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Stages of Adult Development

• “…….our arrival  is not a place on a 
temporal continuum guaranteed by the 
passage of time. It is rather a place on 
an evolutionary continuum made 
possible by the emergence of a 
qualitatively new order of 
consciousness.”

• Robert Kegan 1994: p 182



Orders of Consciousness

“A change in our order of 
consciousness is not just a 
change in the figures of our 
attention, it is a change in the 
very ground from which we 
attend.”
Robert Kegan, 1994, p. 266



Three Stages of Mind Development 

In Immunity to Change Robert Kegan and Lisa Laskow

Lahey iden5fy three plateaus of adult psychological 

development (ability to handle complexity)—the 

socialized mind, the self-authoring mind and self-

transforming mind. 

Robert Kegan and Lisa Laskow Lahey, Immunity to Change (Boston: Harvard Business 
School Publishing), 2009, pp.16-21.



Kegan’s Stages 
of 
Adult 
Development
(1998)



Complexity of Thinking

THE SOCIALISED (Dependent) MIND
Communication is strongly influenced by what others need 
to hear so it can fit into its social context. Filters what it 
hears so that it can maintain alignment with others. Limited 
ability for independent thinking. 

THE SELF-AUTHORING (Independent) MIND
Communication is strongly influenced by what others need 
to hear to further its agenda. It places a priority on receiving 
information that supports its mission. Prisoner to its filter.

THE SELF-TRANSFORMING (Interdependent) MIND
This mind is not a prisoner to its filter. It can stand back and 
look at it, not just through it. Open to considering different 
perspectives and modifying its thinking and direction. 



Three Stages of Mind Development

THE SOCIALISED MIND is focused on meeting its survival, 
relationship and self-esteem needs. People operating with a 
socialised mind think of their work as a job—a way of 
earning a living. They may enjoy their work and colleagues, 
but are not passionate about what they do. 

THE SELF-AUTHORING MIND is focused on achievement 
and ambiIon. People operaIng with a self-authoring mind 
seek opportuniIes for advancement. They think of their 
work as career—a pathway to a beJer future.

THE SELF-TRANSFORMING MIND is focused on leading a 
values and purpose-driven life. People operating with a self-
transforming mind see their work as a mission. They want to 
leave a legacy and be of service to the world. 



Stages of Adult Development & Leadership



Positive Focus / Excessive Focus 

Stages in the Development of Organisational Values

Contribution

Collaboration

Alignment

Evolution

Performance

Relationships

Viability

Living Purpose

Cultivating Communities

Authentic Expression

Courageously Evolving

Achieving Excellence

Building Relationships

Ensuring Stability

Vision, Social Responsibility, Long-term Perspective, Being of Service 

Community Involvement, Partnership, Mentoring/Coaching, Employee Fulfilment

Openness, Creativity, Integrity, Passion, Trust, Honesty, Transparency

Accountability, Transformation, Innovation, Empowerment, Agility

Quality, Results Orientation, Competence, Self-Esteem, Efficiency, 
Bureaucracy, Long Hours

Customer Satisfaction, Connection, Respect, Listening, Open Communication,
Manipulation, Blame, Discrimination

Financial Stability, Profit, Safety, Health,
Control, Short-Term Focus, Greed



Quinn’s Competing Values Framework

Consideration of balanced values would not be complete
without a Schwartz theory called ‘‘Universals in the Content

and Structure of Values,’’ as well as Schwartz’s valuesmodel

which is derived from it (Schwartz 1992). This theory/model
defines ten differentmotivational types of values represented

by 56 specific values. What is unique in Schwartz’s values

model is that motivational types of values form a circular
structure on the basis of the dynamic relations between them;

in this mode of representation compatible types of values are
next to each other, and conflicting types of values are posi-

tioned opposite each other, as shown in Fig. 2. The first

bipolar dimension is defined by the poles of ‘‘openness to
change’’ and ‘‘conservation,’’ while another dimension is

defined by the poles of ‘‘self-transcendence’’ and ‘‘self-

enhancement.’’ Accordingly, the first dimension sets self-
direction and stimulation versus conformity, security and

tradition, while the other dimension sets universalism and

benevolence versus achievement and power (Schwartz 1992;
Šverko et al. 2007). A key contribution of Schwartz’s theory

is the completely novel and exhaustive way of explaining

value content by considering motivational goals and specific
values, as well as their dynamic organization—which is

structured as a complete unit into which they are connected

(Ferić 2009, p. 37). In addition, Schwartz’s theory was
established as a universal, stating that defined motivational

types are the same—not just for all the people, but for groups

and organizations as well. Although this assumption of
Schwartz is well accepted, more and more authors suggest

that the workings of Schwartz’s theory is primarily appli-

cable to general use in society, and that in its original form

this theory is not entirely appropriate and applicable in the

organizational context (Cable and Edwards 2004; De Clercq
2007; Soyer et al. 2007).

Mission-Based Taxonomy of Balanced Values

Two previously presented value models clearly indicate the

role and the importance of balanced values in business
practice, but this issue has not yet been exhausted.

Fig. 1 Competing values
framework (adapted from Quinn
and Rohrbaugh 1983; Cameron
et al. 2006)

Fig. 2 Schwartz’s values model (adapted from Schwartz 1992)
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Quinn & Rohrbach 1983



Cardona & Rey’s Mission Based View  (2008)

• Business values

• Relational values

• Developmental values

• Contribution values



Schwartz Model of Values

Consideration of balanced values would not be complete
without a Schwartz theory called ‘‘Universals in the Content

and Structure of Values,’’ as well as Schwartz’s valuesmodel

which is derived from it (Schwartz 1992). This theory/model
defines ten differentmotivational types of values represented

by 56 specific values. What is unique in Schwartz’s values

model is that motivational types of values form a circular
structure on the basis of the dynamic relations between them;

in this mode of representation compatible types of values are
next to each other, and conflicting types of values are posi-

tioned opposite each other, as shown in Fig. 2. The first

bipolar dimension is defined by the poles of ‘‘openness to
change’’ and ‘‘conservation,’’ while another dimension is

defined by the poles of ‘‘self-transcendence’’ and ‘‘self-

enhancement.’’ Accordingly, the first dimension sets self-
direction and stimulation versus conformity, security and

tradition, while the other dimension sets universalism and

benevolence versus achievement and power (Schwartz 1992;
Šverko et al. 2007). A key contribution of Schwartz’s theory

is the completely novel and exhaustive way of explaining

value content by considering motivational goals and specific
values, as well as their dynamic organization—which is

structured as a complete unit into which they are connected

(Ferić 2009, p. 37). In addition, Schwartz’s theory was
established as a universal, stating that defined motivational

types are the same—not just for all the people, but for groups

and organizations as well. Although this assumption of
Schwartz is well accepted, more and more authors suggest

that the workings of Schwartz’s theory is primarily appli-

cable to general use in society, and that in its original form

this theory is not entirely appropriate and applicable in the

organizational context (Cable and Edwards 2004; De Clercq
2007; Soyer et al. 2007).

Mission-Based Taxonomy of Balanced Values

Two previously presented value models clearly indicate the

role and the importance of balanced values in business
practice, but this issue has not yet been exhausted.

Fig. 1 Competing values
framework (adapted from Quinn
and Rohrbaugh 1983; Cameron
et al. 2006)

Fig. 2 Schwartz’s values model (adapted from Schwartz 1992)
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A Balanced Model 

way, starting from the classification proposed by Cardona

and Rey (2008), and considering how they relate to other
models, we can conclude that there are two main criteria for

classification ofOV that represent the balance that is pursued

in the business field. To classify these values we suggest
considering two main aspects: organizational orientation

toward the environment, and organizational attitude toward

change. In the first category,we can distinguish between self-
orientation and social orientation. Regarding attitude toward

change, we distinguish between stability and progress.
Taking into account the above criteria, we suggest a new

integrated way for viewing the balance of OV, taking as

starting point for further research on the phenomenon of
balanced OV in contemporary business practice. Namely,

considering the importance and significance of the CVF

model and Schwartz’s values model in this field, we have
connected the new value model with these well-known

models. Based on this integration, we can finally precisely

explain and describe each value category of new Mission-
based model of OV.

(a) Business values—primarily self-oriented tending
toward stability, related to rules and goals due to

CVF model, and self-enhancement and conservation

tracking Schwartz’s value model.
(b) Relational values—primarily socially oriented with a

tendency toward stability, related to support as

depicted by the CVF model, and self-transcendence

(in exceptional cases also with conservation) due to

Schwartz’s values model.

(c) Development values—primarily self-oriented with
tend toward progress, related to innovation and goals

due to CVF model, and openness to change and self-

enhancement due to Schwartz’s values model.
(d) Contribution values—primarily socially oriented and

tending toward progress, related to support and

innovation according to the CVF model, and self-
transcendence according to Schwartz’s values model.

Several limitations of this study must be taken into

consideration. First, the basis for the development of a new
model of OV, presented in this paper, was the initial values

classification offered by Cardona and Rey (2008). How-

ever, it should be emphasized that for classifying OV into
different categories a different approach could have been

chosen, which would probably result in a different way of

research, and perhaps it would influence the research
results as well. The second possible limitation is empirical

verification of the new model of OV. For that purpose, we

chose the 100 largest companies in the world, which are
specific for several reasons. Therefore, the applicability of

the proposed model in other types of organizations,

according to different criteria, is questionable. Finally, a
relevant limitation of this study relates to the area of

interest of the analysis, e.g., to the business field. It could
reasonably be argued that if a certain balance was identified

Fig. 4 A ‘‘Mission-based model of organizational values’ integrated with two most frequently used values models
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123

Value dimensions 1& 3 of 
the Barrett values model

Value dimensions 4-5 of 
the Barrett values model

Value dimensions 6-7 of the 
Barrett values model

Adapted from Malbasˇic ́, Rey & Potocˇan 2015 

Value dimensions 2 of the 
Barrett values model


