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Abstract: This essay responds to Patricia Werhane's 1994 Ruffin Lecture
address, “Moral Imaglnation and the Search for Ethical Decislon—making

in " using insti I theory as an

to explore condlﬂons that either inhibit or promote moral imagination
in )| 1 of the analysis for man-
aging change and for ethics theory development

are proposed.

t the 1994 Ruffin Lectures in Business Ethics, Patricia Werhane initiated a
dulngue on the IDplC of “Moral Imagmauon and the Search for Ethical

king in M " The concept is intriguing and evokes the

How can izations promote moral imagination in the business
decxsmn-makmg process? Here I attempt to answer that question by analyzing
the i i factors that ge or inhibit moral imagination in organiza-

tional problem-solving. I propose a conceptual framework to guide this analysis
and discuss how the framework can be applied to study and execute organiza-
tional change. First, I review key themes from Werhane’s address.

Moral imagination is defined as: The ability to imaginatively discern various
possibilities for acting within a given situation to envision the potential help and
harm that are likely to result from a given action (Johnson, 1993, p. 202).

‘Werhane, integrating ideas from Adam Smith, I Kant and porary
philosophers, builds on this definition by izing moral imagination as a
three stage process of approachmg moral decisions.

The first stage, repi ion, involves attaini of the

contextual factors that affect perception of a moral problem:”

“(a) Awareness of one’s context, (b) Awareness of the script or schema func-
tioning in that context, and (c) Awareness of possible moral conflicts or
dilemmas that might arise in that context, that is, dilemmas created at least in
part by the dominating script” (Werhane, 1994, pp. 21-22).

The second stage, productive imagination, consists of reframing the problem

from different perspectives:

“Revamping one’s schema to take into account new possibilities within the
scope of one’s situation and/or within one’s role” (Werhane, 1994, p. 22).

The third stage, creative imagination entails developing morally ptabl

ives to solve the problem:
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“(a) The ability to envision and actualize possibilities that are not context-

dependent but are encouraged by or project a fresh schema, and/or (b) The

ability to envision possibilities that other reasonable persons could envision,

and (c) Evaluation: Envisioning how to morally justify actualizing these pos-

sibilities and/or how to evaluate both the status quo and these newly formu-

lated possible outcomes” (Werhane, 1994, p. 22).

ing the to business decisi king, moral imagi-

mmon would Lherefore entail (a) Becoming aware of the social, economic,
organizational or personal factors that affect perception of a business problem,
and \mdersmdmg how these mlght oonfhct, (b) Reframing the problem from var-
ious d the p 1 impact of different solutions, (c)
Developing al&ermmves to solve the problem that can be morally justified by oth-
ers outside the firm.

Central to this concept of moral imagination is the imp of q
prevanlmg organizational problem-solving scripts. Script, an lmpomnl construct
in both cognitive and social psychology, is defined here as: A cognitive framework
for understanding information and events that provides guidance for appropriate
behavior in specific situations, thus serving as a bridge between cognition and
action (see Gioa, 1992). In the specific instance of managerial decision-making,
‘Werhane’s analysis suggests liut much unethlcal business pmuce arises from the
manager’s insufficient moti to q deeply ingrained business probl
solving scripts that routinely ignore potentially harmful social consequences: In
essence, from the failure of moral imagination.

To make her pomt‘ Werhnne describes how managers—locked into fixed ways
of viewing b ahle to either envnswn the moral
ramifications of the issues at stake, or te lutions to the
problems they confmnt Such failure of moral imagination, she argues, is not only

ic of many busi isions but has also contributed to a catalogue
of isdeeds. Her ilk ions include ignoring the dangerous Pinto gas
tank defects at Ford Motor Company in the 1970s, the epidemic of illegal trading
practices on Wall Street in the 1980s, as well as price-fixing and rampant govern-
ment fraud at General Elecmc Corporanon in the 1990s—all cases in which the

prevailing naking tacitly d man-
agers from exammmg the socml and moral implications of their actions.
An imp i of ‘Werhane's is that p ngldlty in
izati bl lving is often i d

She dcscnhes, at the outset of her paper, the role that dommmt scripts and con-
ceptual schemes play in framing a decision or problem: how “some individuals
and institutions are trapped in a of history, ization, culture and
tradition...a framework that they often allow to drive their decision-making to
preclude taking into account moral concerns” (p. 3). Elaborating further on this
idea, she continues:

“Our conceptual schemes function in a variety of ways. In selecting, focus-

ing, framing, organizing, and ordering what we experience, they bracket and

leave out data, and emotional and motivational foci taint or color experience.
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These conceptual schemes are constantly under the influence of new social
and cultural stimuli, hence they are subject to change. Now and again, how-
ever, our perspectives become narrow, microscopic or even fantasy-driven, or
a particular point of view becomes ingrained so that one begins to adopt only
that perspective” (1994, p. 9).
‘Werhane’s i hasizes the icting aspects of izational
bl lving scripts, implying that moral imagination not only requires
breaking out of these scripts but cannot even be considered imaginative unless
it “explores a wide range of possibilities, including, most critically, new possi-
ble conceptual schemes” (p. 19). In fact, she argues that the “most critical
” of moral imagination is to “di: us from the perspective with
which we are dealing with a situation so that we will be able to consider new
possibilities” (p. 20).

‘Werhane suggests that moral imagination requues mmnnmmg a dxsmnce from
the particular point of view that izes the i 1 or y
framework in which one is operating. And she contends (p. 33) that:

“Moral judgements are the result of a delicate balance of context, evaluation,
the projection of moral minimums and the presence or absence of moral imag-
ination. The process (akes mm account context and tradition, a disengaged
view from moral dards....The lynch-pin of this
process is a highly ped moral imagination that perceives the nuances of
a situation, challenges the framework or scheme in wlnch the event is embed-
ded and imagines how that might be different.”

‘Werhane then concludes her address with an example of moral imagination in
practice: The case of a failing neighborhood bank which—as the result of the
imaginative acnons of new mvestors—recovemd to become a prosperous enter-
pnse that pi d new PP ities to local and

to .

‘When all elements of Werhane’s analysis are added together, the reader

emerges wnh the sense ﬂmt a central component of ethical decision-making in

s to challenge existing problem-solving

norms. If tlns is tme, what are the personal and situational factors that encourage

such motivation? Clearly the individual’s own moral values and concepwal skills

would be critical el of the ion, as would ices and in
a given firm (see Trevino, 1986; 1990).

Thls paper, however, will focus on an equally important contributor to moral

in The i l context of business decision-making.

Using the yti of i it theory, I argue here that in
order for moral mugmxtlon to enter the everyday practice of managerial decision-
making, an i to moral probk 1vi g must take place
across the business While individu 1 and i factors can

promote the exercise of moral imagination, they are not sufficient to integrate
‘moral imagination into the process of business decision-making. Instead, an alter-
native script for business problem-solving must evolve at the institutional

lid (a) Challenging existing d king norms, and
(b) Considering the social or moral implications of managerial actions.
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Although it may appear counter-intuitive to suggest “a script for challenging
scripts,” as I advocate here, research on the history of institutional change has
shown that this is precisely the necessary catalyst required for any substantive
social transformation to occur (Fligstein, 1990; March and Olsen, 1990; North,
1990; Scott and Meyer, 1994). The emergence of Christianity from Judaism, the
radical re-orientation of the visual arts from representational to abstract in early
20th century Europe, the re-definition of sexual mores in 1960s America, urban
graffiti in contemporary cities around the globe: All are examples of rule-breaking,
in itself, becoming a behavioral norm.

As Katz and Kahn (1978) noted in their now classic theory of organizations,
social systems can only endnre when mdlwdual vanalulny is modified to a man-

ageable degree joral norms is a

way of modlfymg such vmablhty 1 thetefote argue here that in order to culti-
vate moral imagi ision-making without sacrificing the
behavioral consistency requu'ed for izati survival, “challenging exist-

ing decision-making norms” and “considering the social or moral implications of
managerial actions” must become institutionalized as ways to approach organi-
zational problem-solving.

To explore how this goal could be ished, I begin by izing some
centtal t.hemes from msutuuoml theory, introducing the concept of institutional
and p rk for ing and guiding the inno-

vation process. Next I examine how this framework can be applied to innovation
in business decision-making and illustrate how it can be used to assess the via-
bility of integrating moral imagination into the process of organizational
problem-solving. To conclude, I discuss implications of the analysis for manag-
ing organizational change and for theory development in the business ethics field.

Institutions and Institutional Change

Institutional theories to explain izati action have ged, with dif-
ferent emphases, from several social science discipli 'notably 1ol
political science and economics. Of these, the sociological i
the impact of vallles, behefs and symbollc meanmg syslems on o:gamutlonal

activity, has p moral conduct in
private enlcrpnse (see Scott and Meyer, 1994). Thcrefune, wlule several strains of
institutional theory have recently in the itis the
sociological perspective I apply here, and to which I refer throughout the essay.
Definitions and Terms

‘Within the sociological traditi i th are defined as:

Established systems of meaning and patterns of behavior that emerge to accom-
plish important social tasks (see ]eppetson‘ 1991 Meye'r, et al. 1994 Scott,
1994a, 1994b). These tasks include ion, dis-
tribution, maintenance, governance, and so forth (see Katz and Kahn, 1978;
Wood, 1994).
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Institutional arrangmenls are: The specxﬁc practices and procedures that
reveal the itive and istics of a given institution (Powell
and DiMaggio, 1991; Scott, 1994a, 1994b). Cognitive characteristics include rep-
resentational rules which entail “shared logics or modes of reasoning that help to
create shared understandings” (Scott, 1994a, p. 67), as well as constitutive rules
that “define the nature of actors and their capacity for action” (Scott, 1994a, p.
61). For example:

“widely held beliefs and taken for granted assumptions that provide a frame-
work for every day routines, as well as the more specialized and codified val-
ues and beliefs systems (of) various professional and scientific bodies
engaged in elaborlnng our cultural knowledge base” (Scott, 1994b, p. 81).

Ne ive ch i pass both ive rules, stipulating social
for beh and di ight,
pumshment and reward (Scott, 19943, p. 65) These include:
mores and i social ions of the type

found in all societies; they also include the more explicit rulings of legisla-
tures and courts, as well as the specialized surveillance and enforcement
mechanisms of the regulatory agencies and the police” (Scott, 1994, p. 81).

Institutionalization, in this essay, refers to: the process by which institutional
arrangements are reproduced until they become embedded in social system rou-
tine (see DiMaggio, 1988; Jepperson, 1991; Meyer, et al., 1994; Scott, 1994a).
Institutionalization processes occur at three levels: The intra-organizational level,
the organization field level and the societal level. Scott (1994a, pp. 70-71) main-
tains that:

“the ication of i i occurs...most
appropriately and powerfully neither at the l.evel of the entire society nor at
the level of mdxvndxul orga.mzanuns but at the level of the organizational

field that participate in the same meaning sys-
tems, are defined by Sl.mllll‘ symbolic processes and are subject to common
regulatory processes.”

These would include, for instance, the fields of business, education, or gov-
ernment, as well as subsets of these fields—industries in the case of business,
universities in the case of education, state legislatures in the case of government,
etc. In this essay, I direct my analys:s wwatdthe orgamzanonal field that encom-
passes

Institutional iy muovawn the ce'ntral focus of tlus paper, refers to: The process
of, fomung new insti g and diffusing new pracnces,

or ions for ap, beh within a given
al field (see DlMaggm, 1988; Scoa, 1994a, 1994b). Here 1 explore innovation
with respect to organizational problem-solving, within the business field identi-
fied above.
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Institutional Ir ion: The IDEA Fi k

Much has been written by institutional theorists about how new institutions
and institutional arrangements emerge (DiMaggio, 1988; Fligstein, 1990; Gioa,
1992; Jepperson, 1991; North, 1990; Powell, 1991; Scott, 1994a, 1994b; Scott
and Meyer, 1994a; 1994b; Strang and Meyer, 1994; Zucker, 1988). The perspec-
tive taken here is initially derived from DiMaggio’s (1988) notion that new
mstmuwns ansc when organized actors wnth sufﬁclem resources lnsugatc an

project in
Combining this wnth other tbwnes of msuumoml and orgamzauoml change.
Ppropose a for ng and g the
institutional innovation process at the organizational field level.

As T will show, this can provide guid: to izational
researchers exploring the process of social system chn.nge, as well as m those
attempting to assess the viability of introducing new or

, since the izational ad of new iors can be
unpwved when change agents und d the i i foundations of exist-
ing organizational forms (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991), the framework can also
be useful to directly i in change

The framework I propose here \i} pro-
ceeding in four key phases: (1) Intmducnon, (2) Dxﬁ'u.non, (3) Evaluation, and
(4) Adoption—each with a context and a process component. The context com-
ponent reflects the situational factors present during each phase. The process
component reflects the behavior of the actors involved. By examining how both
context and process issues affect institutional innovation, the viability of new
institutional arrangements can be assessed.

Noel Tichy’s (1983) modcl for managing strategic change guides analysis of

the context comp to Tichy, ing any kmd of social system
change involves ing and balanci political, technical and cultural con-
cerns. Political pertain to the ion of goals and the allocation of

power and resources. Technical concerns refer to any logistical, structural or
mechanical factors that affect the process being studied. Cultural concerns
involve the impact of values and beliefs. For each phase of innovation, these fac-
tors can be examined to assess whether they contribute bridges or barriers to the
successful completion of that phase.

‘The work of several other theorists offers guidance for analyzing the process
component. The first phase ‘&nn'oducuvn. entails leaders in a glven ommza—

tional field creanng new to govem ior in that
field: usuvally in resp to some imp 1 events (see
DiMaggio, 1988; Fligstein, 1990) The second “dlﬁ'llslon pertains to the spread
of these new i in the field (see

Strang and Meyer, 1994). The third, evaluatmn, involves both leaders and
adopters judging the success with whlch the new arrangements meet environ-
‘mental d ds relative to previ (see Kotter and
Heskett, 1992; Schlesinger, et al, 1992). The fourth phase, “adoption,” occurs as
the new arrangements become firmly entrenched as accepted norms for the field
(see DiMaggio, 1988; North, 1990; Gioa, 1992; Jepperson, 1991; Scott, 1994a).
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Conditions for Si ful T
Although four dlstmct phases fnr the process are identified here, it is important

w note lh,at is a dy ic rather than a static event. The
of the i ion agents, the ad and the extant situation

continually interact with one another and with the characteristics of the new
arrangements themselves to predict the success of the innovation effort. The three
main context and process requirements for success during each phase are
described accordingly (see Figure 1).
duction. For the introduction phase of i ion to succeed, the first
context requi is political: R hers have observed that leaders of the
innovation process must possess sufficient power and resources to realize their
objectives (DiMaggio, 1988). In the technical arena, the existence of new tech-
logies has been i ly found to new roles and routines (Tichy,
1983). Moreover, additional studies have shown that when cultural values and
beliefs are in transition, the social system is more receptive to alternative institu-
tional arrangements (Scott, 1994b).

With regard to process requirements for success in the introduction phase,

studies conducted independently by Dl.Maggm (1988) and Fligstein (1990)
that actions of powerholders in a given izati field are critical
to the  progress of an mtrodncmm effon Thzse researchers noted that the way
ipted existing patterns
of sponding to these d ds had a signifi impact on how the introduction
phase proceeded. Furthermore, they were able to attract attention to the new
arrangements they proposed, and to control interpretation of new rules and scnpts
by ping and p du to clearly
their expectations. While mdmdnnls and groups outside the field’s central locus
of influence can also introduce innovation, both DiMaggio and Fligstein conclude
that the introduction of new can not proceed successfully without
the active i of those in positions of power.

Diffusion. In the second phase of the innovation process, the diffusion phase,
powerholder interest and agency take a secondary role to contextual factors and
adopter behavior. Strang and Meyer’s (1994) research suggests that the flow of
social practices between organizations in a given field depends on a number of
contmgenmes outside the powerbolder S oonu'ol Theu- anxlysxs identified several

that ion of new insti which, I
suggest, can also be underslood in context and process terms.

In the context arena, the status of leaders in the innovation effort emerges as a
central political concern: Diffusion is more likely to proceed successfully when
the leader’s status is high. A critical technical element for successful diffusion is
close proximity of the i ion to a previous crisis or failure. And commonali-
ty of values among introduction agents and adopters increases probability of
success along the cultural dimension (see Strang and Meyer, 1994).

'With regard to process, Strang and Meyer (1994) note that successful diffusion
of new is more d behavior of adopters than of leaders:
(a) Adopters must perceive a personal similarity to i ds agents, (b) Ad
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Figure 1- Institutional Innovation Model
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must accept the th ical ori ions of introd agents, and (c) Adopters
must recognize the value or of the ar being i
The mleracuon phenomena noted above, involving characteristics of leaders,
ions and new can be observed quite clearly during
thls phase
ion. Once new institutional have been diffused throngh-
out an orgamzammal field, their effe in meeting
d ds is This ion involves both introduction agents and
dop ing the new ar with those replaced. The likelihood of
a positive eval of new izational forms and ices is bya
number of factors.

In terms of context, an important political factor that increases the probabil-
ity of positive evaluation is the existence of alliances among introduction agents.
Extensive observations of organizational change projects documented by
Schiesinger et al. (1992) have shown that when several leaders in the field share
similar goals, there is less likelihood that these goals will be undermined by the
political actions of those who disagree. On the technical level, Scott’s (1994b)
comprehensive review of studies grounded in msmuuonal theory showed the
importance of timing an ion for Posmve evalua-
tions, for instance, occur more ly when new are introd
during a dynamic period in the field, since receptiveness to innovation in gener-
al will be high. And in the cultural domain, a general belief in the value of
innovation—observed by North (1990) m most market economies—also encour-
ages a positive ion of new insti

In the process arena, both adopter and leader behaviors contribute to a suc-
cessful evaluation phase. First, as studies of organizational transformation efforts
have shown, dnssansfacuon among adopters with previous institutional arrange-
ments ib to success i et al, 1992). Second,
Scott’s (1994a) review of research in this area documented strong findings that
the level of adopter confidence in introduction agents also predicts a favorable
evaluation (Scott, 1994a). Third, as Schlesinger, et al. (1992) observed in their
studies of izati change, introduction agents who believe strongly in the
long-term value of a new often direct ion away from its poten-
tial flaws—further increasing the likelihood of a positive evaluation.

Adoption. The final phase of innovation, the adoption phase, determines
whether new arrangements will pass through the organizational field as a fad or
whether they will become enuenclwd chmcwnsucs of v.hat field. Again both
context and process issues are involved in ion of this phase.

Beginning with context concerns, studies by botll Dimaggio (1988) and
Fligstein (1990) showed that—from a political perspective—when new arrange-
‘ments appeared to facilitate the goals of other powerholders in the field, they
were more likely to be widely adopted. On a technical level, Jepperson’s (1991)
research documented that the absence of any collective action or envmmmemal
shock to disrupt the instituti ion process also d And,
in terms of cultural factors, studies of organizational change have shown that
adoption is more likely to occur when new resonate




10 BUSINESS ETHICS QUARTERLY

with fundamental assumptions in the field (see Gioia, 1992; Schlesinger et al,
1992; Scott’s 1994a).

In the process domain of adoption, leader plays an imp role
in whether or not adoption wnll occur. North (1990) observed that leaders must
adequately enforce measures linking Lheory and practice throughout the organi-
zational field: such as p rewards, rules, regulations and so
forth. Strang and Meyer’s (1994) research has shown that adoption success is also
enhanced when adopters d a history of i
over ume Finally, as Sch]esmger s, et al. (1992) investigations have shown,

in ing the new also

to their

Once such conditions are in phce, the institutional innovation process is com-

plete—for the time being. Wlnle the new may not mplish every

stated goal to perfecti qu ion project would have to be initi-

ated to form these ished ch: istics of the field. Given the

nature of social i msutuuons however, this would certainly be expected—as illus-
trated by the ing of i ion in business decision-making.

in Business Decision-Maki
Integrating Moral Imagination into
Organizational Problem-Solving

is typically insti in to changing envi-
and require: ion within a historical context
(see Scott, 1994b). Over the course of the last century, business decision-making
norms have evolved against a background of social, economic, political and tech-
nological changes of unprecedented scope—-a]l of which have caused managerial

decision-making req g ingly complex (Scott and
Meyer, 1994).

Ideas about the form and purpose of the Ameri ion have und
a number of transformations, and among the most dramaucally changed ideas are
those ing the social ions and moral obligations of the business enter-

prise. Once expected simply to generate a profit and serve the interests of owners,

are now required to respond to a growing

nnmber of consutuens and Jjustify their actions according to new standards for

ibility (see Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Etzioni, 1988;

Kotter and Hesken 1992; Paine, 1994; Stone, 1975; Wood, 1994; Walton, 1967).

As aresult, the U.S. is w1l.nessmg a surge of i mnovatlon in terms of how bnslness
the ds

ng process, new persp on
how to address social and moral cousnderauons
An ion of current on American corporations
suggests that i P social and ic objecti can be served by man-
agerial efforts to moral imagi into i bl 1

processes. I argue here that this goal can be facilitated by an mst.ltuuonal analy-
sis of the bridges and barriers to innovation in business decision-making.
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pplying the ptual fi rk i above, I show how such analysis
would proceed.
Recall that moral imagination in business decisi king involves three key

activities: (a) Becoming aware of the social, economic, organizational or per-
sonal factors that affect perception of a business problem and understanding how
these might conflict, (b) Reframing the problem from various perspectives to
understand the potential impact of different solutions, and (c) Developing alter-
natives to solve the problem that can be morally justified by others outside the
firm. Moreover, I have argued that in order for this process to become integrat-
ed into the everyday practice of managerial decision-making, an alternative
problem—solvmg script must be generally accepted in the field—a script that
prompts dk kers to both chall existing problem-solving norms and
consider the social and moral implications of their actions.

Condmons for lmplcmenung such a script can be assessed by treating moral
i ion as an pplying the IDEA fi k in
analysis. By examining how both context and process issues affect innovation in
business decision-making, the viability of integrating moral imagination into
organizational problem-solving can be determined.

Introduction Phase
Both context and process p in the current Ameri business enw‘-
ronment hold promise for the ful introduction of i

that promote decision-making innovation in general, and encourage moral i imag-
ination in particular. Not only are decision makers searching for new ways to
address organizational problem-solving tasks (see Kanter, 1995), but growing
public concern about the social and moral implications of business activity have
increased managerial awareness of these issues overall (see Kuhn and Shriver,
1991; Post, 1996).

Context Components. From a political perspective, interest in both issues has
been demonsirated by leaders of America’s most powerful corporations.
Executives of firms such as Amencan Express, ConAgra, General Electric and
Xerox are exploring new pts such as ional creativ-
ity, organizational learning, flexible organizational forms and so forth (see
Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992). Moreover, leaders of other major cor-
porations—Levi-Strauss, IBM, Merck, Eli Lilly, Johnson and Johnson, Martin

Marietta, and Honeywell, for example—h: a gic focus on
i 8 well as i Imp ic themes
include maintais ibility (D« and Preston, 1995),

promoting managerial integrity (Paine, 1994), building long-term trust-based
relationships (Hosmer, 1995), implementing organizational policies to promote
ethical practices (Trevino, 1990), creating formal ethics positions (Hoffman and
Petry, 1995), and making a commitment to address community problems
(Vidaver-Cohen, 1995b; Hanson, 1992; Kuhn and Shriver, 1991; Post, 1996).
On the technical level, the information age has ushered ina ﬂood of new tech-
nologies that clearly invite decisi aking u new d d.
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for creative problcm solving as well as new moral issues to address. Bureaucratic
top-d decisi king ies that may have served America well in the
industrial era have proven increasingly inadequate when much of the latest tech-
nical expertise exists at the lower levels of the firm (Kanter, 1995; Schiesinger, et
al, 1992). Furth these new technologies, with their great potential for mis-
use and abuse, have produced unprecedented moral dilemmas for American
companies—dilemmas involving pnvacy rights, dlsclosute, ‘massive-scale fraud
and theft, etc. that can only be resolved through i ive problem-
solving strategies (see Wood, 1994).

In the cultural domain, there is little doubt that American values today are in
transition. The social protest movements of the 1960’ and 1970s, followed by
ensuing legislation to address envi civil rights and consumer concerns,
have forced business managers to assume greater responsibility for the conse-
quenoes of theu' ncuons (Wood, 1994; Kuhn and Shriver, 1991; Post, 1996)

ani and ic globali:

have introduced new values and beliefs into the American business community

that require managers to find new ways to address organizational problems

(Adler, 1991; Kanter, 1995) Orgamzauonn.l practices that promote moral imagi-
'S of how cultural concerns affect

their choices, prompung them to analyze these choices from multiple perspectives

and compelling them to envision alternative ways to address these new con-

cerns—can clearly facilitate this goal.

Process Components. The acﬁons of many American business lead tak
in response to the pohncal, hnical, and cultural i b
also predict a introduction of moral imagi 1
problem-solving. As evnd:nt ina nnmber of tlw exnmples cnted, leaders of major
firms have been able to i patterns such as

centralized top-down decision- mahng (see Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett,
1992) and complacency with regard to social and moral responsibility (see Post,
1996, Wood, 1994). They have also been able to attract attention to ways their
firms have addressed social and moral considerations—publicizing dmr dccn-
sions in the popuhr press, forming alli: with other

participating in academic case studies and so forth (see Hoffman and Petry, 1995;
Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Trevino, 1990). Finally, these leaders
have in controlling interp ion of new within their
own firms—encouraging change through implementing alternative goal setting
practices, transforming reward systems, and developing new strategies for allo-
cating resources and task support (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1992, 1995a; Kotter and
Heskett, 1992; Trevino, 1990).

The prxecedmg nlulysls suggesvs a i for i ing moral
i into p v ial business leaders are
actively lenging existing decisi g norms and placing new emphasis

on the social and moral implications of managenal actions. However, an analysis
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of conditions for such innovation in the diffusion phase reveals a less encourag-
ing prognosis.

Diffusion Phase
Conlsxt Components. Beginning vnth the context components of the diffusion
pol.mcal and appear ducive to success-
ful diffusion of moral i i i cultural itions do not. For
instance, as noted above, the fact that ives in high status ies are
both ing current decisi kking norms and i o
consider social and moral concerns in their daily operauons ylelds a supportive
political i for diffusion. From a as well,

American business has faced a number of recent crises to encoutage diffusion of
both 1deas The drop in America’s global economic power relative to that of other
nations interest in chall ious decision-making norms (see
Adler, 1991; Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992). Moreover, growing public
dm]lusummem vnth moral lapses at the apex of American society clearly sup-

ports i d te-sect ion to social and moral concerns (see Post,
1996; Wood, 1994).

Yet the principal cultural ition for iffusion of new arrange-
ments—commonality of values among introduction agents and adoptcrs—-ls
clearly lacking in the U.S. business ity. Although busi
might ptofess belief in challengmg the smus quo or in emphasmng social and
moral ions in their deci to these values

persists in many sectors of corporate Amenca (see Wood, 1994). Certainly, great
differences between industries are evident in this regard (Baucus and Near, 1991).
Differences ding to i age and size, availability, geo-
graphic location, umon representation, demographics, and level in the corporate
hierarchy can also be observed (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1992; Schlesinger, et al.
1992; Trevino, 1990; Victor and Cullen, 1988; Wood, 1994). Such variation in
values poses a significant obstacle to the successful diffusion of moral imagina-
tion throughout the business field.

Process Components. Incompatibility in core values is also reflected in the
process components of the diffusion phase. Here too, barriers to moral imagina-
tion appear to exist. As a function of the difference criteria noted above, potential
adopters may not, for instance, perceive their own slmllannes to introduction

agents. Moreover, they may also reject decisi ion for theoreti

ca.l leasons Although growing numbe:s of Amzncan busmess leaders genuinely
pts such as employ p cultural flexibility, stake-

holder ibility, invol or internal ethics lmnauves, a

substantial contingent remams loyal to the iti principles of i

al ic/pri sector ind d

demand-side accmmtabxhty and so fnnh (see Post, 1996; Wlllnmson, 1985;
Wood, 1994). Because of such theoretical dlfferenoes. powntml adopters may
also fail to ize the useful of either king norms
or focusing on social and moral considerations. Therefore, this analysis predicts
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diffusion of moral imagination throughout the American business community to
be problematic.

Evaluation Phase

‘While a similar duahty might be expected in the evaluation phase, here the prog-
nosis for moral imagi appears more ising. The central question in this
phase is whether or not new meet envil d ds better than
past arrangements. In this case, both context and process analyses predict a gener-
ally f luation of moral imagination in business decision-making.

Cmnat Recall that the essential political condition for positive evaluation of
new i is the exi of alliances among introduction
agents. With regard to concern for social and moral considerations in business
decision-making, this condmon is ccnunly in place. The Conference Board, the

Ethics Officers A for Social Responsibility and related

groups all claim membership from among America’s top colpomwns Altlwngh
ly not all corp leaders partici in such i the

of a strong contingent of like- mmded executives reduoes the pmbablhty that their

objectives will be easlly d d by with g views.

me a techni ive, have observed that dm-mg periods of

hen an izati field is experiencing change on a number of

levels—positive ion of new by both leaders and adopters, is

more likely than during stable periods when the ﬁeld is lcss primed for i innova-
uon (see Schlesmget, et n.l 1992) E gl new tech

lations and the

away from manufacturing toward a semoe economy in the U.S. are clear indica-
tions of a dynamic business scene. New strategles for organizational
pmblem-solvmg—snch as moral imagi 1d fore be d to
receive positive evaluations due to the obvious environmental demand for new
decision-making strategies in business overall.

In the cultural domain, researchers have observed new institutional arrange-
ments evaluated more positively in social systems that value innovation in general
than in those bound to tradition (North, 1990). Certainly, the United States has
been characlenzed thronghout its history as an innovation-oriented society and
business strength (Adler, 1991;
Hofstede, 1980 Kanter, 1995 Kotterandl-leskett, 1992) These observations sug-
gest that new hes to i ng- h as those that
challenge ex:shng decision-making norms or consider non-econom:c issues as
relevant be 1 mote positively by
uUs. ives than by in highly tradition-bound

Process Components. From a process perspective, a positive evaluation of
moral imagination by the business community appears less certain. Despite gen-
erally high confidence among potenl.wl adopnets in the well-respected companies

that promote such decisi g , adopter di ion with exist-
ing decisi "lng h ther imp criterion for positive
i i While in i ies strongly affected by

ord i clmnge are likely to be dissatisfied with




MORAL IMAGINATION 15

traditional problem-solving i in less i ies may
be relatively content with the status quo, particularly with the standard formula
of excluding social or moral concerns from the business decision-making equa-
tion (see Baucus and Near, 1991). On the other hand, when these managers
function in their role as consumers guarding their family’s welfare, a strong
enough level of dissatisfaction might emerge that could translate into the organi-

zational setting and the positive ion of moral imagination as a
problem-solving innovation.
The final process factor involved in the ion phase is introd

agents’ belief in the long-term value of the new arrangements. The vocal support
of many corporate leaders for the concepts implicit in moral imagination sug-
gests that such belief may indeed exist, as does the apparent acceptance by these
leaders of a certain compatibility between ethical and economic objectives (see
Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992). However, do these
appearances truly reflect reality?

Lingering inconsistency between rhetoric and action has been documented as
a central obstacle to developing an enduring business ethic for American enter-
prise (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1992; Trevino, 1990). It thus presents a significant
barrier to positive evaluation of any ethics-related innovations, including appli-
cation of moral imagination in organizational decision-making. Therefore, the

probability that bers of adopting firms would positively evaluate innova-
tmn.s such as morml imagination would depend largely on the behavioral
of in firms i ing the ive research

on moral conduct in business over the last three decades has repeatedly demon-
strated that in order for employees to accept ethics-related initiatives, espoused
belief must be reflected in formal i policies and d and—
most importantly—in the actions of top management. In the absence of such
consistency, researchers have found that ethics initiatives are almost certain to
fail (see Andrews, 1989; Arlow and Ulrich, 1988; Baumhart, 1961; Brenner and
Molander, 1977; Clinard, 1983; Clinard and Yeager, 1980; Vidaver-Cohen, 1992;
Moore, 1992; Paine, 1994; Passas, 1990; Trevino, 1990).

Adoption Phase

The final phase of the IDEA framework seeks to answer the central question
in institutional lnnovauon analysis: “Is this just a fad?” Answermg thls quesuon

Tequires whedwr the fu 1 of moral i
hall existing deci: king norms and considering social and moral
of ial acti likely to become entrenched characteris-
tics of A ican busi decisi king. Again, the is appears mixed.

Context Components. On a political level the IDEA framework suggests that
adoption of new arrangements is likely to proceed successfully when an innova-
tion facilitates objectives of powerholders in the field (DiMaggio, 1988;
Fligstein, 1990). Theoretically one could argue—as many business scholars have
done—dm. over the long t&rm American companies would clearly benefit from

g i that promote challenge to existing
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norms, as well as consideration of social and moral concerns. Such an approach
would, in theory, enable them to compete more effectively in the global market-
place, to earn the trust of stakeholders, to be more responsive to changing
environmental demands, and so forth (see Etzioni, 1988; Jones, 1995; Kanter,
1995; Kuhn and Shriver, 1991). However, proving these theories requires
research over time. And in the short range, it may be unclear to leaders in many
US. i ies that such a ive would indeed serve their interests (see
Wood, 1994).

The success of the adoption phase in the case of moral imagination will there-
fore depend on whether a majority of America’s leading companies can accept a
long-term point of view. Although such perspectives are being promoted by top
executives and organizational scholars, as well as in leading U.S. business
schools, they clash with the reality of short-term performance measurement on
which much of the U.S. economy is based (see Etzioni, 1988; Wood, 1994).
Unless these measures change, the ption of moral imagis prac-
tices appears tenuous.

This assessment leads directly to an analysis of the cultural component of the

e phase. As other have observed, field-wide adoption of new
msllu.ltloml arrangements is more likely to occur when the assumptions unphcn
in these with other fi
in the field (see Gioa, 1992; Scott, 1994a). In the case of moral i lmagmamm a rel-
atively good fit is evident with the notion of challenging existing decisi
norms, as well as with the importance of innovation in the history of Amencan
business. Although some managers always resxst the idea of innovation, pamcu-
larly in more analysis of in this
country shows the most sm:cessful firms willing to take intelligent risks
(Schlesinger, et al., 1992).

However, the idea of considering social and moral implications of managerial
actions clearly conflicts with the classic notion of limiting business responsibility
to wealth creation (see Friedman, 1962) Although this concept of responsibility is

hat in such are
deeply entrenched in the Amencan capitalist system and have articulate propo-
nents among managers and scholars alike. Moreover, the traditional model of
business responsibility is accompanied by a history, in the U.S., of elevated social
status for business professionals (Wood, 1994). Together these factors pose for-
midable obstacles for any change that would threaten the status quo.

On the technical level, researchers have found that certain types of collective

action or envi 1 shock can seri disrupt the process of adopting new
institutional (epp 1991). In the case of moral imagination,
such disruption is already occurring in the form of concerted congressional efforts
to abolish governmental ethics committees and to roll back pamfully acqmred
ecological, civil rights, and p safety laws (G 1995;
1996; Nussbaum, 1995). Moreover, shock to the business system as a function of
social, economic, or political factors can take place at any time and can cause an
abrupt halt to the adoption of any to izati prob-
lem-solving, particularly those that have only tentative support.
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Process Comp Finally, ion of moral imagination in American
firms depends i on effective leader adopter hlstory of
ion, and leader/ad .

(see Nonh 1990 Schlesmger etal, 1992; S\rang and Meyer, 1994)

Within their own companies, field leadexs must effectively enforce new prac-
tices and p that d to chall existing norms
and to cmlslder the social and moral 1mpllcauons of their actions. These could
include, on a formal level:

(a) Focusing corporate strategy toward i ion of multiple
interests as well as long-term rather than short-term goals, (b) Training in social
role-taking, ethical decision-making and conflict resolution, (c) Implementing
incentive systems to reward morally imaginative decisions, (d) Providing ade-
quate task and social support for meeting managerial expectations, and (e)
Imposing unequivocal sanctions for failing to do so (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1995a;
Trevino, 1990). There is evidence that such changes are occurring in the compa-
nies mentioned earlier (see Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Paine,
1994). Moreover, documentation of these efforts by business scholars and the
popular press encourages other firms to initiate similar pracuccs

Because American firms di an historical recep to d
making innovation, promise exists for the adoption of moral imagination in
organizational problem-solving. However, as noted above, many firms have
shown less receptiveness to considering social and moral issues than to other
types of innovation.

In terms of pi ip for i ing moral imagination into
izational probl lving, collaboration definitely exists between larger
and smaller firms in iations such as i for Social Responsibility, the

Conference Board and the Ethics Officers Association. Partnerships are also
evolving between corporations and business schools to establish new education-
al requirements, and between business and community groups to address social
problems from homelessness to crime control (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1995b;
Forlani, 1994; Hanson, 1992; Kanter, 1995; Post, 1996; Post and Waddock,
1989; Waddock and Boyle, 1994, 1995). The long-term success of these partner-
ships will be crucial to whether or not moral imagination will ultimately be
adopted into the decision-making patterns of American business executives.

Viability of Moral Imagination as an Institutional I
In applying the i ion analysis fi k thus far, I have tried to illumi-
nate some key bndges and barriers managers might encmmm' when trying to
moral i into probl g. The analysis
28 that alth igni t les to such efforts exlst these can be
by genuine i to the concept among leaders of Amenca s

top as well as by effe of 1 prac-
tices and procedures to convey this commitment. To conclude the analysis I take
a closer look at the fit between moral imagination and some central institutional
characteristics of the American corporation. Summarizing again the key stages of
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moral imagination in managerinl decisi aking, they are: (a) Becoming aware
of the social, economic, organizational or personal factors that affect perception
of a business problem, and undersmdmg how lhcse mlght conflict, (b)
Reframing the problem from various persp to

impact of different i and (c) Developi 1l ives to solve thc prob-
lem that can be morally justified by others outside the firm.

Cognitive Charmmucs Recall from the preceding discussion that an insti-
tution’s cogniti istics include rep i rulcs— “taken for
granted assumptions that provide a framework for everyday routines™ (Scott,
1994b, p. 81), and constitutive rules that “define the nature of actors and their
capacity for action” (Scou, 1994&. p. 61)

Do the i

ve rules ck izing moral imagina-

tion fit with those that typlcally characterize American business? In terms of
representational rules, at this point, the answer is: Yes and no.

lt is, by now, taken for gtamed in successful U.S. cotpormons and among

that 1 survival depends on mcogmnng the mul-

. ng. C that

uple non-economic factors that nffect P

refuse to this find 1 slrngglmg to remain
viable in today’s economy (see Kanter, 1995; Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Kuhn
and Shriver, 1991; Post, 1996). Moreover, it is also taken for granted in business
circles that classic models of bumucunc management may not offer the most

functional approach in today’s d and business
Instead,avanety of decisi king approach styles md orga-
o the s
etal. 1992). The idea of looking at otgmmuonal problems from mnlnple stake-
holder p is also in the Ameril bnsmess scene,
oh ical impl ion of this h remains p

(Domlds(m and Preston, 1995).

Not at all taken-for-granted, however, is the notion that solutions to business
problems must be morally justifiable to others outside the firm. Decision-makers
may be willing, for instance, to consider various perspectives in the problem-solv-
ing process, but few accept a moral duty to serve any interests other than those of
owners or mnnngement (Freeman and Gilbert, 1988)

The rules moral i i , fit more
closely with existing business scripts. Implicit in the idea of moral imagination
is flexibility—the importance of being able to step outside one’s formal role in
order to evaluate a problem and develop solutions (Werhane, 1994). Cemmly,

the nouon of breaki ies has become in
i In many companit mp at all levels are invited to

in decision-making and ionally assume an
role to assess practices and p du hile, job rotation, ﬂex-ume and

job sharing are hecommg the norm rather than the exception in many firms (see
Kanter, 1995; Schlesmget, et al. 1992). New positions are also being formed to
address non-economic concerns: Ethics officers, ombudsmen, ethics commit-
tees, task forces, and so foﬂh (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1992; Trevino, 1990).

, American are responding to issues of diversity
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and globalization by impl i ltural to pro-
mote i 1 und ing and age cultural ﬂexnlnhty (Adler,
1991). Althongh certain industries and organizations would clearly be less
inclined to redefine role requirements than others, the concept of flexibility in
roles and duties has, by this point, come to be generally accepted in the
American business scene,

Normative Characteristics. Recall that normative characteristics encm'npass

i i! ipulating soci p ions for ior, and

ment p du i i and reward (Scott, 1994a,
p- 65) In thc lwrmanve, as in the cognmve arena, a pamnl fit is evident between
moral i the istics of Ameri

business overall.

Beginning with an analysis of ive rules, key exp bedded in
the concept of moral imagination appear to be: (a) Business decision-makers
shouldmmptm d the various infl on their behavior and should
try to exarnme how ﬂ'lese lmgh! conﬂ:ct, (b) In order to select the best solutions
to i kers should reframe these problems from
the perspecuves of a.ll those who might be affected by the decision, and (c)
should be morally justified to others out-

side the ﬁrm.

A reasonable degree of fit with standard expectations for business conduct
occurs along the (a) and (b) dimensions, although clearly this fit depends once
‘more upon the speclﬁc orgmxzauon or mdlmry Through the way executives in
leading manage goal-setting pmnces smu:ture
reward systems, and allocate they convey exp that d
makers should focus on the means of solvmg problems, as well as on the ends
(see Vidaver-Cohen, 1995a). Mi
to und d their own motivati and value conflicts when makmg declsmns
as well as to look at organizational problems from multiple stakeholder and cul-
tural perspectives (see Adler, 1991; Freeman and Gilbert, 1988; Kanter, 1995;
Kotter and Heskett, 1992). However, a lack of fit can be observed along the (c)
di ion. Although idering the social and moral consequences of manage-
rial decisions has become an accepted practice in many leading firms, most
executives hesitate when it comes to demanding that decision-makers morally
justify their choices from all perspecnves mvnlved (see Wood, 1994).

In terms of an fit can also be observed.
‘While no direct cnforcemems are specified i in the moral lmagmauon concept it
is clear that in order to i moral i into
solving practices, executives would have to develop lmambiguous gmdelmes.
policies, and support to to chall exist-
ing decision-making norms and consider the social and moral unphcauons of
their actions. Public pressure, the growl.h of govemmental ovemght agencies and

the advent of the 1991 Federal S for ions have, to
some degree, d the latt i Amcnca s larger firms to per-
form ethics audits, impk ethics ed develop conduct

codes, hire ombudsmen and instigate whistle-! blower hotlines (see Paine, 1994).
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However, in many cases is weak and i i Ethics officers
have no real power or status in the firm, el.hlcs educauon programs are superﬁ-
cial, conduct codes are vague or poorly di:
allied with management, or whistle-blower hotlines lack conﬁdennahty (see
Vidaver-Cohen, 1992; Tnevmo 1990). Such inconsistency may deal a terminal
blow to the s\woess of 1 efforts to g moral i ion in busi-
ness decisi M ', recent 1 to reduce
legislative control over bnsmcss amvny may dlsnlpt much of the progress that
has already occurred.

Summary

To summarize the main points presented above: The analysis indicates rea-
sonable potential for moral imagination to become institutionalized into the
everyday practice of manageria.l decision-making. A re-orientation to organiza-
tional problem- solvmg |s oocumng in many leading U.S. firms, mdwanng

promise for the ion and posmve i of such an inno-
vation. M , the cognitive and h ics of moral
imagination o with L - P

opments in the practice of management. " B
However, significant obstacles remain toward the successful dnﬂ'usuon and

adoption of these ideas. Rel to existing decisi 1g norms
and uncertainty about the value of consxdr.nng non-economw concerns is reﬂect-
ed in resi: to these P the A business
Many ives reject the i 1mp11clt in moral imagination, and even
among those who accept these ideas, many more refuse o 1mp1emcnt the
enfomements necessary for these to become i bedded.
By di ion to the itutional factors that facilitate or inhibit
efforts to i moral i ion into izational problem solving, I have
tried to offer a model for to and h d with

ing these difficulties. The pessimist would deem their success unlikely. The
optimist would say it can be done.

Implications of the Institutional Persp

The ing analysis several implications for
tional change and for business ethics them'y and research. The msuwuonal
pective, with its hasis on historical context, can mswersomelmportam
queslwns about the evolution of a ﬁrm S i ip to its
issue often lected by both and demics when add:
ethics-related concerns. By doing so, the institutional perspective can advance
both the theory and practice of management.

Implications for Managing Change

M to 18 ethlcal business practices through trans-
forming orgamzauonal policies and p: frequent obstacles in
their efforts (see Vidaver-Cohen, 1992‘ Trevino, 1990). While clearly some of
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these obstacles occur at the indivi  or izati level 1 dxs-
agreement with change bjecti or di d by

values and pncuces m the firm—I argue here that msumuona.l factors are often
at the root of both i 1 and Therefore, success-
fully i ional change i a clear undi of

institutional factors and their effects. By combining the four-phase model of insti-
tutional innovation with an analysis of existing institutional arrangements
characterizing the field of the target firm, the analytical framework proposed in
this essay can be used by change agents to gain such understanding.

The framework can also assist orgamunonxl change efforts in other ways.
First, it can help assess the i of a firm’s readi-
ness for change apart from other contextual factors that might affect the
transformation process. Second, it can focus attention toward the specific condi-
tions that would either facilitate or discourage the deslred change. Third, it can be
used by managers to interpret the of p ion efforts,
and to justify the form and structure of future change. Such information can con-
tribute in an important way to accurate organizational diagnosis and hence, to
appropriate and effective intervention.

Implications for Business Ethics Theory and Research

In addition to facilitating i 1 fi ion efforts, institutional
analysis also suggests interesting directions for business ethics theory and
research. The field of business ethics has progressively evolved from exclusive
focus on the individual, to ideration of how factors affect moral
conduct in the firm, to a growing understanding of how individual and contextu-
al vanables interact (Frederick, 1992). Examining these issues from an

persp can add additi richness t.o future research by ﬁlhng
in certain th ical gaps ing the i p between the i
and its environment.
‘While this essay focuses on the i ip between instituti context and

moral imagination in organizational problem-solving, the analytical framework
mtroduced here can be applied to explore other areas of concern to business ethics

: how busil relates to g local ity and other organi-
zauons, how firms define their obligations to ! and other
how busil values and practis vary between industries, nations,

and so forth. In each instance, msnumonal factors contribute to the evolution of
distinct values and norms, and in each case, a comprehensive picture of the situ-
ation would benefit greatly from understanding the institutional context in which
that situation has developed over time.

An institutional perspective can also be used to frame research questions and
theory about why indivi apply di moral in diffe con-
texts; why, in certain industries, methods of handling moral concerns are
particularly resistant to change; why certain types of organizational interventions
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to encourage ethical practices achieve only limited success, etc. Furthermore,
institutional arguments can be applied to analyze cases of corporate misconduct,
such as those cited in Patricia Werhane s address, as well as to examine mslances

of morally y business b ior. In fact, since embedded norms,
values and implicit undclsmndmgs are so central to the study of business ethics,
institutional analysis can enhance our und ding of virtually all

central issues in the field.
Conclusion

In this essay I have anempted to answer one aspect of the qucsnon How can

organizations promote moral imagi m tlxe ion-making

? A hing the question from an i ive, I have dis-

cussed how key institutional factors might afféct mmgenal efforts to integrate

moral imagination into organizational problem-solving and have suggested an

analytical framework with which to guide theory development, research and man-
aging organizational change related to these concerns.

I have chosen to focus on the institutional bridges and barriers to such an effort
rathef dmn on individual and organizational factors, since these have been

ively in the business ethics and criminological lit-
eratures (see Brief, ct al., 1995; Clinard, 1983; Clinard and Yeager, 1980; Passas,
1988, 1990; Trevino, 1986, 1990; Trevino and McCabe, 1994; Trevino and Victor,
1992; Trevino and Youngblood, 1990; Vaughan, 1983; Vidaver-Cohen, 1992,
1993, 1995a, 1995¢). M few di ic tools for institutional analysis
have been systematically applied to either assess an organization’s readiness for
change in the moral domain, or to explain and predict organizational behavior in
this area.

Needlessmsay, despite ble institutional diti for introd
moral i ion or any other decisi king intervention, individuals or orga-
nizational systems that resist transformation can undermine the entire effort (see
Vidaver-Cohen, 1995a; Trevino, 1990). The infinite vanety of such rcsxstance and

the “messy reahtles of B izational life ¢

when ipting to apply an institutionally-focused di i model such as that
proposed here. However, I would argue that individual n.nd o:gamuuonnl obsta-
cles to change can be more easily than i And

can illuminate additional sources of individ-

ual or organizational resistance.

‘Werhane maintains that “most institutions...are not without moral sensibilities
or values. Rather they lack a sense of the variety of possibilities and moral con-
sequences of their decisions, the ability to imagine a wide range of possible
issues, und i (1994 PP 2-3). Through the analysis pre-
sented in this ing the i ional context of moral imagination—I
have tried to shed some light on this problem and how it might be addressed.
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