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ABSTRACT
As part of the larger discussion of the role of business schools in society, increasing concern is being expressed about the materialist-individualist values that underpin Mainstream management. However, relatively little attention has been paid to the mechanisms through which these values are taught through the content of management theory. This study examines what happened when students in an introductory management class were deliberately taught two “ideal-type” approaches to management: (1) Mainstream management, which seeks to maximize productivity and profitability for shareholders, and (2) Multistream management, which seeks to achieve a balance among multiple forms of well-being (including financial, social, ecological, spiritual, physical, aesthetic) for multiple stakeholders (including owners, employees, customers, suppliers, competitors, neighbors, future generations). Results suggest that, compared to students who are taught only one approach to management, students who are taught both a Mainstream and a Multistream approach: (a) place lower emphasis on materialism and individualism, (b) differ in their perception of what constitutes effective management, and (c) may manage differently. Implications for business schools, management theory and instruction are discussed. 
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Increasing numbers of researchers (e.g., Dyck and Schroeder 2005; Ferraro, Pfeffer and Sutton 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Giacalone and Thompson 2006; Podolny 2009) have expressed concerns that management theory and practice, as it is normally taught in business schools: (1) is built upon a materialist-individualist moral-point-of-view (i.e., it is not value-neutral), (2) generates self-fulfilling prophecies (i.e., business students actually become increasingly materialistic and individualistic as they go through their program of studies), and (3) has both strengths and weaknesses (although the latter are usually downplayed). Scholars who have expressed these concerns conclude that there are fundamental flaws in the way we teach and theorize about management, and that action must be taken to rectify the situation. For example, it is suggested that we need to be more explicit and transparent in articulating the values that underpin management theory and practice (e.g., Bacharach 1989; Calas and Smircich 1999; Etzioni 1989; Melé 2008). 

This alarmist view is rejected by many other researchers, who argue that: (1) management studies is an objective science (e.g., see the review of the objectivist approach in Burrell 1999), (2) the basic values and profit-orientation of business students are, in fact, no different than other university students (e.g., Neubaum, Pagell, Drexler, McKee-Ryan and Larson 2009), and (3) the benefits associated with conventional management theory and practice far outweigh its shortcomings (e.g., Coelho, McClure and Spry 2003).


The resolution of this debate is far from clear at the moment, but irrespective of the eventual outcome and as a matter of principle, management educators should be proactive in looking for ways to reduce any unintended negative consequences that might result from the way they teach management. One way to be proactive is to develop and teach differing approaches to management, and then let students decide which they prefer. By contrasting and comparing two (or more) approaches to management, each consistent with a different moral-point-of-view, business schools can sensitize students to the fact that management theory is value-laden, that different moral-points-of-view are consistent with different management theories and practices, and that there is no such thing as a “morally neutral” management theory (e.g., Donaldson and Waller 1980, p. 45; Etzioni 1989; Roca 2007, p. 607). Providing alternative approaches to management may also help existing and future managers develop their own approaches to management that are consistent with their personal moral-point-of-view. Providing alternate approaches may also minimize the potential problem of self-fulfilling prophecies and enhance ethical thinking and moral responsibility (Dyck and Schroeder 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Giacalone and Thompson 2006).

One practical problem with the debate about the state of management education is that it often occurs only at the business school level of analysis, with little attention being given to how it plays out at the classroom and student levels. In this paper, we examine some classroom-level implications of the debate. A key issue is whether students’ values are affected when they are taught two fundamentally different approaches to management: (1) Mainstream management (i.e., which has a materialist-individualist emphasis on maximizing productivity, profitability, and competitiveness), and (2) Multistream management (i.e., which has an emphasis on balancing multiple forms of well-being for multiple stakeholders). We examine how the teaching of two approaches to management influences the emphasis students place on materialism and individualism, as well as their views about what constitutes effective management practice. 


We begin by reviewing the relevant literature and developing four hypotheses. Next, we describe our research design and the different measures we used to test the hypotheses. We then present our results and conclude with a discussion of the implications of our findings. 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
 Leading management thinkers have frequently raised concerns about how values and ethics are taught (or not taught) in business schools. In their critiques, they observe that two core values of conventional management—materialism and individualism—are typically conveyed to students, and that students are socialized to become increasingly materialistic and individualistic during their programs of business studies (e.g., Ferraro et al. 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Pfeffer and Fong 2004; Krishnan 2003; cf Weber’s 1958 description of the iron cage). Unintended negative consequences that may be associated with these values include reduced overall well-being and happiness (Kasser 2003), the disruption of social well-being (Rees 2002), the potential encouragement of corporate misbehavior (Giacalone and Thompson 2006), and damage to the ecological environment (McCarty and Shrum 2001). 
This is not to say that the ‘indoctrination’ of these values is intentional; rather, it is often motivated by the honest desire to teach management as a value-neutral and objective science (e.g., Melé 2008; Roca 2007). But failing to recognize the value-laden nature of management and its ethical implications is an abrogation of instructors’ responsibilities to students (Bacharach 1989; Calas and Smircich 1999; Patriotta and Starkey 2008). Whenever materialist-individualist management theories are promoted to students as value-neutral, instructors are “actively freeing students from a sense of moral responsibility in society” (Lämsä, Vekhaperä, Puttonen, and Pesonen 2007, p. 45). The question is not “whether ethics can, in fact, be taught” (Roca 2007, p. 615; cf Cooke and Ryan 1988; Hosmer 1985), but ‘What specific ethics and values are being taught?’  

Given such concerns, it is not surprising that a growing number of scholars are calling for the development of alternative approaches to management to be taught in the classroom. They argue that it is not enough to simply point out the shortcomings of the status quo; we also need to spell out and promote alternative approaches (Donaldson 2005; Mintzberg 2005; Pfeffer 2005). For example, Hamel (2009) calls for the development of Management 2.0 to replace the increasingly obsolete Management 1.0 that currently dominates management thinking. Three great challenges in developing Management 2.0 are: 1) to ensure that management achieves “noble, socially significant goals,” 2) to fully embed ideas of community and the interdependence of all stakeholders, and 3) to reconstruct the philosophical foundations of management (Hamel 2009, p. 94). Other writers have made similar observations (e.g., Ghoshal 2005; Giacalone 2004; Margolis and Walsh 2003). 
It has been suggested that business schools themselves may be in danger of being “increasingly seen as educationally, culturally and ethically bankrupt” unless they begin to develop alternate management models and experiment with a different form of education that “challenges mainstream management concepts and principles” (Starkey, Hatchuel and Tempest 2004, p. 1523). In order to prevent their demise, business schools must begin to consider difficult questions like: “What is the purpose of a corporation beyond the creation of shareholder value?” (Bennis and O’Toole 2005, p. 99). Even observers who do not blame business schools for the ethical lapses evident in companies like Enron and Worldcom argue that new management theories and curricula should be developed that are not built on the assumption that monetary profits are the sole criterion of success: “Our teaching also has to reflect a more multifaceted measure of business success than profits” (Neubaum et al. 2009, p. 22).

Consistent with these voices, Waddock and McIntosh (2009) provide an agenda for addressing the problems associated with education-as-usual in management, arguing that the current way management students are educated needs to be “significantly supplemented with approaches that compliment [sic] and expand current course offerings” (p. 298). They propose changes that will shift managers’ mindsets from focusing only on maximizing shareholder wealth toward serving the long-term interests of society, stakeholders, and the environment. Such a shift requires exposure to different values, perspectives and ways of reasoning, which may be achieved through providing “education at a relatively sophisticated level, where complex ideas and paradoxes can be held and insights generated from making new connections” (p. 317). 
These arguments have already motivated some changes among scholars and business school administrators. At the theory building level, scholars have begun to provide examples of what alternative approaches to management might look like. Important contributions come from areas such as corporate social responsibility (Carroll 1979, 1999; Davis 1973; Frederick 1994, 1998), servant leadership (Greenleaf 1977), positive organizational scholarship (Cameron, Dutton and Quinn 2003), stewardship (Block 1993; Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson 1997), social entrepreneurship (Dees, Emerson and Economy 2001), corporate citizenship (Matten and Crane 2005), and stakeholder theory (Clarkson 1995; Freeman 1984; Jones 1995). 

Changes are also occurring at the business school level (e.g., Bennis and O’Toole 2005). As one business school dean noted, the importance of teaching alternative approaches to management is paramount given the many negative consequences associated with the message of “maximize profits, maximize bonuses, maximize share price” (Elliot 2004, p. 571). Today over 250 business schools are participants in “Principles for Responsible Management Education,” which has the following as its first principle (inspired by the UN Global Compact): “Purpose: We will develop the capabilities of students to be future generators of sustainable value for business and society at large and to work for an inclusive and sustainable global economy” (PRME, 2010; emphasis in original). Consistent with this trend, 89 percent of 295 business deans surveyed agreed or strongly agreed “that business ethics ought to be an important part of the educational mission of AACSB-accredited business program,” and 67 percent agreed that courses where business ethics are taught “should seek to change undergraduate students’ attitudes and behavior” (Evans and Marcal 2005, pp. 236, 238). 
Research is needed to assess whether teaching alternative approaches to management in business schools will actually help students to broaden their perspective. Previous research in economics education (Frank, Gilovich and Regan, 1993, 1996) shows that, compared to students who were taught only mainstream economic theory, students in classes where non-mainstream economic theory was taught were less likely to act in their own narrow financial self-interests (i.e., to return “lost” money to its rightful owner, and to point out an under-charge on a purchase). Similar research is called for in business schools to determine if students can break free from the mentality that management is primarily a way to maximize financial well-being, and if student values will actually change if they are exposed to alternative approaches to management. 

In short, mainstream management is characterized by an emphasis on materialism and individualism (e.g., Ferraro et al. 2005; Weber, 1958). By teaching students this single approach, it has been argued that educators create a self-fulfilling prophecy (e.g., Ghoshal, 2005; Ferraro et al. 2005), which results in an increased emphasis on materialism and individualism as business students proceed through their program (Ferraro et al. 2005; Krishnan, 2003). It may be possible to counteract this tendency by teaching an alternative approach to management that does not place primary emphasis on materialism and individualism (cf Frank et al. 1993). Accordingly we offer the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1:
 Individualism scores will be lower for students completing a course that presents both Mainstream and Multistream approaches to management, compared to students completing a course that presents only a Mainstream approach.

Hypothesis 2:
 Materialism scores will be lower for students completing a course that presents both Mainstream and Multistream approaches to management, compared to students completing a course that presents only a Mainstream approach. 
Presenting two approaches to management provides students with a framework to consider and develop an approach that is consistent with their own moral-point-of-view. When students are given a choice, some of them may embrace a view of management that differs from the materialist-individualist emphasis associated with the Mainstream approach, and their perception of what constitutes effective management may differ accordingly. In contrast, consistent with a self-fulfilling prophecy, when students are taught only the Mainstream approach to management, their perceptions of what constitutes “effective” management are more likely to be restricted to this single approach. As such, we propose:
Hypothesis 3: Compared to students who have been taught both Mainstream and Multistream approaches to management, students who have been taught only a Mainstream approach will be more likely to consider practices consistent with that perspective as effective.

When given a choice, students will likely prefer a management approach that is consistent with their values (Dyck and Schroeder 2005; Giacalone and Thompson 2006; Weber 1958). For students who have been taught two approaches to management, we expect that students with higher materialism-individualism scores will prefer a Mainstream approach to management, and that students with lower materialism-individualism scores will prefer a Multistream approach to management. We propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4: The higher the materialism-individualism scores of students who have been taught about both Mainstream and Multistream management, the more those students will prefer a Mainstream rather than a Multistream approach to management.

METHOD

Overview and Sample

The study took place in a business school at a large Canadian university, in six sections of an introductory management course taught during a 13-week semester. The course content for all six sections built upon Fayol’s (1916) four management functions. Students in three sections were taught only a standard approach to management (the control group; n = 123). Students in the remaining three sections formed the treatment group (n = 108) and covered the same course topics, but were taught from both a Mainstream and a Multistream approach (Table I provides an overview of differences between a Mainstream and a Multistream approach to management vis a vis Fayol’s four management functions). Instructors in all six sections had taught this course for at least 5 years and all used lectures, class discussions, problem-solving activities, and case studies to convey course content.1 
------------------------------

Insert Table I about here

------------------------------
The average participant in this part of the study was 21 years old, 51% were females, 73% spoke English as a first language, and 57% identified themselves as Caucasians, 29% as Asians, and 14% as other. The average participant was in the second year of university (M = 2.11) and 60% identified their major as Management. Most participants (74%) were currently working part-time or full-time, and had worked for an average of 3.3 organizations. 
Procedure

Participation in the longitudinal quasi-experiment was voluntary, and took place during class time (students who chose not to participate were given the option to spend the ten minutes reviewing their notes). At the beginning of one of the first two classes of the semester, a researcher went to each of the six sections of the course (none of the course instructors were involved in data collection). Participation involved completing an eight-item survey the first day of class, and then completing a longer survey during the second-last class of the semester. The survey items at time 1 measured materialism and individualism, and the items at time 2 measured materialism, individualism, management practices, demographic information, and their preferred management approach (treatment group only). Thus, we employed a 2 (condition: treatment, control) x 2 (time: pre-course, end-of-course) repeated measures design. 
Measures
Materialism and individualism. To assess student views about materialism and individualism, items were adapted for use in the classroom from Dyck and Weber (2006) using a five-point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Each item started with the phrase: “To be an effective manager, I should . . .”. The four-item materialism scale assessed the emphasis that respondents placed on materialist success criteria. Sample items included “… maximize organizational profitability” and “… focus on maximizing productivity, efficiency, and profitability.” The individualism scale was also based on four items (all reverse-coded) that assessed the emphasis that respondents placed on showing deference to others, measured as the converse of acting in self-interested ways (see also Zigarelli, 2002). Sample items included “… be a person who genuinely cares for the people around me” and “… be a loyal and faithful person.” Like Dyck and Weber (2006), we found that the materialism and individualism scales were not significantly correlated at time 1 (r = -.006, p > .05). 


Management practices. We also developed scales to examine four aspects associated with management: decision-making, organizational strategy, organizational structure, and controlling. These were based on specific chapters in the textbook, and represent an illustrative subset of the larger constellation of topics related to the four generic functions of management (i.e., planning, organizing, leading, and controlling). We used these four scales to examine student predilections to: (a) make decisions based primarily on their effect on an organization’s financial bottom-line (versus their effect on other forms of well-being); (b) develop organizational strategies via a top-down approach that maximizes the interests of shareholders (versus a participative approach that benefits many stakeholders); (c) adopt rigid organizational structures that focus on specifying standards for individuals to follow (versus participative bottom-up structures); and (d) monitor staff to ensure that they are productive and efficient (versus enhancing staff self-monitoring). 

Developing these scales involved a five-step process. First, we examined item and scale properties from data collected in an earlier pilot-study survey which had been undertaken when a previous cohort of students who were taught both approaches to management had asked for feedback on how their views on various management practices compared with those of their classmates. Problematic items were revised or removed to improve scale psychometrics. Second, we developed additional items for the four scales so that we had a total of 32 items (eight items per scale). Third, we employed a Q-sort methodology to identify which items to include in a refined survey instrument. The 32 items were written onto cards, and 20 student volunteers were asked to independently sort the items into piles labeled “Decision-making,” “Organizational strategy,” “Organizational structure,” and “Controlling.” We dropped any items that were not placed into the correct pile by students at least 90 percent of the time, leaving us with 26 items to measure the four scales. Fourth, we conducted a second pilot test with the new items, using a new sample of students. After checking the validity via a factor analysis, and conducting a reliability analysis, the number of items was further reduced. Fifth, in the sample used for this study, using a factor analysis with Maximum Likelihood extraction and a varimax rotation, we dropped any items that had factor loadings less than .4 (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). In the end, the decision making and organizational strategy variables had two items each, the organization structure variable had six items, and the controlling variable had four items (alphas = .84, .73, .79, and .84 respectively). 

Preferred management approach. A three-item scale was used to measure where students considered themselves to be along a Mainstream-Multistream continuum (used for hypothesis 4). Because students in the control group had not been provided with information on Multistream management, these items were only asked of students in the treatment group (N = 108). The three items asked students to use a five-point Likert-type scale (where 1 = very Multistream, 2 = somewhat Multistream, 3 = in-the-middle, 4 = somewhat Mainstream, and 5 = very Mainstream) to indicate what they considered their current management approach to be, what approach they preferred to have in the future, and what kind of organization they would like to work for. The three items loaded together onto one factor with factor loadings greater than .4 (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007) and a scale coefficient alpha of .82.2  
RESULTS

To ensure that students in the treatment and control groups were not different from each other before the course started, we compared the six sections across several demographic factors. We found that students in the six sections did not differ in terms of gender, culture, major, employment status, number of hours worked per week, education, or number of employers (all p’s > .05). The average age of control group participants (M = 21.5), however, was one year older than participants in the treatment group (M = 20.5). Given the power afforded by our sample size, this difference was statistically significant, F (1, 227) = 4.42, p = .037, eta2 = .019. As well, one of the control sections (the only section taught during the evening) had significantly fewer participants who spoke English as a first language, F (1, 228) = 4.20, p = .042, eta2 = .018. To ensure that neither of these demographic differences could account for our findings, we examined whether the results varied by course section for all hypotheses that were tested. We found no differences, thus the results we report include students from all sections. 

Table II displays the descriptive statistics for the longitudinal quasi-experiment by condition, and presents the descriptive statistics and correlations between the study measures. 

-------------------------------------

Insert Table II about here

-------------------------------------
Hypothesis 1: The Effect of Teaching Two Management Approaches on Individualism 
To test Hypothesis 1—which predicted that individualism would be lower for students who were completing a course that presented two approaches to management compared to students who were completing a course that presented only one approach—we conducted a 2 (condition: treatment, control) x 2 (time: pre-course, end-of-course) mixed model analysis of variance (ANOVA) with individualism as the dependent variable. The main effect of condition was significant, F (1, 225) = 14.30, p < .001, eta2 = .06, but the main effect of time was not, F (1, 225) = .87, p > .05. The interaction between condition and time was also significant, F (1, 225) = 5.72, p = .018, eta2 = .03 (see Figure 1). 
-------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 about here

-------------------------------


To follow up the statistically significant condition x time interaction on individualism, we conducted two simple effect tests. For the treatment group, students scores on individualism were significantly lower at the end of the course (M = 1.89) than they were at the beginning of the course (M = 2.03), F (1, 106) = 4.42, p =.038, eta2 = .04. For the control group, there was no significant difference between student scores on individualism at the beginning of the course (M = 2.18) and at the end of the course (M = 2.25), F (1, 119) = 1.35, p = .25.3 Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported.
Hypothesis 2: The Effect of Teaching Two Management Approaches on Materialism
To test Hypothesis 2—which predicted that materialism would be lower for students who were completing a course that presented two approaches to management compared to students who were completing a course that presented only one approach—we conducted a 2 (condition: treatment, control) x 2 (time: pre-course, end-of-course) mixed model ANOVA with materialism as the dependent variable. Both the main effects of condition, F (1, 224) = 10.88, p = .001, eta2 = .05, and time, F (1, 224) = 32.94, p < .001, eta2 = .15, were statistically significant. The interaction between condition and time was also significant, F (1, 224) = 24.53, p < .001, eta2 = .11 (see Figure 2). 
-------------------------------

Insert Figure 2 about here

-------------------------------

To follow up the statistically significant condition x time interaction on materialism, we also conducted two simple effect tests. For the treatment group, students’ scores on materialism were significantly lower at the end of the course (M = 4.03) than they were at the beginning of the course (M = 4.43), F (1, 105) = 60.29, p < .001, eta2 = .37. For the control group, there was no significant difference between student scores on materialism at the beginning of the course (M = 4.43) and at the end of the course (M = 4.40), F < 1.4 Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
Hypothesis 3: Perceptions of Effective Management Practices 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that students in the control group would be more likely to consider Mainstream management practices to be effective than would students in the treatment group. The hypothesis was tested using four one-way ANOVAs. Condition (treatment vs. control) was the independent variable and the four management practices (decision-making, organizational strategy, structure, and control) were the dependent variables (see Table II). The difference between the treatment and control groups was statistically significant in the hypothesized direction for the decision-making, organizational strategy, and control dependent variables (F (1, 226) = 5.64, p = .02, 2 = .02; F (1, 228) = 19.70, p < .001, 2 = .08; and F (1, 229) = 26.17, p < .001, 2 = .10, respectively), but not for the organizational structure variable, F < 1. These findings lend partial support to Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4:
 Students’ Materialism-Individualism Scores and their Preferred Management Approach 

Hypothesis 4—which predicted that students in the treatment group who had higher materialism-individualism scores would prefer a Mainstream rather than a Multistream approach to management—was tested by examining the correlations between these variables within the treatment group. Table 2 shows that materialism and individualism (measured at the end of the course) were each positively related to preferences for a Mainstream approach (r = .43, p < .01, and r = .24, p < .05, for materialism and individualism, respectively). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported. 
DISCUSSION

Our results provide empirical support for some of the arguments in the literature about business school education, and in particular, concerns about ethics and values implicitly taught in management courses. Overall, our findings suggest that by deliberately teaching two approaches to management, instructors can address (and perhaps mitigate) some of the concerns that have been expressed about business schools. Specifically, our findings suggest that, compared to students who are taught only a Mainstream approach to management, students who are also taught an alternative approach become less individualistic (Hypothesis 1), become less materialistic (Hypothesis 2), and are less likely to view practices consistent with Mainstream management as effective (Hypothesis 3). Also, findings suggest that for students taught two approaches their preferred management approach (PMA) influences how they manage (Hypothesis 4).
Taken together, the results provide support for the contention that teaching two approaches to management decreases the effect of the materialist-individualist self-fulfilling prophecies that concern scholars (Ferraro et al. 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Pfeffer and Sutton 2005). In the following paragraphs, we note the implications of these findings for business schools, and explain how students are affected by the values that underpin what they are taught. We also make recommendations for future research.
From Implicit to Explicit Values in Management Theory

Our study builds on the observation that management theory and practice taught in business schools is not value-neutral (Etzioni 1989; Melé 2008; Roca 2007; Weber 1958). The findings are consistent with the argument that we must pay attention to the values and assumptions upon which our theories and practices are based (e.g., Bacharach 1999; Calas and Smircich 1989). The findings also empirically demonstrate that management is not value-neutral, and suggest that teaching the values that underpin management theory can help students develop their own opinions of what constitutes effective management and how they might manage in the future. We believe that a study like ours—which contrasts and compares two approaches to management, each consistent with a different moral-point-of-view—provides a framework that may help other scholars who are concerned about the status quo. In Weberian terms, our approach examines various “ideal-types” that focus on the fit between substantive and formal rationalities. This fusion of values and management theory suggests that the two are inseparable, and this should compel scholars and practitioners to be mindful of their moral responsibilities and agency.


We are not suggesting that one management approach or theory is better than another. Rather, our findings point to the merit of instructors (1) clearly conveying to students that no theory of management is value-neutral, (2) teaching students about different moral-points-of-view, and (3) describing how these moral-points-of-view are manifested in management theory and practice. This approach to teaching is consistent with the call from Starkey et al (2004, p. 1528) for business schools to create an agora or knowledge space where debates about business and management take place. Just as their agora requires the creation of new narratives of expertise which go beyond the current framing of the role of business schools, our approach to teaching presents new models of management that go beyond Mainstream roles of managers. If these actions are taken, students will be enabled (indeed compelled) to think about how their own personal moral-point-of-view can be expressed in their managerial careers (and they will be sensitized to the implications of imposing their own moral-point-of-view on others). 
Our findings suggest two interesting dilemmas for business school instructors. The first dilemma arises from the finding that students’ materialism and individualism scores decreased after they were taught two approaches to management (Hypotheses 1 and 2). Some instructors may, therefore, resist teaching an alternative approach knowing that it may change students’ values (i.e., instructors may believe that they should not “indoctrinate” students in this way). In contrast, others will argue that failing to teach an alternative approach means accepting the materialism-individualism indoctrination that occurs when only one approach is taught (Etzioni 1989; Ferraro et al. 2005; Frank et al. 1993; Krishnan 2003). This suggests that student values will change either way, but at least students are given a choice when they are taught two approaches.
The second dilemma arises from the finding that teaching two management approaches decreases students’ preferences for the Mainstream approach, and their perception of the reduced effectiveness of Mainstream practices (Hypotheses 3 and 4). Some instructors may resist teaching a Multistream-type approach because they believe that doing so creates a “false expectation” by suggesting that the real world is not Mainstream (Leavitt 2007), or fear that in discussing such issues openly “they will reach conclusions that force them into troubling reassessments of their life and future career” (Bok 1988, p. 4). In contrast, other instructors will welcome the opportunity to provide students with a way to break free from the self-fulfilling materialist-individualist iron cage (Weber 1958). The results of this study suggest that instructors should at least give students this choice. 
Future Research 

The findings of this study suggest some interesting questions that should be addressed in future research. First, we need to determine whether our findings can be replicated in a variety of business school settings and among different populations of students. For example, our findings may or may not be replicated with MBA students, who have different life experiences and belong to a different cohort group than the relatively young undergraduate students in our study. Our findings are, however, consistent with a large body of cohort research suggesting that the Multistream management approach may be of special interest to the so-called “millennial” students (those born after 1982). These students are characterized by their desire for meaningful work, relative unselfishness, longing for community, desire to promote social justice, strong advocacy of social responsibility, and concern for the natural environment and poverty (DeBard 2004; Howe and Strauss 2000; Olian 2007; Rivedal 2005). Millennial students also express a desire for conceptual tools that allow them to make up their own minds about what is “right,” and they may be particularly adept at the sort of parallel thinking that allows instructors to complement Mainstream management theory and practice with a Multistream approach (e.g., Daniels, Norman and Stewart 2004). 

Second, future researchers may wish to examine whether our findings can be replicated in business schools in countries whose culture is less materialist-individualist. For example, Hofstede’s (2003) data suggest that the U.S. culture places relatively high emphasis on materialist-individualist values compared to a country like, say, Costa Rica. Researchers may also wish to examine what effect using North American textbooks, and teaching management theory and practices developed in high-income countries, has on the values and ethics of students in lower-income countries. For example, would deliberately teaching approaches based on different moral-points-of-view be helpful for students in Malaysia who see learning about only the Mainstream to be “of doubtful moral and spiritual integrity” (Sturdy and Gabriel 2000, p. 997)?

Third, future research should examine whether the materialism-individualism scores of instructors have an effect on the scores of students. Despite the intention to be even-handed, instructors can easily move from being simple presenters of material to advocates for the material they are presenting (e.g., Frank et al. 1993). In fact, we would be surprised if instructors’ values did not have an effect on students. That said, one advantage of teaching two approaches to management is that it may help to ensure that “the instructor’s interpretation and subjectivity will not be privileged over that of others” (Roca 2007, p. 614). 


Fourth, future research might examine the long-term effects of being exposed to two approaches to management. For example, if students are taught two approaches to management in a first or second year course, will they still have less materialistic-individualistic views about management by the end of their four-year program of studies? Would reinforcement in other courses help to further enhance addressing the criticisms of business schools? Future research is needed to determine possible long-term implications.


Fifth, we have looked at the merits of deliberately teaching two approaches to management in an introductory management class. We welcome future research to see whether similar effects are possible in teaching two approaches in other business school disciplines like finance and marketing. 
CONCLUSION


We believe that our study provides some thought-provoking findings for business school professors, especially those who wish to respond to critics who are concerned with self-fulfilling, materialist-individualist management theory. We must remember that management theory and practice are not value-neutral. Our study lends support to the contention that teaching students two approaches to management may help address some of the growing concerns facing business schools, and serve students by fostering a deeper understanding and ability on how to live consistently with their own personal moral-points-of-view.

NOTES

1. 
Students in the control group used three different conventional management textbooks (Dessler and Starke 2004; Jones and George 2008; Hitt, Black, Porter and Gaudes 2009) whereas students in the treatment group used a textbook designed to facilitate the teaching of two approaches to management (Dyck and Neubert 2010). Note also that all the instructors participating in the study were quite strong, as is evident in the professor evaluations that are collected each semester at our research site. We looked particularly at student responses to the question: “As an overall rating, I would say this instructor is …” (choices were 1=Very Poor, 2=Poor, 3=Average, 4=Good and 5=Very Good). Of particular note, the scores for the instructor in the three treatment group sections (3.92, 4.04. and 4.06) were no higher than the instructors' scores in the three control group classes (4.23, 4.25, and 4.83).
2. 
To assess whether social desirability might have influenced student responses, in a pilot study of the survey items in a previous semester we had included the Marlowe-Crowne Short-Form Social Desirability Scale (Strahan and Gerbasi 1972). In that pilot study (N = 78), there was no correlation between the scale and students’ inclination towards Mainstream versus Multistream management, r = -.01, p > .05.  These pilot studies did not have a control group, but we found similar results in terms of materialism and individualism scores for students in the treatment group as those reported here.  
3. 
There was no significant difference between the treatment and control groups on individualism pre-course, F (1, 228) = 3.16, p =.077, but the difference was statistically significant at the end of the course, F (1, 226) = 21.29, p < .001, eta2 = .086.

4. 
Parallel with the results for individualism, there was no significant difference between the treatment and control groups on materialism measured before the course, F < 1, but the difference was statistically significant when measured at the end of the course, F (1, 225) = 27.64, p < .001, eta2 = .11.
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TABLE I:  Overview of Similarities and Differences in Mainstream vs Multistream Approaches to Management
	Four Functions
	MAINSTREAM APPROACH
	MULTISTREAM APPROACH

	Planning:
	Defining organizational goals and strategies and deciding on the appropriate organization resources required to achieve them

Managers: 

- establish the purpose and aspirations of the organization

- seek to achieve competitive advantage  

- set SMART goals: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Results-based, and Time-specific. 
- ensure that goals and plans are achieved and implemented
	Working together to identify an organization’s goals and strategies and the appropriate resources required to achieve them

Managers together with other stakeholders:

- recognize their shared purpose and aspirations for the organization 

- seek to achieve mutual advantages

- set SMART2 goals:  Significant, Meaningful, Agreed-upon, Relevant, and Timely

- continually learn from and improve upon goals and plans during implementation 

	Four step process:
1. Set mission/vision

2. Set strategic goals/plans

3. Set operational goals/plans

4. Implement and monitor goals/plans
	
	

	Organizing:  
Four basic issues
1. Ensure work activities are being completed in best way

2. Ensure members know how their tasks contribute to whole

3. Ensure orderly deference

4. Ensure members work harmoniously
	Assign tasks and arranging resources in order to achieve organizational goals

standardization  

- specify desired behaviors

specialization

- provide job description

centralization

- create authority structures

departmentalization

- formal job groupings
	Ensuring tasks are assigned & adequate resources arranged to enable achieving organizational goals

experimentation  

- encourage constant improvement

sensitization

- awareness of & receptivity to how best to do job

dignification

- respect everyone

participation

- mutual discernment/guidance

	Leading: 
Four desires: 

1. Accomplishment

- set goals that are … - increase expectancy
- incr. instrumentality

- increase valence

2. Fairness

- treat … 

3. Relationships

- facilitate members 
4. Power

- provide opportunities


	Motivating others so that their work efforts serve to meet organizational goals

Achievement

- SMART (see organizing)

“I can do it”

“There’s something in it for me”

“I value my desired outcomes” 

Equity

- members equitably

Affiliation

- receive affirmation from others/network

Personalized power

- acquire legitimate, reward, coercive, referent or expert power
	Working alongside others so that together their work efforts serve to meet agreed-upon goals

Significance

- SMART2 (see organizing) 

“We can do it”

“Many get something” 

“We value balanced outcomes”

Justice

- stakeholders justly

Community

- develop trusting and caring relationships

Shared/socialized power

- trust others and share power with others

	Controlling:  
	Monitoring members’ performance, comparing it to standards, and taking corrective action to improve performance

Value chains help to identify key control points/standards

Information systems help to monitor outcome measures

Top-down; rational 

Managers take action
	Ensuring that actions of organizational members are just and consistent with its values

Value loops help to identify key performance standards (cradle-to-cradle thinking)

Information systems help to enhance processes, share, self-monitor

Multiple stakeholders; relational

Expect help from others

	Four step process:

1. Establish perfor- mance standards

2. Monitor perfor-mance

3. Evaluate perform.

4. Respond 
	
	


TABLE II
Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix for Measures in the Longitudinal Quasi-Experiment
	Variable
	1

Mat-T1
	2

Ind-T1
	3

Mat-T2
	4

Ind-T2
	5

PMA
	6

Decision-making
	7

Organizational

Strategy 
	8

Organizational Structure
	9

Control

	Mean (SD)
	4.43 (.48)
	2.11 (.63)
	4.23 (.56)
	2.08 (.60)
	2.58 (.74)
	2.54 (.86)
	3.27 (.76)
	1.86 (.49)
	3.47 (.71)

	Treatment Group

Mean (SD)
	4.43 (.51)
	2.03 (.65)
	4.03 (.51)
	1.89 (.57)
	2.58 (.74)
	2.39 (.81)
	3.04 (.76)
	1.87 (.47)
	3.23 (.72)

	Control Group

Mean (SD)
	4.43 (.47)
	2.18 (.61)
	4.40 (.54)
	2.25 (.59)
	n/a
	2.66 (.89)
	3.47 (.71)
	1.85 (.50)
	3.68 (.63)

	1
	(.68)
	-.01
	.38**
	.07
	.20*
	.02
	.17*
	-.14*
	.28**

	2
	
	(.75)
	-.02
	.45**
	.13
	.01
	.03
	.18**
	.01

	3
	
	
	(.78)
	.02
	.43**
	.20**
	.41**
	-.21**
	.46**

	4
	
	
	
	(.75)
	.24*
	.09
	.18**
	.33**
	.05

	5
	
	
	
	
	(.82)
	.55**
	.54**
	.32**
	.41**

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	(.84)
	.50**
	.14*
	.31**

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.73)
	.01
	.39**

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.79)
	.01

	9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(.84)


Notes: 

Coefficient alphas are indicated in parentheses along the diagonal. All scales have been coded so that higher scores indicate a more Mainstream orientation. *p < .05 ** p < .01 (n = 231, except for PMA where n = 108)

PMA – Preferred Management Approach

Mat – Materialism

Ind – Individualism

T1 – Time 1

T2 – Time 2
FIGURE 1

Condition by Time Interaction for Individualism
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FIGURE 2

Condition by Time Interaction for Materialism
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