards the organization or 

people working for them” (the person asked a complete anonymity, not even references to their age, etc.).  

We must add that among managers and HR several balanced or criticized this statement by saying that the pay 

bands overlap between levels. To conclude on that point, other interviews and four months of observations 

effectively lead us to note a lack of cooperation inside the organization. 

2. The influence of the historical managerial culture on leadership styles and cultural 

conflict 

2.1: The footprint of culture on leadership styles and training initiatives towards change  

The organization offers multiple training opportunities to managers. High levels managers go to 

Ashridge and others have similar training (see Annex 1: image 9). The objective is to replace the dominant 

leadership style with a more collaborative style that emphasizes: two-way communication, to be open to other 

people's views, etc. The impetus was given several years ago. Another change is that instead of looking at their 

personal growth, managers are expected to grow their subordinates. Apparently, new generations employees 

want more participative leadership styles. 

Even though managers defend that the leadership styles at Euroclear are less authoritarian than in the 

past, they acknowledge that there are still some tensions. For example, an evolution is that more managers 

accept that their decisions can be challenged in a constructive way, which was unthinkable a few years ago. 

However, it seems that it remains difficult for people to speak up. Managers feel that over the years they were 

guided to fit in a directive leadership style, even though an evolution is ongoing:  

“I had a coaching style, which was absolutely not on the agenda in this house. You feel that you're out 

of sync. You don't think about it, but you send yourself elsewhere […] you must be like that” (29th of November 

2016, female manager, 30 years of seniority).  

“My style was not necessarily typical of other colleagues in a senior management position […] there 

is more readiness to use more different styles and flex the different styles and appreciate that others have 

different styles as well. You know, it used to be quite natural to use the pacesetting […] there are some 

colleagues who have not yet fully reached the benefits of Ashridge” (7th of December 2016, female manager, 

17 years of seniority). 

The various training give a toolkit and raise managers’ consciousness of the different leadership styles. 

They learn to behave differently, to be more open in their communication and decision-making process, and 

to adapt their style to each person and situation. In spite of their belief that Ashridge is a good thing, some 

managers state it is more an idea than a reality:  

“Since a few years, it's the topic people at the center. People are the company's first asset. It looked 

very artificial. We don't say to people you are the priority, they have to see it themselves. The speech around 
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that is sometimes very artificial. I think it's been more a campaign than a reality” (30th of November 2016, 

female manager, 26 years of seniority).  

The consensus is that there is a willingness to change the leadership styles. However, on some 

occasions business needs sweep the first gains along. Some managers disentangle hard facts from myths: 

people with a directive style tend to come back to it, especially when they are under pressure. Despite its 

failures, we notice that the training offer also has its successes. A lot of managers try to apply their training for 

the best. The interviews also prove that the necessity to adapt the leadership style to the subordinate is now 

part of the managerial mindset. 

Nevertheless, there is a tension between the authoritarian leadership style and the more participative 

style. The tensions are not personally expressed by those who are more focused on people management. 

However, they interpret the difficulties of some colleagues as tensions between the roles. The tensions are 

perfectly illustrated by the roles conflict. It is argued that managers cannot be forced to be more Ashridge and 

that those who want to focus on business do so.  

According to interviews and informal talks, it is possible to say that the hierarchy remains important 

in the company. Some people compare the company to a pyramid or a big bureaucracy. The organization has 

still quite a lot of hierarchical levels and there is the underlying message that hierarchy should inspire respect 

of the authority: “Euroclear remains a very hierarchical organization. It hides behind we call each other by 

our surnames, but in reality, it is very hierarchical” (29th of November 2016, male manager, 21 years of 

seniority).  

A manager elucidates that over its lifespan the organization has promoted a manly culture, because top 

management has been largely made of men. As a consequence, women have copied men’s behaviors, attitudes, 

and mindset. Moreover, some managers also defend that because top management has been composed of expert 

profiles; they have promoted fellow profiles.  

“I've been in divisions where there is an omnipotent boss above and then that's it. He used to tell people 

off, to threaten them to reduce your bonus if you came to him with a problem and that you didn't find the 

solution. I've known that not that long ago. It's disappearing. I hope that it's done. It is not like that here, I 

think that we are all comfortable to talk over things.” (29th of November 2016, female manager, 34 years of 

seniority). However, today it is commonly construed that the possibility to speak up depends on manager and 

person's personalities. Interviewees mostly think that people are more respectful than before, but they do not 

deny that there still are issues, although our data show a global evolution on these points. 

For those who have a leadership style close to Ashridge (collaborative, delegate, etc.), it seems to be 

their natural style or an important event changed them. Often, they acknowledge that this style can occasionally 

be very hands-off, therefore this approach stir up problems for some subordinates who need more guidance. 

They infuse their teams with their own values besides organizational values. They share key values: 

empowerment, accountability, trust & transparency. They rationalize by saying that people need information 

(knowledge is power and comes from transparency) to be able to do their job (empowerment) and that can 

only happen in a trust relationship so that people are accountable.  

These managers try to foresee problems to avoid working under pressure. In so doing, they can spend 
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time with their people. They have honest conversations with their team(s) made of direct feedback and clear 

communications. Equally, they value listening to their subordinates to identify their needs and desires, which 

helps them to coach and develop them. At last, they position themselves at the opposite of the directive 

leadership style existing in the organization. 

On the contrary, the CEO is thought to have reinforced the historical managerial culture: “some people 

are born people managers and others aren't. You see Tim Howell and Lieve Mostrey they are two different 

profiles. Tim Howell is interested in clients. Thus, people inside can sink to the bottom. It had an impact. It has 

created burnouts […] people management is not his thing. He is on the road. […] you can do what you want 

you won't change them, this is not their thing. […] Those people it is better to send them as experts, but not as 

people managers so that people don't suffer” (16th of November 2016, female manager, 34 years of seniority 

in the company). Concerning the fact that some people would have an innate gift for people management, this 

belief is shared by other organizational members, but a lot of others believe that it is not innate. 

At the end of the day, managers explain that the former CEO did not show the role model to change 

culture. The comparison is made with teleworking. Teleworking was not part of the culture and not well 

accepted by managers. The CEO wanted it to be a normal way of working in the company and supported the 

project. Generally speaking, it has been a success. Employees and managers expect a lot of the new CEO 

(Lieve Mostrey is in charge since January 2017). She has the reputation to be more people oriented. Therefore, 

they hope that she will bring change and strike the balance between internal and external needs. 

2.2: The appraisals as cultural tools 

Training initiatives to change the dominant leadership style are still ongoing, but the consistency of 

the HRM practices raise doubts for some managers. Indeed, the objective is to switch from an authoritarian 

leadership style to a more collaborative style. However, the performance appraisal remains mostly focused on 

cascaded targets with factual assessments. People management is barely absent—ore absent—in manager's 

performance appraisal. In the studied division, promotions and bonuses rely on business targets.  

Moreover, the legitimacy of the current form appraisal system is questioned by a few managers. There 

is a rule in the company for the appraisals: managers should respect an average score for their teams. A striking 

example is that managers must put bad scores to employees who have been in long-term absence to give better 

scores to others. Some managers refuse to apply that kind of measures. Therefore, a few do not evaluate their 

people anymore or set team objectives and very simple individual objectives.  

To pursue on assessments, each team evaluates its manager through a template named: People 

Management Feedback (PMF, see annex 5). The problem for a couple of managers is that no action is taken 

upon bad assessments:  

“Some people at Euroclear actually have the leadership style that we discourage with Ashridge. You 

tell people what you want and what you don't want and then you promote them with what you don't want, which 

is totally wrong. You send the wrong message to the whole organization!” (17th of November, female manager, 

10 years of seniority in the company). For some managers, this reinforces the dominant leadership style instead 

of weakening it.  
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However, the reality about the feedback teams deliver to their manager might be more complex: 

“Sometimes, a good work, it's also transmitting difficult messages to develop people, but also 

transmitting difficult messages with negative feedback or development areas [...] at the end you can have a 

very bad score, which is according to me the reflection of a very good performance as a people manager” (24th 

of November, male manager, 15 years of seniority in the company). Furthermore, several managers who used 

to have good results years after years had bad results during our study. It seems that it is due to contextual 

factors such as an increased workload, maternity leaves, or other reasons that are beyond their control. Finally, 

the legitimacy of the PMF in its existing form and consequences (or absence of) is also questioned. 

3. Roles conflict between expert and managerial tasks. 

3.1: Managers’ views of a healthy organization and managers’ expertise 

When managers describe what a healthy organization is, they reveal information over organizational 

culture. Managers whose style is close to Ashridge training share the belief that a healthy organization has 

accountable people who take initiatives. Accountability is one of the corporate values and is promoted in their 

speeches. At the opposite, what they call a bad structure encourages the hierarchy to meddle down in 

operational decisions. Managers who give more importance to details and have a strong expertise tend to 

meddle down more often than the others. When we asked for examples, people told stories like Heads of 

divisions calling N-3 during the weekend to ask them to modify a document and alike. 

A widely-spread belief in the company is that managers of small teams are supposed to be able to do 

everything themselves. It is said that employees in small teams expect their managers to be the expert of the 

team. Automatically, managers’ credibility relies partially on their expertise. Moreover, subordinates also have 

people management expectations.  

However, there is an agreement to say that when someone becomes senior manager (high in the 

hierarchy) it is not possible anymore to know all the roles and details. Undoubtedly, when someone is 

responsible for a bigger team, it is not plausible that this person would have a better knowledge of one hundred 

jobs than their owners do. It is, withal, nuanced because interviewees say that besides subordinates' 

expectations, each manager makes a choice. This bring us to the central point of tensions: roles conflict. 

3.2: The roles conflict: managers’ different positions faced with this situation 

The highlighted principle in the organization is that managers must conciliate both manager and 

expert’s roles. Multiple points come under consideration. Firstly, it is said that top management underestimates 

the time it takes to be a good people manager and does not value the time spent for it. Consequently, it bewilders 

some managers. They are told that their managerial practices must change to be more collaborative, although 

it is clear for them that top management’s message is: business keeps the throne.  

Managers often protest that the major obstacle to people management is time. Because they have 

various business responsibilities, they lack time to carry out their people management duties. Some 

interviewees maintain that because managers have business responsibilities and not enough time, they are 
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somewhat obliged to drop or postpone management responsibilities. Again, this statement must be nuanced 

since others manage to fulfil their management duties. 

Managers are aware of their management responsibilities, although for part of them it is not as 

important as sales targets. One manager even says that management is not part of her role:  

“I'm not a manager at all. I do that in parallel […] for 99% I take care of the targets [...] I’m not paid 

to do people management. If it is said, I don't know where it is written! I think that job wouldn't interest me at 

all by the way. I'm a salesperson for 100%” (29th of November 2016, female manager, 34 years of seniority).  

When asked about that kind of statement some interviewees argue that Euroclear produces excellent 

experts in its search for excellence, but those experts are bad managers. Additionally, in the past, experts were 

not trained to be people manager because there was no awareness of the need to train them. This stance is not 

representative of many managers who try to conciliate both expert and people management responsibilities. It 

is interesting to highlight that to explain why their job exists some insist considerably on their people 

management role, whereas others insist on the business targets and others are more balanced.  

Nevertheless, a lot of managers have moved up the ladder due to their expertise. Being a manager has 

been the next step in an expert’s career. This explains why some interviewees are dubious because they do not 

consider that going from an expert role to a management role is a natural progression. In this respect, they 

assert that a lot of managers have managed a career by seniority.  Moreover, some positions also offer the grade 

of manager, but people do not have any team to manage. The following excerpt illustrates stories about experts 

promoted to management positions, even if they have been bad managers: 

“He had a leadership survey result of 2, 6 which is poor. Honestly, nobody gets that. If you get below 

3, 6 you've got a problem […] he had 2, 6 and his manager knew that. He was gonna promote him to a role 

where he would be managing more people. Why promoting this guy? He had the profile for an expert role, but 

he was promoted to a manager's role. That's the kind of stupid things that happen [...]I had a conversation 

with him to explain that I don't think he was a people manager […] he said:’ you’re right, I hate it!’ It's just 

not fair with people […] we have people at Euroclear who drove five people to burnout” (17th of November 

2016, female manager, 10 years of seniority). 

On the one hand the company has a lot of information about managers, but on the other hand the 

organization does not fully use the data. There is no follow-up of their practices. As a result, employees 

complain that managers do not live “the Ashridge way”. Because there is no follow-up nor sanctions, some 

interviewees state that managers put the priority between the roles themselves.  

We notice that several managers defend there is a gap between their ideal vision of what their 

managerial role should be, and what they succeed to do. It is also noticeable that often people manage to do 

what they like the most: expertise or managing people. Valued expertise, importance given to details and 

limited delegation describe well managers for whom people management is secondary.  

Furthermore, some managers pretend that the roles and expectations are clear. It is up to managers to 

adopt one leadership style or another; these recognize that workload and time can be challenging. At the same 

time, it seems that several managers easily backslide to the historical leadership style. Normally, they 

intertwine both, for instance while working with their team(s) on a project. For them, people management out 
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of day-to-day work is artificial. Some state people are key to success; they often take a paternalistic approach.  

In fact, they integrate people's development within their day-to-day, but might be more driven by the 

business objectives than by developing people. Developing people is necessary to keep them motivated, on 

board, and to reach the targets, though they stay in a short to medium term perspective. Other managers seem 

to strike the balance and have a long-term approach. It is true to say that the former try reaching objectives 

through people, whereas for the latter it is reaching objectives with people. 

Finally, the prioritization depends also upon the influence of each manager's boss. A few senior 

managers have an influence on their colleagues or N-1 who can also be managers. They can be very strict with 

them when it comes to managerial practices. These managers require from their N-1 that they apply the same 

practices as them.  

4. Competency development 

4.1: Managers’ practices and difficulties 

Most managers have similar practices. They all apply the practices implemented by LEAN a few years 

ago: weekly one to one with each subordinate to speak about workload, planning, difficulties related to work, 

tasks; clients (commercial); where people stand on their KPI's or deliverables; and competency development. 

A couple of managers do more or less the same with N-2, but less often. This allows them to organize their 

teams and to think about future opportunities for their team members. 

 In the same spirit, there is a weekly whiteboard with the whole team. It helps to know who does what, 

to ask questions, and to coordinate the team(s). Managers can feel the atmosphere of their team(s) and prioritize 

the weekly work. It is not the richer opportunity for competency development, but each person can speak up 

for a difficulty and asks for support. Finally, the monthly successes of the previous month and challenges of 

the coming month are opportunities to take stock of what went well or wrong. If something went wrong the 

manager (and the subordinate) may detect a skill gap. 

Not all managers do career coaching. Among those who do, all are not consistent. Either managers 

coach themselves or they recommend an internal or external coach to the person. This happens particularly 

when they feel that their abilities are limited or because the person might need a more neutral party. If managers 

coach, it often relates to the job, but it also happens that it goes deeper. The coach manager can dig in 

subordinates’ personalities, histories, and beliefs to help them identify their needs. Coaching is about skills and 

personal development and might be more or less prescriptive depending on the manager. 

Generally, those who are more prescriptive are so with juniors and feel less responsible for seniors, 

and the resulting approach is more hands-off. This is particularly true for steering and senior profiles who are 

thought to be autonomous. Nonetheless, part of managers is opposed to that thinking. They rather believe that 

nobody ever stops growing. On the other hand, one challenge managers face is that people above a certain age 

are from time to time blasé since they are not eager to engage in development plan.  

In fact, much of managers have one role, but several plays. They think developing young people, 

people around thirty, or senior is different. They have different expectations. Thus, managers must manage 



51 

 
differently. Generally, they contend that juniors need a more prescriptive approach and even the most reluctant 

managers might show more eagerness to train unexperienced people if they are fast-learners. However, some 

managers might also be prescriptive with senior profiles if they consider that a weakness must absolutely be 

addressed. Others really use professional coaching methods; therefore, they try not to be prescriptive.  

Indeed, opinions are very contradictory: some managers think employees are like children, but for 

others, people must be empowered by delegation. In this respect, the following statement illustrates the most 

negative opinion we collected: 

“There is a general laziness […] we are in a mode wherein extremely...people expect a lot, but don't 

look deeper into it by themselves. The personal investment doesn't exist or very little and somehow it should 

be part of the culture.” (29th November, female manager, 34 years of seniority). Others are more nuanced and 

say that if some people are not motivated, it is because they do not see any direct advantages. For example, 

employees may say that it does not impact their rating.  

Similarly, finding the Person-Job Fit (PJ-Fit) is important for all managers, but for different reasons. 

Some of them like competent employees so that they can focus on their expert’s tasks. For others, it is a good 

starting position to develop people, moreover, they believe that even when people have difficulties, they can 

improve if given the right support. However, we noticed that they spend their time with those how show the 

right attitude, but can let demotivated people aside. They are comfortable for their subordinates to challenge 

their decisions if it is done in a positive manner, even though this seems to happen only once in a while. To 

conclude, they reckon developing people is their role.  

Another point of attention is that the coaching plan might be hard to follow-up because business is 

also demanding for employees. As a result, they might not have enough time to dedicate to their self-

development. Admittedly, employees have less time than before to take part in training. The reason is simple: 

people are asked to perform more than before. One manager explains that, in commercial, they have doubled 

the workload and cut headcounts by half over the past years. In addition to that, during this period of instability 

some employees are more concerned by their job security than by training. 

Another obstacle is that the more managers are expert in the domain, the more it seems difficult to 

coach. These managers share their opinion or give solutions. The more elaborated coaching is formalized in 

coaching plans and managers take them into account to assess the person. Several managers try to identify as 

soon as possible weaknesses and do not wait for formal dedicated meetings. Therefore, they try to integrate 

this coaching role in each 1to1 or in their daily interactions. 

The coaching plan bases the relationship on a shared responsibility. People are responsible for their 

learning plan while the manager/coach must provide support. However, it seems that the more managers are 

close to “Ashridge” the more the true owner of the plan is the subordinate. Occasionally, the beneficiaries are 

reluctant to accept their weaknesses since the manager also decides on bonuses and promotions. It is interesting 

to note that some also say that their responsibility is to watch if the money is wisely spent. Finally, in a few 

cases, managers hold a coaching certificate.  

One belief in HR is that managers and employees are mistaken about development takes time. 

According to them, it is a false belief. Development is not time-consuming. Nonetheless, we apprehend from 



52 

 
our interviews that a widely-shared belief among managers is that people learn on the basis of the 70-20-10 

rule (70% on the job, 20% through social exchange, and 10% due to formal learning). This rule is at the hearth 

of the HR project to develop skills.  

Because of that belief managers promote what they call practice by doing or learning by doing. It can 

be over technical or behavioral skills. It can be for short term as well as for long term. For the same reasons, 

they do roleplays with their N-1. People learn by doing, thus it is important to simulate challenging situations 

to train them. However, because it takes only a few managers do that consistently. 

Managers are often experts of their team and use this expertise to give training. By way of illustration, 

they teach subordinates how to behave in certain situations, how to perform a presentation; how to convince 

someone in a meeting; how to use a content or a tool, or they might just give some reading. This is not 

exhaustive, but the point is that managers can be the trainer. In practice, training and coaching often overlap. 

In addition, we noticed that managers consider that giving feedback to people is the bare minimum. 

Moreover, they all do it frequently. Some managers give a corrective feedback with the solution, others make 

people self-reflect. Indeed, it is not always as separated as that, but it helps to grasp the key differences in their 

practices. 

Finally, a key difference is that some managers delegate to their subordinates to confront them with 

challenging situations. They trust them to make some reasonable and valuable mistakes and to learn from them. 

Others do not because of the risk taken. The latter tighten their hold up to reduce risks during the learning 

process. They try to avoid risk not only for their subordinates, but for themselves too. Consequently, 

subordinates are less autonomous and closely watched.  

Giving presentations to clients is a recurrent example. Managers who delegate try to have as little 

involvement as possible, but they help their subordinates, e.g. by making mock presentations. Those who do 

not delegate eagerly intervene at almost all steps of the process. Again, the difference is sometimes tenuous 

and some managers switch from one approach to another depending on the situation.  

Finally, the same dynamic exists for internal meetings in which the manager takes part to assess 

subordinate’s skills in situation. It is a basis for direct feedback. On the one hand, some managers do not 

intervene or very little, but on the other hand others interfere in the meeting and leave less room for their 

subordinates. In any cases, managers agree that it is crucial to first identify the skills’ gaps, objectives, and to 

get subordinate’s agreement on the need to develop a skill. To conclude, the definition-process can be more or 

less prescriptive or collaborative from a manager to another. 

4.2: Development practices: level of formalization 

Some managers have worked in the Operations division where people management and development 

practices are more structured and formalized. Some of them compare to say that in the studied division 

practices are less formalized. They acknowledge that each department, even if part of the larger corporate 

culture, has its own culture. Logically, the practices change. Some think that it is not possible to have the same 

practices from one division to another. When asked if it would be better to formalize management and skills 

development practices such as in the Operations, they answer negatively. They believe they could benefit from 
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a bit more formalization, but it should not be so strict. Their argument is that the population is more senior in 

their division and do not require the same level of attention as junior profiles in operations. 

So, it means skills development practices happen, but it is let to the appreciation of each manager and 

employee. The uncertainty is possible because nothing in the organization of work permits to be sure that it 

will happen. We heard the argument that in spite of the manager’s freedom, there is kind of role modelling. 

Managers copy what they see their peers do.  

It is also said that because it is not structured it can be dropped for a year, especially if it is not 

considered as a priority by the manager and/or the subordinate. Role modeling is so strong that some people 

who used to have consistent skills development practices in other divisions can drop them or reduce their 

frequency in the studied division. One manager sets out his arguments: this matters little if a rule says people 

must do it if the real practices are different. 

Several managers argue that it is up to top management to show by example. Several top managers of 

the division are perceived as not believing in the manager's development role. Their communication 

particularly creates that impression. The perception is that they are far more focused on the business. At this 

point, a few managers bring back the roles conflict. They claim that in the Operations division the roles are 

clear. There developing people is the manager's duty. In the studied division, it is secondary because the first 

is: reach your targets with your team. Finally, some people argue that workload and top management bad role 

modelling are two blocking factors.  

4.3: The added value of job mobility in competency development according to managers 

In the company, one very common belief is that job mobility is an added value per se. Managers value 

job mobility as an experience booster and as a mean to develop hard and soft skills. Moreover, due to the 70-

20-10 rule explained before, managers think that job mobility is one of the best way to learn because staying 

too long in the same function diminishes the marginal rate of learnings.  

Therefore, managers may use their own network to help their subordinates to move. They mention that 

losing a valuable resource is not joyful, but they believe that holding someone back may not be productive. 

However, this is moderated by the profile of the person leaving: If the person is a high potential, the true 

backbone of the team or hardly replaceable, then the person is a scarce resource. Once said so, managers are 

more reluctant to let them go. 

In parallel, managers believe that mobility should be linked to competencies analysis and development, 

otherwise career discussions are only about performance. The current situation with its limited opportunities 

create tensions because people stay longer in their jobs. Horizontal mobility is more complicated and vertical 

mobility can be problematic. It results in more competition. In the past, it was easier to move up the ladder.  

In addition, internal mobility is considered as one of the best way to grow a network. Networking is 

seen as crucial (for the success of a project, for a promotion, etc.). The organization is said to be a place where 

multiple stakeholders fight hard for power, and the taught culture of negotiation is the “win-win”. This mindset 

is thought by some managers to be learned over time with experience. They explain that young people are 

often incapable of understanding that reaching a win-win needs intensive and long negotiation. Patience and 
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strategy are virtues. Often, managers say that projects sink because stakeholders did not reach a win-win deal.   
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Chapter 4: Analysis 

1. Introduction 

We start the analysis by abstracting the empirical data into ideal-types regarding our secondary hypotheses:  

• Hypothesis 2: There is a historical managerial culture and a new growing managerial culture that 

challenges the first. 

• Hypothesis 3: The historical managerial culture has influenced the dominant leadership styles in the 

company. 

• Hypothesis 4: There is a role conflict between expert and managerial tasks. 

In a second section, we compare our findings with the literature. Then, we analyze closely the practices of 

competency development in regards with the primary hypothesis: 

• Hypothesis 1: Depending on their leadership styles, managers do not develop their subordinates’ 

competencies the same way. 

In the last section, we analyze internal documents to see whether they corroborate our analysis or not. 

2. Actantial models: ideal types 

2.1: Introduction 

To abstract the theory from our data, we use the actantial model of Greimas5. Firstly, we identify what 

the historical managerial culture is. Afterwards, we verify if there is a conflict between two managerial cultures. 

Secondly, we show how culture has influenced the leadership styles within the organization. To do so, we 

analyze how managers define their role, and we theorize the roles conflict. Finally, we conceptualize the 

practices of competency development and their enablers and brakes. 

2.2: Historical managerial culture 

Communication 

Strategy          Reach business objectives 

to get rewards, by 

applying directive 

leadership style 

-Organization 

 -Successful members 

 

-Cultural system 

-Zone of uncer-

tainty 

-Stakeholders’ 

games 

       Managers -      -    New managerial 

culture 

         -Zone of uncertainty 

-Employees’ expectations 

 

Power 

                                                 
5 Please see the methodology section for more details 
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The over-dominant objective is to reach business goals: The assumption is that managers have to be 

prescriptive for keeping a well-running business, and the incentive is extrinsic reward (promotion, bonus, etc.). 

The strategy sends managers in this quest, and the organization is rewarded by benefits and survival. 

Successful members are also rewarded. Managers are helped by what is called the cultural system, which is 

composed of the basic underlying assumptions about business and success, but also the values, myths, or stories 

about the company; and artefacts such a s the PMF. Moreover, the lack of formalization has created a zone of 

uncertainty around management practices. It means that because there is no—or poor control—on their 

practices, managers can maintain their approach and perpetuate the historical managerial culture. 

Nevertheless, opponents’ forces use this same zone of uncertainty to implement new managerial 

practices that are less prescriptive and stress more the importance of people’s well-being and development to 

reach business objectives. The threating change happens through what is called the new managerial culture 

and originates from employees’ expectations for a more human centered approach of management. 

2.3: Conflict between cultures 

Communication 

-Employees 

-Managers’ values 

-Strategy 

         Change to a new 

managerial 

culture less 

prescriptive 

and more 

collabora-

tive 

-Employees 

-Organization 

 

 

-Managerial training 

-Managers’ values 

-Room for uncertainty 

-Formalization 

-Role model managers 

- Lead by example 

 

  Managers -        -Historical manage-

rial culture 

-Bad role modelling of 

top management 

-External pressure & in-

ternal strategy 

-Roles conflict 

-Stakeholders’ games 

Power 

 This model is the counterpart of the previous one. The quest for managers is to change the managerial 

culture. Consequently, managers who were already more people-oriented and of a collaborative leadership 

style do not have to change, whereas those who are close to the historical managerial culture are expected to 

evolve. We clearly see here the reverse perspective. 

 Employees call for a more collaborative leadership style, e.g. climate survey (Annex 2). Their 

expectancies impact the organization that has asked HR to enable change through managerial training. In 

addition, the HR project skills & mobility answers a new strategy that requires of managers to play a career 

and skills development advisory role. Some managers were already doing that before because they are 

convinced it is part of their managerial roles. Employees and the organization benefit from that ongoing change. 
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The underlying assumption is that happier, more competent, and versatile employees perform better. 

 At last, managerial training are corporate initiatives to foster change. Managers learn how they are 

expected to behave. Managerial values account for principles that some managers have. These principles and 

to the room for uncertainty—that enables managers to create their own bubble of management—ease the 

transition. Those managers are role models of the new culture. Finally, several managers voiced that the 

managers’ behaviors should fit corporate values, it relates to lead by example. 

 Then, opponents are numerous. We can highlight multiple mechanisms of the historical managerial 

culture, HRM practices, and stories that prevent a smooth transition. For instance, the promotion system is said 

to rely on reaching business objectives and on the old-boy network, more than on competence. A bit in the 

same vein, it is argued that some managers have done their career by seniority. They were promoted from 

expert positions to management functions without any people management competencies.  

Currently, the limited promotion opportunities increase the internal competition, namely stakeholders’ 

games. Finally, the predominance of hierarchy and the fact that performance appraisals might be predetermined 

by some managers before the discussion with their N-1 emphasize that the old-boy network is crucial. 

 Furthermore, several managers aver that top management gives bad role modelling by perpetuating 

the directive leadership style or by practicing against their preaching. This tends to push hesitant, dubious, and 

opposed managers to backslide to directive leadership style. Moreover, the roles conflict has a similar effect. 

Lastly, external pressure is answered by a cost-effectiveness strategy that impacts how some managers perceive 

the balance between business objectives and people objectives.  

To conclude, we can affirm that all these opponents’ forces counterbalance the initiative towards a shift 

in managerial culture. Only managers who were already more collaborative fully live the new managerial style. 

2.4: The role of the manager 

Manager’s role type 1 

 Communication 

Organization     Reach business targets Organization 

 

Expertise 

Subordinates 

 Manager                                  Subordinates 

                                         Market 

Power 

 The managers define their role as reaching business objectives. They receive a mandate from the 

organization, and the beneficiary is the organization. In their quest, subordinates can both be helpers or 

opponents depending on their level of competencies. Managers seek the PJ-fit for their subordinates to be sure 

that they are able to perform. The market is somewhat an opponent because it is more difficult to make business 

than in the past. As a consequence, reaching targets can be challenging for managers. In conclusion, the type 

one is highly oriented to the task and low on people as the historical managerial culture implies. Their role is 

above all to reach the targets; people are not their priority.  Type is high on task and low on people. 
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Manager’s role type 2 

Communication 

-Organization 

-Manager 

           To reach business targets 

and to be more people 

oriented 

-Organization 

-Employees 

 

-Managerial 

training & toolkit 

-New managerial 

culture 

-Zone of uncer-

tainty 

 Manager                               -Roles conflict 

                   -Historical managerial 

culture 

                     -Zone of uncertainty 

Power 

 Type 2 has for objective to meet business requirements, but they must be more people-oriented. Some 

of them have a very paternalistic approach and just try to keep people on board. The need to meet that objective 

comes from the organization and sometimes from managers’ personal convictions. The underlying assumption 

is that happy people perform better, which eventually advantages the organization and employees. 

 Substantial training help them to behave according to the new managerial culture: being more 

collaborative, open to discussion, and conciliate people management with business tasks. They accumulate 

management techniques, for example to be able to adapt their style to each person. As seen before, managers 

make use of a zone of uncertainty, and eventually the result depends upon them. However, it can be hard to 

strike a balance. The historical managerial culture enfeebles their chances through appraisals and promotion 

systems and bad role modelling. It partially explains why they may backslide to type 1 under pressure.  

 In conclusion, type 2 is different from type 1 since they overtly acknowledge that evolving to a more 

balanced leadership approach is necessary. They could move closer to style 3, but they are blocked by the 

converging several forces. To conclude, the type 2 is highly oriented on the task and medium on people. 

Manager’s role type 3 

Communication 

-New managerial 

culture 

-Managers’ val-

ues 

-Organization 

- N+1 

                 Create a good work 

atmosphere to 

reach objectives 

with people by    

being a coach    

-Employees 

-Organization 

 

-Managers’ skills 

-Management 

training 

-Role model 

-Zone of uncer-

tainty 

 Manager                    -Historical managerial 

culture 

                               -Roles conflict 

Power 

D
es

ir
e 

D
es

ir
e 



59 

 
Managers of type 3 aim at creating a good work atmosphere. The assumption is that a nice workplace 

implies happier and more performant people. Anyway, the well-being of their subordinates is really important 

for those managers. Their goal is to reach their objectives with people. They delegate easily and adopt a 

coaching role, which one takes place for reaching targets and for developing employees. 

The new managerial culture expects those kinds of behaviors from them, but more importantly their 

own values about management necessitate a true commitment to manage people that way. In general, they have 

a high level of trust in subordinates, delegate gladly, accept to take more risks; and emphasize accountability. 

The organization also sends them in this quest due to employees’ feedback about management and the new 

strategy. Moreover, some of them, even though they are convinced that the objective is noble, have firstly 

engaged in that direction because of a forced role model by their N+1. N+1 can require that their subordinates 

(who are managers too) apply the same practices. As a consequence, employees should benefit from a more 

enjoyable work atmosphere and grow in their career thanks to a close coaching. 

Strong personal management skills and appropriate training can help them to succeed. At last, the zone 

of uncertainty has allowed them to already develop that kind of practices before the organization started to 

move towards that change. To conclude, these managers do not experience any roles conflict, simply because 

for them people are always a priority. Finally, the type 3 is highly oriented to people and medium to highly 

oriented to the tasks. 

2.5: Roles conflict 

Communication 

Organization        To be task & people 

oriented  

-Organization 

-Employees 

 

 

-Management training 

-New managerial culture 

& role models 

-Manager’s personality 

and beliefs 

- Zone of uncertainty 

Manager                     -Historical man-

agerial culture & bad role 

modelling 

                  -Manager’s per-

sonality 

               -Lack of time 

         -Stakeholders’ games 

                      -Employees 

Power 

 To start with, the three types explain the roles conflict the same. Managers must be both task and 

people oriented. It implies that they have very challenging business objectives to reach, but they are also 

expected to manage a team. The underlying assumption is identical to type 2: Happy people perform better. 

To go over this conflict management training help. The new managerial culture is an opportunity to 

ride the wave and type 3 managers are role models. The personality and beliefs of each manager are helpful. 

Obviously, this is for those who have good interpersonal skills and believe in the new culture. The zone of 

uncertainty is presented by some managers as a freedom for managers to combine task and people orientation.  
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 Nevertheless, the historical managerial culture with its system is an impediment to progress. The 

importance of expertise in the historical managerial culture is at the center of the issue since there are 

stakeholders’ games to maintain the status quo. Effectively, some managers fear to lose credit or power if 

people management becomes more important. They do not feel competent in that area; they are experts above 

all. In addition, employees in small teams also expect from their manager a good expertise to provide them 

support in their tasks. The whole of it contributes to supply the historical managerial culture. To conclude, the 

lack of time is also one key obstacle for managers who strive for conciliating their duties. 

 To conclude, type 3 managers do not feel really constrained by opponent forces because they are free 

to manage their way. Type 3 managers are high on people and medium to high on task. 

2.6: Practices of competency development 

Communication 

-Organization 

-Manager’s val-

ues (type 3) 

 

Develop people -Organization 

-Employees 

 

 

-Manager’s com-

petencies and 

toolkit 

-PJ-FIT 

-Employees 

 

 Manager                  -Historical managerial 

culture 

                  -Roles conflict, exper-

tise & lack of time 

                  -Lack of competencies  

                   -Beliefs about people 

                -Unwilling subordinates 

Power 

 The objective is largely described the same. Managers must develop people. This mission originates 

either in the organization or for type 3 managers in their values. In fact, the organization received messages 

from employees saying that they do not feel enough focus on their development. More importantly, the new 

managerial culture leads the organization in the same direction because this managerial role corresponds to 

strategical needs. The organization needs more versatile and multi-competent employees. The organization for 

its sake and performance and employees for their self-development are beneficiaries.  

 In their quest to develop competencies, managers are supported by their own competencies. Are they 

able to train or to coach their subordinates? That is the key question. In their toolkit they give for example, 

coaching techniques or learning rules such the 70-20-10. Good PJ-FIT facilitates the work of managers. People 

who are in the right job learn easily, and, besides, the willingness of employees as well as their self-awareness 

of their desires and needs are crucial. This is true, for example managers say that engaging in a coaching 

relationship with someone who is unwilling is very complicated. 

 The reputation of the studied division about competency development was poor. To further analyze the 

situation, we take the opponents into account. Firstly, the historical managerial culture with its focus on 

business tasks does not encourage to dedicate time to subordinates’ development. Secondly, the roles conflict 
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is invoked to justify that managers have little time for training & development. In addition, a few managers 

broach expertise via two doors. Either managers consider themselves as experts and not as coach or they insist 

on the difficulty to coach when they have an opinion as an expert. In summary, the expertise might help to 

directly train subordinates, but is a break for coaching. 

 Thirdly, some managers feel unequipped to train people, develop skills, or take a coaching role. 

Fourthly, some managers hold various beliefs about people. For example, they think seniors should be able to 

develop themselves independently. Another point is that a lot of managers argue that people develop 

themselves through internal mobility, but that the open positions are limited and some managers practice 

withholding.  

Fifthly, some subordinates are unwilling to engage in coaching with their manager. For instance, some 

people fear to admit their weaknesses, in front of their manager during coaching sessions, since the manager 

is also the one who chooses whether they are promoted, get a bonus, or not. Also, managers assure that some 

employees have no idea of what they want. In this case, their role is complex. To summarize, it is evident that 

a bunch of opponents contribute to thwart the practices of competency development in the studied division. 

3. The case study, the models and the literature 

3.1: The historical managerial culture and the type 1 manager 

• Hypothesis 2: The historical managerial culture has influenced the dominant leadership styles in the 

company. 

In our case study, social control legitimates formal control. The latter relies on hierarchical control, 

respect of procedures, performance appraisals; and direct supervision. It tries to generate appropriate work 

attitudes through extrinsic rewards (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996). The historical managerial culture emphasizes 

the risk-avoidance, strive for excellence, and cost effectiveness. The first limits employee’s empowerment and 

shapes managers’ mindset (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). The second stresses the importance of details, 

thereby it gratifies manager’s expertise and close supervision. The last has been reinforced with strategic 

measures like LEAN focusing on the importance of procedures, expertise, and details-orientation. 

 The strategy is to deliver operational excellence at low cost. It produces a culture wherein the strive 

for excellence and cost-effectiveness are central. The strive for excellence implies details-orientation and 

knowledgeable people, in short, a high-valued expertise while cost-effectiveness implies short-termism and 

risk-avoidance. The emphasis put on extrinsic rewards has generated an individualistic meritocracy oriented 

on self-interest (bonuses, promotions, etc.) in which stakeholders’ games are crucial to advance in projects and 

in personal strategies, especially well illustrated by the win-win concept. Finally, the orientation towards clients 

gives a feedback of willingness to help. The whole together produces what some interviewees call a manly 

culture of personal success and directive leadership style.  

 Mintzberg & al. (2009) defend that culture is the counterpart of the divided power in organizations and 

of strategic management. Our results are totally in line with his argument. If we look back at the actantial 

models, stakeholders’ games are largely involved in the production of the historical managerial culture. The 
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culture and personal strategies mutually fuel each other.  

The type 1 manager have been influenced by the historical managerial culture. We found that managers 

were guided to this style over the years, as if it was natural. In fact, Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973) identified 

that managers tend to go into a defined managerial style that matches their superiors’ view of what makes a 

great manager, which supports our findings on role modeling. In the same vein, we confirm that the importance 

of confidentiality can lead managers to more authoritarian styles (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). Moreover, 

the propensity to delegate diminishes with the urgency of a situation (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973), which 

we can link to short-termism in the culture. 

In type 1, the manager is the decision-maker (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973) and must bring people 

to work like in McGregor’s (1966) theory of X. In the literature, the best comparison is the Authority 

Obedience (9,1) of Blake & Mouton (1982). Type 1 managers are highly oriented towards productivity since 

reaching their targets is their ultimate goal. Therefore, their subordinates can be a help to succeed if they are 

competent, but they can interfere if they are not. At last, employees are only a mean to reach targets (Blake & 

Mouton, 1982). 

In our case study, the historical managerial culture leaves little room for adaptability in style. Type 1 

uses favorably several power bases (Hersey & al., 1979). First, the coercive power since failing to reach the 

targets is feared. In addition, with the old-boy network we have seen the importance of networking in the 

organization. The type 1 might use it to obtain obedience. Then, expert and information power bases have been 

considerably important. Indeed, the concept of strive for excellence implies that those who have knowledge 

are able to produce more detailed products in this quest for excellence.  

We have also noted that the legitimacy power has been used to justify the prescriptive approach. Finally, 

the historical managerial culture is a meritocracy. Efforts are rewarded by a bonus or a promotion. 

Consequently, in that culture managers have used the reward power as a driver. Type 1 managers evolve in 

their culture and reward is emphasized by the transactional or type 1 manager (Bass & Avolio, 1993) and by 

the culture. 

Despite a cultural shift has been undertaken in the organization, they are not totally obliged to change 

their management style. In fact, because there is no follow-up and punishment of their practices, they benefit 

from a zone of uncertainty. It gives them power because their contribution is key for the organization (Dubois, 

2014). In regard with the predominance of values such as client first and the priority given to business 

objectives, managers rely on those tacit rules to justify their behaviors. As explained by Friedberg (2009) and 

Thévenet (1993) the unpredictability of behavior goes with autonomy. The power of these managers is that 

they can refuse to do what they are asked about people management because there is no real constraint. 

This is part of their strategy, type 1 have an expert profile more than a manager profile. They appreciate 

their expert tasks and often put their managerial task aside. Consequently, the cultural change threatens their 

legitimacy since the managerial competencies are promoted. Their strategy is to continue in their comfort zone 

with the primacy of business objectives. Therefore, they are the pipeline that perpetuates the historical 

managerial culture. Even more than that, they use cultural references to account for their practices and 

strategies (Kuty, 2010). 
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As found by Ogbonna & Harris (2014), HRM practices limit cultural change. We found that the 

promotion, reward, and evaluation processes hinder the change. The fact that performance appraisals of 

managers focus on business objectives and that their people management assessment does not have clear 

negative consequences on their career reinforce the historical managerial culture. The actors make use of the 

culture and, the lack of role model is a strong impediment to change (Valentino, 2004). Undoubtedly, leadership 

plays an undeniable role in cultural change (Hennessey, 1998).  

There is no doubt about the bad role model of the former CEO since his client centered attitude 

reinforced the position of the historical managerial culture. Schein (83; 84; 90) had already explained that 

founders and their successors influence their culture. Moreover, leaders are also products of their culture 

(Thévenet, 1993) and their role modelling propagates culture through embedding and reinforcing mechanisms 

(Schein, 1990).  

Nonetheless, these mechanisms can fail. For example, the fact that newcomers are ejected from the 

group if they query the usual approach or the strategy shows that teaching the right way to think by socialization 

can fail resulting in the rejection of those who believe the converse. Schein (1990) and some interviewees 

share a similar pessimistic view about the possibility to change the mindsets of those who reject change. 

In conclusion, we have seen that the response of type 1 managers to the current external threat is to 

bring an identical answer to an anxiety-avoidance situation (Schein, 1990). In our case, the criticisms made by 

some interviewees about the lack of transparency and communications prove to a certain extent that solutions 

remain arbitrarily imposed by top management. The issue arises from people’s needs for a shift in managerial 

culture and their deception about what some call the fruitless training initiatives.  

3.2: The type 2 a half-finished evolution 

• Hypothesis 3: There is a role conflict between expert and managerial tasks. 

 First of all, employees’ calls for a change in managerial culture have bring about an attempt to change 

the dominant leadership styles (type 1) through managerial training. However, we have demonstrated in the 

above section that the culture perpetuates due to HRM practices, stakeholders’ games to preserve their interests, 

and self-reinforcement between culture and leadership. Nevertheless, it does not mean that managers have not 

changed due to training. We have seen that some of them were brought to directive leadership styles, which 

was not their natural inclination. Now, they seem more comfortable to switch between several leadership styles.  

Type 2 is a change from type 1. Type 1 managers do not flex their leadership style according to the 

situation and the person. On the contrary, this adaptability is emphasized by type 2 managers. They behave 

differently with junior or senior profiles. For instance, they are more prescriptive with juniors. Logically, they 

are closer to Hersey & al. (1979) recommendations, especially because they use different styles for different 

maturity levels.  

They acknowledge that being more people-oriented is necessary for a healthy business and people. 

They try to conciliate both expert and manager’s roles. It is for them that the conciliation is the most difficult, 

because they feel torn between expertise and people management. If we look at Blake & Mouton’s (1982) 

these managers are between the Organization Man Management (5,5) and the Authority Obedience (9,1). In 
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fact, we found that they generally are high on the task and that under pressure they might come back to style 

1, if this was their previous style or is their natural inclination (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). 

 In this respect, we can say that they switch between the four different leadership styles proposed by 

Hersey & al. (1979) because they have learned to do so. Moreover, backsliding is possible because there is no 

real constraint beyond recommendations. Similarly, the room for uncertainty is their warranty that their 

legitimacy is not questioned. After all, managers are employees too and it makes sense for them to maintain 

their monopoly over their managerial tasks to preserve their job security (Dubois, 2014). This logic clarifies 

that there is a gap between managerial discourses in the new strategy and practices (Dubois, 2014). 

 Furthermore, backsliding demonstrates that the collective programming of the mind (Ogbonna, 1992) 

is hardly replaceable if the problem-solving solution does not fail or is not replaced (Schein, 1990). Despite 

employees’ needs for a more participative style, the directive leadership style has not been downgraded because 

it works. It is still pertinent for some managers since business objectives keep the priority over people 

management. 

 There have not yet been drastic changes in managerial culture that permit to affirm that the historical 

managerial culture has disappeared. In fact, as Mintzberg & al. (2009:310) argue: “change occurs inside the 

existing global strategy of the company”. Moreover, we have demonstrated that the current strategy is the 

continuation of the historical managerial culture, but with a focus on a new complementary role of career 

enablers and skills’ developer for managers.  

Employees’ needs for more participation is compatible with the organization’s need for more versatile 

employees. This is why the HR project skills & mobility continues the undertaken leadership change since it 

adds a training and career coaching role to managers’ roles. Therefore, this project is another attempt to bring 

leadership closer to style 3 or to stabilize the flexibility of style 2, but with a lessening of the directive styles. 

Also, type 2 managers are the central weight that can tip the scales in favor of change or perpetuation. 

The situation they are in is expressed by the roles conflict they are living and by the cultural conflict. The 

formal structure both reinforces the historical managerial culture (through HRM processes, structures, role 

modelling, etc.) and the new managerial culture through training offer and discourses. The lack of formal and 

social control over managerial practices and managers’ leeway enable the emergence of zone of uncertainty 

that reinforces stakeholders’ games through the informal structure.  

In conclusion, we note that the formal structure does not prevent managers to be more people-oriented 

and the informal structure offer them a wide leeway. Therefore, the concrete system of action (Dubois, 2014) 

might favor either perpetuation or change. Effectively, the formal structure determines the: “spaces for 

negotiations and stakeholders’ games” (Friedberg, 1992), but not the behaviors. Finally, managers have power 

through their room of uncertainty and could change or perpetuate the rules of the game.  

3.3: The type 3 an open door to cultural change 

• Hypothesis 1: There is a historical managerial culture and a new growing managerial culture that 

challenges the first. 

To start with, managers of type 3 have a totally different approach from others. On Tannenbaum & 
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Schmidt’s (1973) continuum they are subordinate-centered and oscillate between presenting the problem to 

get suggestions and make decision to complete delegation. Their leadership style is situated around Team 

Management (9,9) and Country Club Management (1,9) (Blake & Mouton, 1982), tough we did not notice any 

manager low on task, which leads us to say that in our case study, they were at least middle in task-orientation. 

To continue, our results are coherent regarding the 9,9 of Blake & Mouton (1982) because these 

researchers state that for the 9,9 managers, the assumption is that committed people make great work. This 

statement is present in the new managerial culture assumption. As a result, trust and respect are essential within 

a collaborative team (Blake & Mouton, 1982). We noticed these values coupled with empowerment, 

accountability, honesty and transparency. They are believers in the theory of Y (McGregor, 1966), therefore 

they strive for creating working conditions that allow people to work to their goals and organizational 

objectives. The question of people full potential is at the center of their preoccupations (McGregor, 1966). 

In addition, they seem to use more referent, information, connection, and reward power (Hersey & al., 

1979). However, they do not really flex their style since they are convinced that people are responsible and 

motivated. As a consequence, their leadership style concentrates on participating and delegating styles (Hersey 

& al., 1979) no matter of the maturity level. For example, we noted that their hands-off approach can create 

frustration for some subordinates who need more guidance or that they do no “waste” time with unmotivated 

people because this lack of motivation goes against their deep beliefs. 

Obviously, they correspond much more to transformational leaders than to transactional leaders (Bass 

& Avolio, 1993), besides they use their leeway to create their bubble of culture. Some of them require that 

managers working for them apply the same management practices, in the end, it extends the surrounding and 

inspiring bubble of culture. Both confirm that they work to change culture when it does not fit for their personal 

values. If type 2 managers can also be engaged to more people-orientation because of personal values, type 3 

do not change their leadership style. There is a true conviction, almost an act of faith that guides them. 

Furthermore, they take stock of the cultural conflict and can ride the wave of the new managerial 

culture initiative to be role models. The roles conflict is not an issue for them because they know their priorities, 

and these priorities include people. In their opinion, a true change in managerial culture would be possible if 

manager’s roles and practices were more formalized, thereby weakening the uncertainty that surrounds 

managers’ practices. As we have demonstrated, the zone of uncertainty is used differently from a way to apply 

authoritarian leadership to pure delegation.  

However, they acknowledge that their style might not be perfect, yet they consider that the organization 

should give more importance to people management in appraisals. They also argue that management positions 

should not be given anymore to people who do not have managerial—understand leadership and people 

oriented—competencies. In short, they acknowledge that HRM practices are brakes to change (Ogbonna & 

Harris, 2014). 

Back to Schein’s learning process (1984), it is obvious that type 3 managers bring different positive-

solving solutions and respond differently from others to anxiety-avoidance situations. Additionally, we found 

that there is a double phenomenon happening in the organization (Schein, 1990): more integration of deeper 

basic assumptions coming from the strategy of cost-effectiveness and strive for excellence, and also the 
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appearance of a subculture that emphasizes the importance of creating a nice work atmosphere. The dynamic 

around subcultures impact the whole culture (Ogbonna & Harris, 2014). It leads us to confirm that in this study, 

the general culture is not the historical managerial culture, but a negotiation between the historical managerial 

culture and the new managerial culture (Schein, 1990), hence the general culture is the cultural conflict. 

In fact, a subculture can be aligned with the current strategy or not (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1996). In 

our case, the type 3 produces a culture that is aligned with the new identified strategical need in the organization: 

more versatile people for more internal mobility. The consequence is that managers should take part in the 

training and skills’ development of their people.  

From all of this, it follows that to foster cultural change, it is possible to let a subculture take the lead, 

if this subculture better fits environmental changes and current needs (Schein, 1990). To support the initiative, 

new leaders can be assigned to key roles to point out the new direction (Shein, 1990). This last point brings us 

back to role modelling, which we identified in the actantial models of roles conflict, cultural conflict, and 

manager’s role type 3 as an enabler to foster change towards more people-orientation in managerial culture. 

4. Managers' practices related to competency development 

• Hypothesis 4: Depending on their leadership styles, managers do not develop their subordinates’ 

competencies the same way 

The purpose of this section is to compare the practices of competency development of the three 

manager’s types. The actantial model of competency development practices does not suffice to affirm whether 

managers apply the same practices, have the same regularity, or objectives. To answer that question, we analyze 

the practices, their regularity, and their importance for each type of manager (based on Table 1 pages 68-69). 

To start with, it is possible to say that excepting for coaching the three types of managers have quite 

similar practices (see table page 68 lines 3 to 10). The differences reside in the use of roleplays, meetings with 

N-2, and the regularity of their 1to1. The lines 11 to 14 show that there are big discrepancies between the type 

1 and 3 on coaching. Career coaching is simply not happening for type 1. The difference between type 2 and 

3 is that type 2’s coaching is less formal and their approach can be more prescriptive. 

 Like previous differences, line 19 allows us to affirm Type 1 managers are more authoritarian in the 

identification of training needs. Type 2 fluctuate between a collaborative and a more prescriptive approach, 

whereas Type 3 are highly collaborative. All types can give direct training (line 17), but the attitude changes 

from tight control for type 1 to observation for type 3. The importance of expertise plays here a role because 

managers with a strong expertise express difficulties to take an observer position. The consequence might be 

that the objectives of the training are not met since the manager is not a coach anymore, but a player.  

The same dynamic between control and development is visible for the objective of feedback as well 

as for why role modelling is used. This very dynamic is reflected in the inclination to delegate. For type 3, 

delegation is a way to develop people and it implies that people have to take risks. Type 1 has an aversion to 

let people take risks for them, consequently they do not tend to delegate as long as people are not completely 

competent. Type 2 managers are in between and adopt one or the other strategy based on subordinate’s profile. 

They have a propensity to be more prescriptive and to less delegate with junior profiles while they have more 
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trust in seniors. 

 In reality, these results are very coherent regarding the literature. Tannenbaum & Schmidt (1973) had 

already identified that managers have different needs of security. Delegation implies less control over the 

output, as a result the difference in behavior results from the manager’s need for predictability and stability 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). In addition, those who need more control have more confidence when they 

are sure that employees are able to perform (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). This explains why type 1 

managers only delegate when they are convinced that employees are competent and it also clarifies why they 

value PJ-fit as it allows them to focus on their expert tasks rather than on subordinates’ training. 

Manager’s role is to accompany and facilitate training (Jemli, 2015). Owing to the fact that this role 

necessitates time, commitment, and competencies from the manager, the three types differ on these points. In 

a competency model, we learned thanks to Jemli (2015) that managers clarify the objectives, provide expertise, 

organize, manage interactions; and participate in competencies management. Moreover, managers also have 

expertise and they are in the best position to assess competencies in relation to objectives (Jemli, 2015). 

 The reasons given in the literature for managers’ resilience to take part in this training role (Jemli, 

2015) correspond mostly to the ones we identified for types 1 and 2 and in our actantial model of competency 

development (opponents). Among type 1, some managers consider that training is not their role, even if they 

still deliver some training from time to time. Generally, the type 1 manager lacks motivation in this role, 

excepting for accompanying newcomers. We noticed that they are more open to train unexperienced people, 

but it remains a short-term engagement and they expect people to quickly progress. Concerning the lack of 

time, pedagogy, or training to assume this role, both types 1 and 2 are concerned. 

 This research confirms that the lack of time or competencies to train employees limit managers’ 

commitment (Jemli, 2015). Because of the roles conflict, we can say that multiple responsibilities restrain the 

potentiality to be involved in training. Moreover, the legacy of the culture wherein they have evolved explains 

why some managers put business above training. In addition, we found that managers’ beliefs about people 

like: seniors do not need support, subordinates are unwilling (lazy), and alike, hold them back from being more 

committed in this role. Because type 3 managers do not have that reasoning and due to their counterculture 

mindset, we deduce that the cultural legacy influences types 1 and 2 in their beliefs, but not type 3. 

 Additionally, the actantial model confirms that managers consider that being committed in training & 

development brings added value to the organization and to employees (Jemli, 2015). We found that style 3 

managers go in the same direction as Jemli (2015) recommends: They develop a nice work atmosphere that is 

equitable for their employees by playing on values to create a shared vision. Even though the environment is 

uncertain, they try to reinforce the feeling of security by being transparent, they modernize their power 

relationships, take emotions into account; stimulate a high-level of accomplishment and performance by 

highlighting accountability; they promote autonomy through empowerment and delegation, and finally, they 

take subordinates’ self-development needs into account.  

The major difference we found with Jemli (2015) is that they do not give a significant importance to 

the annual appraisal interview, because of the coaching plan and owing to their continuous follow-up with 

subordinates. To put it in a nutshell, they do not wait one year to discuss training & development and career. 
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Another difference is that they do not only develop skills linked to the job. Again, it depends on the coaching 

plan and people’s medium to long-term needs. 

In terms of practices, Zarifian (2001) argues that active listening is a true competence that managers 

should have to understand what subordinates need, which is highlighted by Type 3 managers. We found 

practices identical to Jemli (2015): creating a customize path (Types 2-3 with coaching plan), organizing 

training sessions, accompanying self-training, role modelling; and learning through challenges and experience. 

All types engage in such practices, although we have demonstrated that they have different approaches in terms 

of motivations, intensity, regularity; and means.  

In summary, type 1 are not formalized in their approach, but short-term oriented, and as stated in Jemli 

(2015) some managers adopt an authoritarian approach in competences development. As a result, it means that 

the learner has little freedom in the process. Concerning type 2, they are more regular and formalized in their 

approach. They can let more freedom to people in the process, but they tend to be more prescriptive with junior 

profiles or unwilling and hesitant subordinates. Moreover, if they have a strong expertise they also tend to give 

responses instead of enabling a self-thinking process. In some cases, especially when they feel constrained by 

the roles conflict and a lack of time, they backslide to style 1 and sideline the coach manager for a while.  

Finally, type 3 have a very structured approach whether this approach is time-consuming or not. They 

always find time to dedicate to training & development since for them subordinate’s growth is important 

(Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). They seldom postpone this duty and are reluctant to drop it. Their leadership 

style is delegative, which in return leaves them more time to dedicate to training. They shift the control 

mechanisms to fit autonomy and accountability, besides they accept that the counterparts are delegation and 

trust (Zarifian, 2001). From tight control, control becomes the verification of commitments realization 

(Zarifian, 2001). To conclude, their long-term perspective is reflected for example in the annual coaching plan. 

To conclude, we suggest coming back to organizational culture. We have shown that organizational 

culture has shaped the dominant leadership style over time. Now, we can affirm that organizational culture also 

defines what a competent practice is (Fleury, 2009). Fleury (2009) relies on Zarifian, McAuley, and Le Boterf 

to claim that competences make sense in context (Reynaud, 2001). Consequently, the context favors the 

development of a competence or not, and the group judges who is competent or not (Fleury, 2009).  

At last, these consequences are nuanced by our case study. We have seen that the zone of uncertainty 

gives power to managers. This area of freedom allows them to develop their strategies and subcultures. 

Moreover, the cultural conflict documents that several interpretations of what a competent practice is exist 

simultaneously in the organization. Thus, the influence of organizational culture on the definition of the 

competence and on competency development practices is mediated by the leeway managers have and by their 

personal potential to create or develop a subculture on account of their leadership style, which is influenced 

by a value-based rationality (Boudon, 2004). 
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TABLE 1: Managers’ practices of competency development 

 

 

Practices High task – Low 

people 

TYPE 1 

High task – Medium 

people 

TYPE 2 

Medium to High task – 

High people 

TYPE 3 

 Objective of PM role Reach the targets Reach the targets by 

keeping people on 

board 

Create a nice work 

atmosphere to reach the 

targets with people by 

developing them 

2 Attitude to 

performance 

appraisals 

Not enough 

information 

Needed Often criticized 

3 Use performance 

appraisal to identify 

skill gaps 

Yes Yes Maybe, but coaching 

plan 

4 1to1 on business Yes Yes Yes 

5 Regularly drop- 

postpone 1to1 for 

business reasons 

Probable Probable to try not to Try not to or categorical 

no 

6 1to1 with N-2 No No Possible 

7 Weekly whiteboard Yes Yes Yes 

8 Monthly successes Yes Yes Yes 

9 Roleplays Not enough 

information 

Rare Yes 

10 Practice by doing Yes Yes Yes 

11 Career coaching No Yes Yes 

12 Formalization of 

coaching (plan) 

Not relevant Maybe Yes 

13 Coaching only on job 

related topics 

Not relevant Yes Yes, but not exclusively 

14 Coaching approach Not relevant Prescriptive (junior 

profiles)- Supporting 

(senior profiles) 

Professional coaching 

15 Regularity of 

coaching 

Not relevant Depends on the profile 

Can be dropped 

Regular, 

may be postponed 

16 Identification of skills 

needs 

Prescriptive Collaborative or 

prescriptive 

Highly collaborative, 

might be suggested 

17 Direct training Yes Yes Yes, excepting for 

coaching subjects 

18 Time perspective Short term Variable Long-term 
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5. Analyze of documents 

5.1: Documents analysis regarding organizational culture: climate survey 

The analysis of the climate survey—with reservations due to the fact that most data concern the whole 

company and not the studied division—confirms several elements that have been raised in the interviews. First 

of all, the Annex 2 (images 1 and 2) shows that the results have generally slightly diminish from 2015 to 2016 

(year of our study), both at a global level and for the studied division. 

 Moreover, we can compare what we found over the values with the climate survey (Annex 2: image 

4). We found by analyzing our interviews that “client first” is experienced as the most important value. The 

climate survey proves that 83% of respondents consider that this value runs through the organization. On the 

contrary, the value “effectiveness” is rarely referred to in the interviews and only 66% of respondents of the 

climate survey think that this value is applied in their day-to-day. 

 Even though some interviews have raised concerns about respect in the organization, the climate 

survey enables us to say that 75% of respondents consider that the value is applied. This leads us to recall that 

the studied division has a “bad student” reputation for management practices, and we may add cautiously 

respect too to a certain extent. However, this remains a hypothesis without any proof. Also, we showed that 

“accountable” is of particular importance for the type 3 managers (it does not mean that it is not true for others). 

The climate survey places accountable at 72 %. Helpful scores at 77% and is the second strongest value. 

 Furthermore, the climate survey supports other findings. The low scores on a bunch of indicators 

(Annex 2: images 3, 5, and 6) confirm that: senior leadership is not perceived as giving a clear direction (59%) 

19 Training meeting Control Tend to intervene Observe 

20 Direct feedback Yes Yes Yes 

21 Feedback objective Corrective action Corrective action & 

improvement 

Person self-

development 

22 Role modelling Yes-Expert Yes-Keep on board Yes–Values 

23 Goal of role 

modelling 

Expertise acquisition 

and reaching the 

targets 

Reaching the targets 

and motivating 

Leading by example 

and developing people 

24 Delegate to enable 

learning 

No Depending Yes 

25 Let people take risks Rare Limited Encouraged within 

limits 

26 Believe in the added 

value of mobility 

Yes Yes Yes 

27 Help job mobility Depending Depending Depending 

28 Adapt leadership 

style to situation 

No Yes No 
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nor a clear sense of belonging (59%). Similarly, they are not perceived as giving energy while communicating 

(58%) nor as being honest in communications (53%). The job satisfaction collapsed from 75% to 69% and 

commitment too (from 80% to 72%). As showed communication transparency has the lowest score with 53%, 

moreover the quantity of communication is at 68%. The inescapable conclusion is that all these back semi-

structured interviews about communications. The numbers show that the problem first resides in transparency.  

 Despite managers’ roles conflict, employees consider that managers are available to help them (86%). 

In addition, for 75% of respondents, their direct managers give them regular feedback on their performance, 

which is like our findings. In the interviews, some managers said that they could perform their expert tasks 

when their teams were heading back home. Consequently, the roles conflict and the lack of time felt has more 

consequences for managers than for employees. About career and development 61% of respondents consider 

that their manager helps them with their career. This does not contradict our results since we found that all 

types of managers have regular 1to1, but that not all of them are regular when it comes to this role. 

 To conclude with values, respect is not as bad as some interviews have stated. Nevertheless, we recall 

that the studied division has a bad reputation on that point and that we do not have the results per division. The 

most pertinent element is the strong score of “client first” that highlights the priority given to business and 

confirms the cultural orientation that we have noticed in the studied division. We note that results concerning 

senior leadership and communications are low and have decreased. Finally, if managers seem to be available 

for feedback about performance; they are less available for career & development discussions. 

 If we come back to the client centric culture, other documents clearly prove that the strategy of the 

company has emphasized the importance to engage in that way. Nevertheless, for confidentiality reasons, we 

do not share them. They show that the organization called upon consultants to promote a client-centric culture. 

Another initiative (bottom-up) to clarify the values by giving them common definitions and a common story 

to organizational members failed in 2015 because of budget reasons. 

5.2: Analysis of coaching 

To analyze, in coaching we include all elements pertaining to coaching such as coach, coaches, etc. By devel-

opment, we mean all elements pertaining to training & development and careers. In leadership, we take all that 

connects with management into account. By culture we understand the new managerial culture, which is com-

posed of all elements described in previous sections. In the table below, we can see how many times coaching 

is connected with another variable in twenty-three short quotes from employees (see Annex 4, consider ele-

ments marked with E1 to E23). 

Table 2: Analysis 1 of coaching 

Coaching Culture Development Leadership Performance Total 

Occurrence 4 8 9 2 23 

In nine short paragraphs (see Annex 4, consider paragraph marked with a β), the following co-occur-

rences were found. We argue that this shows how much the different elements are intertwined in discourses. 

Consequently, coaching is part of a new culture that constitutes the internal machinery of a new strategy. This 
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strategy focuses on leadership and competency development to reach performance. This document written by 

the new CEO (before taking function) supports the previous findings of this research.  

Table 3: Analysis 2 of coaching 
Coaching Culture & 

develop-

ment 

Culture & 

leadership 

Leadership, 

culture, de-

velopment 

& perfor-

mance 

Develop-

ment, per-

formance & 

culture 

Leadership 

& develop-

ment 

Development 

& perfor-

mance 

Total 

Occur-

rence 

1 1 2 2 2 1 9 

5.3: Analyze of environmental pressures 

In the following table, we analyze the co-occurrences between regulation and five thematic: risk, cost, 

competition; clients pressure; and over-regulation. The analysis comes from a text over T2S (see Annex 5 

images 4 to 9) that is a new technological platform in the financial industry: “TARGET2-Securities, more 

commonly known as T2S, is a single, pan-European platform for securities settlement in central bank money. 

It brings substantial benefits to the European post-trading industry and is one of the largest infrastructure 

projects launched by the Eurosystem so far6 .” In the Annex 5 (images 4 to 9) the thematic are pondered 

regarding the implementation of this platform. 

Table 4: Analysis of regulation 
Regulation 

 

Reduces 

risks 

Increases 

risks 

Reduces 

costs 

Increases 

competi-

tion 

Clients 

pressure 

Over-reg-

ulated 

Total 

Occurrence 4 3 7 1 2 6 23 

The analysis of this thesis has established the importance of cost effectiveness for the studied 

organization. Here costs reduction is of high concern for the industry. The potentiality to reduce costs relates 

in this case to a European regulation. Additionally, whether it is about reducing or increasing risks, we also 

note that risks are of high concern for the industry and are connected with regulation, at least in this case. The 

regulation is associated with over-regulation six times in the text. The analysis of many other internal 

documents confirms that the organization places itself in the middle of a storm of regulation attempts7. At last, 

minor relations exist like more client pressure and the possibility for an almost duopolistic market in Europe 

to see the emergence of smaller actors. 

The analysis of this document supports our findings on the influence of the external environment on 

organizational strategy and ultimately its culture. More precisely, risk and costs reduction permeates 

throughout the organizational culture and management both in documents and interviews. To further 

demonstrate how strategy tries to modulate organizational culture to respond effectively to business challenges, 

we propose to take a look at a message (Annex 5 image 1) from the new CEO (already announced when 

publishing the text).  

Finally, the importance of cost effectiveness is emphasized again since in a text of seventeen lines, the 

                                                 
6 https://www.ecb.europa.eu/paym/t2s/html/index.en.html 
7They relate to corporate strategy and cannot be displayed publicly. They will be available at our oral presentation. 
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category cost effectiveness appears five times. There is also acknowledgement of employees’ concerns in the 

communication (see A to C). It also indirectly places the HR project skills & mobility in the strategy since 

internal mobility is to be promoted (see E). Finally, the last paragraph insists again on the importance of a safe 

approach to costs management. 

Discussion 

To start with, we can affirm that this research permits to go beyond current scientific knowledge on 

the research question. Several arguments linked to our hypotheses permit to maintain this statement. First and 

foremost, the analysis for the most part supports our hypotheses, even if we must give further explanations, 

we can affirm that organizational culture and leadership styles influence the practices of competency 

development. Now, we need to answer our hypotheses before coming back to the starting question: How do 

organizational culture and leadership styles influence the practices of competency development?  

The primary hypothesis of this research was that: Depending on their leadership styles, managers do 

not develop their subordinates’ competencies the same way. This hypothesis is confirmed to a certain extent. 

We have noticed that a lot of practices are identical between the three types of managers, which would rather 

disprove this hypothesis, although a couple of practices like career coaching or one to one with N-2 are not 

used by all managers.  

More importantly, the answer to our question is not that they almost have the same practices, but that 

they have different approaches and motivations, which in return changes the learning process and possibly the 

outputs. Finally, some managers do not really care about this role since for them it is secondary to meeting 

business objectives, as taught by the historical managerial culture. Others try to conciliate both roles, but the 

more they are experts, the more they tend be prescriptive in the learning process and they often are influenced 

by the historical culture. Others take a leading (coaching) role and develop a specific approach based on 

accountability, delegation, trust; and autonomy. 

Furthermore, our analysis has also explained how culture influences the competences that are 

developed. For instance, we can compare our concept of strive for excellence with the case study of Fleury 

(2009), in which dominant engineering values define what a good product is and influence what is considered 

to be a competent practice. Another link between organizational culture and practices of competency 

development is indirect and mediated by leadership styles. Indeed, we have demonstrated thanks to hypothesis 

two that culture shapes leadership styles and inversely, and that managers with different leadership styles have 

different approaches to training & development. 

Therefore, a theoretical implication is that organizational culture could define which practices 

managers would preferably adopt to develop subordinates’ skills. To illustrate this point, we spotted very deep 

beliefs in the organization like the fact that steering and senior profiles do not need a close follow-up from 

their manager. Although this is not really shared by type 3 managers, it is widely spread in the organization. 

This leads us to defend that culture by its influence on the minds shapes the practices of competency 

development. The context influences the potentiality to develop a competence. On this point, we are supported 

by Fleury (2009), but we add that each manager has the possibility to rewrite the rules due to a lack of 
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formalization of practices resulting in an important leeway for executives. 

To conclude on that point, we can say that culture and leadership mutually influence each other. In 

addition, culture defines what a competence is and shapes the mindsets about what a manager should do. The 

leadership styles can be either influenced by the culture or not. As a result, when managers have a zone of 

uncertainty, they are able to decide upon their practices. The final result is that managers’ practices of 

competency development can (1) reflect the dominant managerial culture, (2) the freedom of managers, (3) or 

a subculture. We obviously do not consider the last two as antagonist. The relations between the concepts are 

illustrated in the pattern below. 

 

The hypotheses came from the field study. Nevertheless, some relations between those concepts also 

exist in the literature, notably between organizational culture and leadership. There is little literature on the 

relations between organizational culture and practices of competency development and between leadership 

styles and practices of competency development. We postulate that our pattern can be generalized to a certain 

extent. The variables should be the same, especially the zone of uncertainty that allows managers to act freely.  

On the contrary, very formalized managerial practices might leave less freedom to managers, even 

though their personal commitment and acts would always remain, to some degree, in their power. Freedom 

matters because if the rule has no consequence, the desired behavior is not compulsory.  

From this study, we can conclude that different leadership styles lead to diverse approaches to manage 

competency development. Undoubtedly, the motivations of managers differ as well as their sympathy for some 

processes, methods, or roles, but also how they prioritize this role among their multiple duties. One key finding 

is that the potentiality to delegate and the formalization of practices pertaining to this role vary according to 

leadership styles. Moreover, we showed that some managers require from their N-1 (who are managers too) to 

copy their practices. The importance of role modeling—forced or not—has been demonstrated through this 

study. 

At the end of the day, all these elements are important for researchers and practitioners as it would 

mean that according to the context and the objectives, different leadership styles might give different outputs, 

in terms of training & development. It seems that more authoritarian managers would tend to focus on skills 

directly relating to the job and short term needs, whereas more collaborative managers would tend to develop 

more sustainable and transferable (to another context) skills based on a long-term perspective. 

Among the three secondary hypotheses, hypothesis two is confirmed: There is a historical managerial 

 

 
Organizational culture(s) Leadership styles 

Practices of competencies development 

Influence 
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culture and a new growing managerial culture that challenges the first. It is supported by the numerous 

elements that illustrate a cultural conflict in the interviews, our dedicated actantial models, and our analysis in 

general. We demonstrated that despite top management’s strategy and employees’ feedback, what we call the 

historical managerial culture is still alive. We showed that several associated elements converge to perpetuate 

the cultural status quo, which is similar to Ogbonna & Harris (2014) and D.E. Welch & Welch (2006). These 

elements gather HRM practices, stakeholders’ games to maintain their power, and the corporate strategy qua a 

response to the external environment that has both a perpetuating role and an agent of change role. 

Effectively, the analysis showed that the influence of the industry is of importance. It influences the 

cost-effectiveness and risk-avoidance strategy that permeates through organizational culture. Others like 

Mintzberg & al (2009) already stated that the various levels of culture (national, industry, and organization) 

interact. Moreover, we have demonstrated how these values are linked to the historical managerial culture. 

Therefore, the culture leads more to strategic perpetuation and the strategy to cultural perpetuation than to 

change as long as a usual strategic answer is given to environmental challenges. 

Nonetheless, in comparison with Ogbonna & Harris (2014), our case study is different because the 

historical managerial culture is not a hegemonic force anymore. The strategy on cost implies that an increased 

internal mobility must compensate for less newcomers and the focus is put on a competency model. 

Consequently, to allow smooth transitions between jobs and competency development, managers should take 

a coaching and training role. The cultural conflict results from the combination of a strategic need to give a 

new role to managers and from employees’ calls for a refreshed leadership approach and more development 

opportunities that try to overcome the historical managerial culture. 

The growing culture originates in these convergent needs and bases its development on leadership 

training and managers who were already managing differently. As demonstrated by Schein (1990), our case 

study shows that there is a tendency to reinforce the deeper elements of the culture (linked to the strategy) and 

a differentiation by the emergence of subcultures. Also, in the absence of a coherent support from top 

management to cultural change, middle managers are unable to fully apply this change. For that matter, we are 

supported by Valentino (2004).  

Finally, the cultural conflict exists because employees (thus, managers) do not respond automatically 

to taught culture, but can resist to cultural internalization (D. E. Welch & L. S. Welch, 2006). Some managers 

are products of their culture (Hofstede, 2011; Ogbonna & Harris, 2000; Smircich, 1983), and overtly resist to 

a cultural change that threatens their legitimacy and ultimately their job security by developing a strategy to 

protect themselves against these threats (Dubois, 2014).  

At last, managers are sense-makers (Valentino, 2004), as a consequence those who preach and act 

against the cultural change manage their own commitment (Kuty, 2010), but as we have shown they impact 

perpetuation, notably through role modeling, even if the same mechanism works the other way around. Indeed, 

managers give signals about what is important through their behaviors and the followed activities, moreover 

they influence others’ perceptions of events (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996). 

Concerning hypothesis three, it is supported by the analysis and the interviews. Indeed, some people 

clearly said that they felt guided by the organization and its culture to a certain leadership style in the past. By 
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the same token, the culture has emphasized business over people. As a result, our analysis demonstrates that 

culture and leadership influence each other (Schein, 1990). In addition, we found that managers tend to fit their 

superiors’ expectations in terms of behavior and management (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973).  

By comparing different types of managers, we found type 2 (transactional leaders) live in accordance 

with their environment, including organizational culture, whereas type 3 (transformational leaders) tend to 

create their own culture (Bass & Avolio, 1993). We can affirm that the cultural conflict emerges from the 

attempt to change the managerial culture: The organization has created a directive leadership style over time 

and now tries to learn to managers to cope with different leadership styles. 

However, hypothesis four about roles conflict is only partially confirmed. There is a roles conflict for 

managers of type 2. These managers evolve with their culture and top management’s requirements, as a result 

they try to conciliate both expert and managerial tasks. However, for type 1 and 3 there is no roles conflict. In 

fact, this is possible because two structures form the rules of the game (Kuty, 2010). The absence of formal 

control and the incoherence of social control produced by the cultural conflict creates a zone of uncertainty 

around management practices. The result is that type 1 and 3 can freely manage their way. 

Consequently, even if the formal structure implies that they have both responsibilities, type 1 managers 

often put management duties aside. On the contrary, managers of type 3 also use an unregulated aspect of 

manager’s practices to give more importance to people management. Our case study shows that actors use the 

rules to develop their strategies. This is supported by many studies (Dubois, 2007; Friedberg, 1988; Kuty, 2010; 

Thévenet, 1993). The result is that type 1 and 3 do not experience the roles conflict, either because they 

prioritize for the task (type 1) or because people is their priority (type 3). 

To conclude with the comparison, unlike Dubois (2007), we did not find that different approaches 

answer the exact same organizational goal. Indeed, if type 3 managers try to meet their business objectives, 

they include a development role that changes the general objective in comparison with the historical managerial 

culture. However, we are supported by Dubois (2007) on the fact that a lack of formal control permit divergence 

and that polyvalence is the result of undefined tasks.  

Similarly, the more managers as well as prison guards are high in the hierarchy, the more they have 

leeway (Dubois, 2007). Managers also have an autonomy de facto, hence discretionary power over their 

practices, and finally the cultural conflict reflects an opposition also present in the hierarchy (Dubois, 2007). 

We must conclude that senior managers like senior guards are role models for younger colleagues (Dubois, 

2007). 

 We acknowledge that this study has several limits. First, only twenty-one recorded interviews have 

been realized. However, the studied division had forty-eight managers and the interviewed managers are in 

situated at different hierarchical levels, which gave us a complete view. In addition, we reached saturation 

and the three interviews with HRs provided information about the strategy. All interviews were corroborated 

by multiple informal talks with people from various divisions. Moreover, we were in immersion during four 

months in the company, as a result we were able to realize loads of observations, and we personally worked 

on the HR project gaining a sharpened insight. 

 Second, we only studied one division. It implies that our results might not been applicable to the 
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whole organization. Nevertheless, the analysis of internal documents showed that all employees raise the 

same concerns about management (leadership) and development opportunities. Third, the comparison 

between the analysis of interviews and observations with internal documents is limited because documents 

relate to the whole company. Consequently, documents confirm more a general trend in the organization than 

in the studied division. However, our informal talks with people from various divisions support that 

challenges and issues analyzed here are the same in other divisions, perhaps to various degrees. 

 Fourth, the study pertains to one organization in the financial industry in Brussels, Belgium. 

Therefore, it might be complicated to claim that this model is applicable in other sectors or countries. 

However, the links between organizational culture and leadership have been demonstrated many times in 

diverse contexts (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016; Hennessey, 1998; Maas, 2015; Mintzberg & al., 2009; 

Ogbonna, 1992; Ogbonna & Harris, 2000; 2014; Pettigrew, 1979; Schein, 83;84;90; Thévenet, 1993, 

Valentino, 2004), as well as organizational culture and subcultures (Maas, 2015; Ouimet, 2007; O’Reilly & 

Chatman, 1996; Schein, 1990; Thévenet, 1993). 

Equally, the principle of zone of uncertainty has been demonstrated several times (Dubois, 2007; 

Friedberg, 1988; Kuty, 2010). Furthermore, our analysis shows that the practices of competency 

development relates to organizational culture (Fleury, 2009; Zarifian, 2001), and leadership styles (Jemli, 

2015; Zarifian, 2001). 

 Fifth, the concept of organizational culture has raised many concerns and debates in the literature. 

This concept might weaken the significance of our findings. However, we respected the recommendations of 

Ogbonna & Harris (2000) who alert researchers to the risk of using organizational culture as a unitary 

concept. That is the reason why we focused on managerial culture and its endurance as linked to the strategy. 

 To conclude, it is useful to insist on the importance of our findings. The most important for scholars 

and HR practitioners is that leadership styles and organizational culture interact. They both have an influence 

on how managers develop their subordinates’ skills. In a context of an increasing need for a competent, 

flexible, and versatile workforce, considering that different managerial cultures and leadership styles do not 

develop competencies the same way might be of high value. The final result is that different approaches 

would lead to different outputs. Consequently, employees’ performances and development should be 

different too. We foresee a bunch of implications for both scholars and practitioners.  

Conclusion 

To conclude this research, we propose to come back to the initial question: How do organizational 

culture and leadership influence the practices of competency development? 

Organizational culture impacts the definition of what a competent practice is. In our case study, the 

strive for excellence combined with the risk-avoidance present in the organizational culture shape the 

behaviors and the quest for details, perfection, and security. Moreover, organizational culture has shaped the 

dominant leadership styles in the organization: The directive leadership styles imply that managers tend to 

decide upon skills’ development, instead of engaging in a collaborative process with their subordinates. In 
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addition, skills’ development is not seen by those managers as their priority, because business comes first. 

Authoritarian leaders are able to block change since there is poor control over management practices and in 

the historical managerial culture management duties were less highlighted than currently. 

Succinctly, organizational culture influences the practices of competency development in two ways. 

Firstly, it defines what is a competent practice and which behaviors are expected from managers. Secondly, 

organizational culture and leadership styles shape each other, and leadership styles impact managers’ practices. 

The second impact of organizational culture is thus mediated by the leadership styles it favorizes in the 

organization. 

Turning to leadership styles, their influence on development practices results from managers’ 

perspectives. The way they prioritize between business and people management—so, task or people 

orientation—strongly affects their practices. Moreover, their style does not only impact how they prioritize, 

but also how they engage in skills development. Even though we did not notice a huge gap, but still a gap 

between authoritarian and collaborative leaders in terms of the chosen practices, we noticed above all that their 

objectives, regularity, formalization; and approaches are quite different, not to mention opposite. 

In the end, we found three types of managers. Two of them are influenced by two organizational 

cultures while the other is guided by own values. We also found two competing managerial cultures and the 

importance of power distribution in the organization. In fact, managers keep a wide control over their practices 

because there is no real control over those neither real negative impacts of bad management practices nor of 

poor team assessment.  

The first culture (historical managerial culture) has created directive leadership styles and emphasizes 

business objectives over people management. Managers of type 1 belong to this culture and defend their power. 

For them, the arising of a new managerial culture is a threat because it attacks both their comfort and power 

zones. By their actions, they fight for the sustainability of the historical managerial culture that has granted 

them power. This thesis shows that stakeholders resolutely defend the power zone they control, in particular 

for managers who want to keep their legitimacy and leeway.  

In spite of the influence the historical managerial culture has had on them, type 2 managers try to 

evolve with the new managerial culture. However, the cultural conflict between two managerial cultures results 

in their recurrent difficulty to choose their side. It means that their practices of competency development are 

more elaborated than those of type 1, but from time to time, they backslide to type 1 behaviors.  

Those managers are the most likely to experience a roles conflict between manager and expert tasks. 

Effectively, for type 1 business comes first: They dedicate time to people management only if absolutely 

necessary. Type 2 managers try to strike the balance, hence they are sometimes stretched between both duties. 

The roles conflict stresses the limits of type 2 managers’ practices of competency development: they are 

irregular. Despite noticeable improvements in comparison with type 1, type 2 managers remain, for a part, 

strongly submitted to contingencies.  

On the contrary, type 3 managers always manage to find time for people management. Their personal 

beliefs and values guide their leadership style and management practices. In a nutshell, we noticed that they 

are guided by a value-based rationality, which explains their actions as well as why they are not influenced by 
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organizational culture as others are, but intend to respect their principles, which results in the creations of their 

own distinguishing subcultures.  

As a consequence, type 3 managers have very formalized, regular, elaborated; and exigent 

development objectives. To give an example, the coaching plan they have with employees really matters to 

them. They strive to create a nice work atmosphere and base their management on values such as accountability, 

transparency, empowerment, delegation; autonomy; and trust. As a matter of fact, they do not experience roles 

conflict. Given that they delegate, the time they do not spend to get their hands dirty is used to people 

management tasks, thus also to train and development duties. 

This case study gives key interesting learnings for practitioners. Managers of type 3 are not products 

of their culture, but create a subculture that is closer to the emerging cultural paradigm around competency 

model. In a context of cultural change towards more collaborative leadership styles and new role of trainer and 

coach for managers, in the frame of a competency model, Type 3 managers can serve as role models provided 

that they are promoted, occupy key positions, and are granted enough visibility in the organization.  

Moreover, in the case study, their practices of competency development already go beyond the 

minimum expectations of the HR skills & mobility project. Nonetheless, behaviors of other managers that do 

not fit corporate objectives regarding the new culture will persist as long as they are not firmly discouraged. It 

means that the zone of uncertainty around management practices both enables and thwarts cultural change. 

For all these reasons, managers of type two could be supported by type three managers, which would 

eventually promote and reinforce the new managerial culture. Researchers and practitioners can make 

advantage of that because promoting and putting role models to the fore can foster change. Type 3 managers 

and their value-based management can enable a change in managerial culture towards the competency model. 

Indeed, we demonstrated that leadership styles and organizational culture influence each other. Logically, 

giving more power to people who correspond to the historical culture or to the desired culture do not give 

similar outputs.  

Consequently, in an organization that highlights the importance of competency development, managers 

who strive to develop such practices in the organization can support the cultural shift. Type 3 managers are 

transformational leaders who work to change the culture if it does not fit their values. Therefore, they represent 

a powerful army of insiders, available for the organization, to make the required evolution towards the new 

values and managerial role.  

The zone of uncertainty that managers have is crucial to understand the perpetuation of the historical 

managerial culture. Effectively, stakeholders can hinder cultural change as long as they have access to power. 

In fact, organizational culture and leadership styles can either be complementary or opposite forces in shaping 

the practices of competency development. More control on managers’ practices—whether formal control by 

HR policies to reduce managers’ leeway or social control through culture—means a reduction of the zone of 

uncertainty.  

As a consequence, organizational culture by defining what a competent practice is and manager’s roles 

and duties can use its alignment with type 3 managers’ vision of their role to engage a new influence between 

organizational culture and leadership shaping. This alignment should be followed and supported by 
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corresponding HRM policies that lead managerial practices, by meaningful communications to the whole 

organization from corporate level as well as at managerial level, and by coherent practices reinforcing the 

messages given. 

Furthermore, we demonstrated that type 3 managers’ practices of competency development are more 

elaborated than others and that they are capable to be long-term oriented. Rationally, we can say that managers 

for whom the development of competencies is not part of their role do not fit the new paradigm of management 

created by the competency model. Moreover, some have no readiness to change because this same change 

threatens their legitimacy. Ultimately, power distribution in the organization will determine whether change 

will be buried or rose to power. 

 Also, this thesis shows that a complex strategy can create an ambiguity in terms of organizational 

culture. Some elements of the strategy, such the cost-effectiveness and the strive for excellence, reinforce some 

aspects of the historical managerial culture like details-orientation and risk-avoidance. Nevertheless, the 

strategy paves the way for a turning point because it insists on competency development. This shift reshuffles 

the cards, particularly concerning the definition of the managerial roles.  

Today, managers are expected to dedicate time and energy to competency development, whereas the 

managerial culture tended to extremely focus on task-orientation far more than on people. Thus, the strategy 

pushes in two opposite directions, which generates tensions between two managerial cultures, reinforces 

different leadership styles, which in return put some managers in a roles conflict, and at last, produces opposite 

approaches in terms of competences development. 

 In summary, three of the four hypotheses are confirmed. Depending on their leadership styles managers 

do not develop their subordinates’ competencies the same way. Moreover, there is a cultural conflict between 

an historical managerial culture and a rising culture. In addition, the former has influenced the dominant 

leadership styles in the organization. Finally, the last hypothesis is contradicted for two types of managers and 

confirmed for one type of managers. Only managers who strive to adapt their management practices according 

to the cultural change really experience a roles conflict.  

In the end, leadership styles influence the practices of competency development through managers’ 

vision of their role and because managers have important leeway. For its part, organizational culture 

participates in defining the rules of the game. It defines what a competent practice is and what is expected of 

managers. Finally, it is complicated to categorically claim that either organizational culture or leadership styles 

has the lion share in influencing practices of competency development. Their forces can be joined or brought 

into conflict, but in any cases, managers’ power and strategies arbitrate the struggle. 

 Back to the introduction of this work, we identified that the research field on the connections between 

organizational culture, leadership, and managerial practices of competency development is almost inexistent. 

However, this thesis has shown that connections exist between those concepts, moreover we found that the 

concept of power is also crucial to understand managers’ practices. We call for more similar studies on the 

subject in diverse environments.  

Such studies are of great interest for HR managers and top managers in organizations who strive for 

changing both their managerial culture and their dominant leadership styles, especially during the 
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implementation of a competency model. As stated in the introduction, there are plenty of non-scientific 

recommendations on cultural change that should be replaced by scientific research and proven links between 

the concepts. Restraining the concept of organizational culture to the study of managerial culture has proven 

valuable to improve our understanding of the studied phenomenon. 

 Effectively, this study sheds light on how managers can be agents of change or agents of cultural 

perpetuation. With today’s context of continuously moving environments, organizations need to cope with 

constant changes. The knowledge of the factors that facilitate or hinder practices of competency development 

is vital for organizations that engage in the competency model.  

 Furthermore, in this thesis we showed several times that the commercial strategy just as well as the 

HR strategy are connected to culture. The crucial element is that they influence the managerial culture resulting 

in specific management practices and dominant leadership styles. We foresee that studies on the connections 

between commercial strategy, HRM policies, and management practices of competency development would 

give interesting results both for research and practitioners.  

 This thesis demonstrates how organizational culture and leadership styles influence the practices of 

competency development, besides it would be interesting for research to study how HR supports managers’ 

initiatives. Furthermore, for organizations having a turnover issue, it would be useful to study whether an 

organizational culture and management practices oriented towards employees’ competency development 

improves employee retention or not. 

 Finally, the research opportunities between organizational culture, leadership, practices of competency 

development; and the concept of power are numerous. They offer interesting perspectives for researchers in 

HRM, organizational change, and competency development. Organizations would benefit from more clarity 

on the impacts of their strategic choices and operational management on the development of employees’ 

competencies. 
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Annex 5: People Management Feedback template 

 

 



112 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



113 

 

Annex 6: Table of interviewees 

Interview 

number 

Gender Seniority Function Language of 

the interview 

Date of interview 

1 F 34 Head of Business Architecture French 16/11/16 

2 M 14 

+ 

1 (3y of 

break) 

Head of Digital Services & 

Marketing Operations 

English 16/11/16 

3 F 23 Operations Process Owner English 17/11/16 

4 F 10 Head - Relationship 

Management 

English 17/11/16 

5 M 10 Head - Relationship 

Management. Product Sales 

Support 

English 23/11/16 

6 M 15 Product Management & 

Development 

French 24/11/16 

7 F 20 Head of Product Management English 24/11/16 

8 F 34 Sales Effectiveness Manager Both 29/11/16 

9 F 30 Operations Process Owner French 29/11/16 

10 M 21 Product Management & 

Development 

French 29/11/16 

11 F 26 Product Management & 

Development 

French 30/11/16 

12 M 1 Recruiter officer French 30/11/16 

13 F 2 Global Talent Acquisition and 

Internal Mobility Director (to 

check) 

French 06/12/16 

14 F 34 Head of Business Architecture French 07/12/16 

15 F 17 Head of Commercial Support 

& Client Experience 

English 07/12/16 

16 F 10 Head - Relationship 

Management 

English 08/12/16 

17 F 23 Operations Process Owner English 08/12/16 

18 M 14 Client Services Team Leader English 08/12/16 

19 M 12 Product Management & 

Development 

French 13/12/16 

20 M 9 Director Global Talent 

Management & Well-being (to 

check) 

English 15/12/16 

21 F 26 Product Management & 

Development 

English 08/03/16 

Approxima

tely 25 

Informal 

Talks with 

employees 

of other 

divisions 

Both Various Various Both Multiple 
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Annex 7: Interviews analysis 
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Annex 8: interview guide 

Subjects: Introduction – defining role – organizational culture – leadership styles in the 

organization, the division, and personal style – practices of competency development, perception of 

managerial role, time dedicated to management – power games in the organization and studied 

division. 

No specific question on power games, but opportunistic questions during conversation. 

Start by introduction, then adapt depending on the conversation. 

 

➢ Could you introduce yourself? Your role? 

➢ In your day-to-day work, what is the importance of skills development? 

➢ How much time do you dedicate to your manager role out of a normal week? 

➢ What do you do for your personal self-development? Does that impact your practices 

with your subordinates? 

➢ Is it your role to help people to develop themselves? Why? How? 

➢ Could you explain by giving some examples your practices of competency 

development? 

➢ Do you feel that you live a roles conflict between manager and expert roles? 

➢ According to you, what is it to be a manager? 

➢ How would you describe Euroclear culture? 

➢ Would you say that there are two cultures? Why? What could justify pretending that or 

not? 

➢ Where does organizational culture come from? What constitutes it? What influences 

how you work every day? 

➢ How does organizational culture impact your managerial role? If not, why? 

➢ Are they opinion leaders in the division? If yes, what impact do they have? 

➢ How managers’ personalities influence their leadership styles? 

➢ Do you have stories that according to you represent Euroclear culture? 

➢ What do you think of Euroclear values? Are they lived in the organization? If talks about 

his/her personal values ask how they impact his/her management practices. 

➢ What is your opinion about the PMF + Performance appraisals. 
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Annex 9: Analysis grid  

This grid is based on Greimas actantial model (see Van Campenhoudt & Quivy, 2011). 
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