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Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment as Reflected in Entrepreneurs’ Responses to Feedback 

by  

Clifford Guin Hurst 

Abstract 

An entrepreneur’s judgment is perhaps the most important asset that a start-up company has. 

It is scrutinized by investors; it is relied upon by team members; it is tested in the 

marketplace by early customers. As important as entrepreneurial judgment is, it is a difficult 

characteristic for others to discern and to evaluate. The purpose of this research project is to 

bring greater insight and clarity to the process of evaluating the judgment capacities of 

entrepreneurs during this critical stage of the founding of their companies. This project 

applies the theory of formal axiology as a lens for studying entrepreneurial judgment and 

decision-making by analyzing how entrepreneurs receive and respond to feedback. 

  Judgment is more than a purely rational process. It involves metacognition, or what 

Schön (1983/1991, 1987) called reflection-in-action. Rather than treating the emotional and 

heuristic components of decision-making as deficient variations of rationality, the concepts 

of metacognition, reflection-in-action, and formal axiology posit that judgment is a higher-

order task than is purely rational thinking. An assessment tool known as the Hartman Value 

Profile (HVP) provides a way to measure the multi-faceted nature of judgment axiologically. 

 The current project makes use of the HVP in conjunction with qualitative interviews 

though a method known as axiological hermeneutics to shed new light on contemporary 

research into entrepreneurial cognition, with special focus on discerning the value structures 
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that entrepreneurs must possess in order  to receive and respond effectively to feedback in 

ambiguous situations.  

Keywords: Entrepreneurship, cognition, metacognitive strategies, formal axiology, judgment 

and decision-making, feedback, Hartman Value Profile. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 Where do new jobs come from? That question is on the minds of politicians, policy 

analysts, employers, academic researchers, and job seekers alike. The answer is not at all 

obvious. New jobs will not come from expansion of today’s largest companies. Nor will they 

come from the public sector. They will not come from increased start-ups of small 

businesses. Rather, new jobs will come from those particular start-up companies that have 

potential for rapid growth in revenue and numbers of employees. These types of start-ups are 

referred to by the Kauffman Foundation as “gazelles” and it is gazelles that “are the most 

fruitful source of new jobs and offer the economy’s best hope for recovery” (Stangler, 2010, 

p.2). Entrepreneurs who are intent on founding the next generation of potential gazelles are 

the subject of this research project.  

 Starting a business is risky. Half of new business start-ups fail within 5 years 

(Stangler & Litan, 2009). Starting a business that can scale to rapid growth and an eventual 

sale or Initial Public Offering (IPO) is riskier still. Chasing this particular brass ring is not for 

the faint-hearted.  

 Entrepreneurs swim in a sea of uncertainty and ambiguity. They must solicit and 

respond to feedback from the marketplace about nascent ideas and minimally viable products 

(Blank, 2007). They must respond to sometimes conflicting feedback that is proffered by co-

founders and newly formed teams of employees as well as from assorted advisors, mentors, 

consultants, attorneys, accountants, and potential investors.  
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 Potential investors subject entrepreneurs’ judgment to the most intense scrutiny of 

any of these sources of feedback. There is good reason why they do; they are the ones willing 

to put from hundreds of thousands to tens of millions of dollars at risk.  

 Investors fill a vital role in entrepreneurial success. Founders of potential gazelles are 

faced with many pressures, not the least of which is cash flow. The faster a start-up grows, 

the faster it consumes cash. It’s called the burn rate. Therefore, securing the funds needed to 

support rapid growth is of major importance to these entrepreneurs.  For companies with 

potential for rapid growth, the financing of such growth is often provided by other people’s 

money. Banks won’t lend enough to cover the risk and the cash consumption of fast-growing 

start-ups. So, funding for gazelles frequently comes from angel investors (angels) and 

venture capitalists (VCs) who specialize in investing early-stage capital in start-up 

companies. 

 In return for the risks they take, investors expect to achieve extraordinary rates of 

return from the businesses in which they invest. Those who invest in first-round funding 

generally expect the potential for returns on the order of 10x their initial investment when 

they exit the deal. They know that they will have some hits and some misses. Like the 

baseball slugger who always swings for a homerun, they expect to strike out a number of 

times. In fact, it is typical that, for every 10 companies that early-stage investors invest in, 

they expect to lose their entire investment in 4 of those, to break even on another 4, and to 

earn such a monumental return on the remaining 2 that, with those alone, they are able to 

generate a return on the overall investment fund in the range of 35% or higher (Berkerey, 

2008).  It is clear that, together, entrepreneurs and their early-stage investors play a high-risk, 

high-rewards game. 
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 To reduce their risks as much as possible, investors scrutinize every aspect of the 

business opportunities that are presented to them. In a given year, an investor may look at 

300 opportunities and select only 1 or 2 in which to invest. Potential investors assess the 

business plan, the technology, the market potential, the financial projections, the intellectual 

property, and most important, the skills, experience, and judgment of the 

entrepreneur/founder of the company and of its core management team. And they do it 

quickly. With so much at stake, at such high risk, with so many moving parts happening so 

fast, each of these variables related to new venture success invites further research. I aim to 

advance the research, already begun, into one aspect of all of this—entrepreneurial judgment. 

Specifically, in the current project, I have done this by exploring how entrepreneurs’ 

judgment is reflected in the ways that they receive and respond to feedback.  

The Role of Judgment 

 Entrepreneurs exercise judgment in all aspects of their work—when making 

decisions, forging networks, hiring employees, developing products, and so on. This study 

will examine these issues indirectly by looking at entrepreneurs’ judgment as manifested in 

the ways they receive and respond to feedback. Feedback comes to them from three primary 

sources: customers, team members, and investors. Each of these sources of feedback is 

essential to entrepreneurial success. The criteria commonly used by investors to size-up an 

investment opportunity provide a good starting point to determine which aspects of judgment 

are of most importance to entrepreneurial success. Investors often mention three aspects of a 

business that they focus on when evaluating whether to invest in a start-up: the product, the 

market, and the founding team (Silicon Valley Association of Start-Up Entrepreneurs 

(SVASE), 2011; Berkerey, 2008).  Although there are many unknowns in each of these three 
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aspects of the business, the biggest unknown—and the hardest to form an evaluation of—is 

the judgment of the entrepreneur and his or her core management team. Yet, given the 

unpredictability of new business formation, and given that the management team may not be 

in place at the time initial funding is sought, the founder’s own judgment is perhaps the most 

important asset that a start-up company has. That is why the judgment of company founders 

is the focus of this research project. 

 Investors aim to evaluate accurately the judgment capacities of the company founders 

and the management teams of companies they are investing in. Yet, in practice, a person’s 

judgment is very difficult to discern. As a consequence, investors typically resort to a series 

of ersatz indicators of judgment. The most common of these are 

1. Have you done this before? If so, the expectation is that by having been on this 

journey before, a company founder has developed good entrepreneurial judgment 

already. 

2. Who do I know who knows you well enough to vouch for you? Such is the power of 

referrals. 

3. Can I recognize in you those same characteristics of success that I have seen before? 

This is called pattern recognition. That is, are there things about this entrepreneur, 

such as education, age, work experience, track record, market niche, and presentation 

style that match those of entrepreneurs in whose businesses investors have 

successfully invested before?  

 It takes only brief reflection to recognize the pitfalls of over-reliance upon these three 

indicators. If every investor invested only in those who had done it before, then eventually 
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new businesses would cease to exist. Besides, the successes of so many first-time 

entrepreneurs whose companies have today become household names hint at the fortunes that 

would have been missed if investors funded only serial entrepreneurs. Without investors’ 

confidence in first-time entrepreneurs, we would not have Microsoft, Apple, Dell, Netflix, or 

Facebook today. The second of the above criteria, which revolves around the power of 

referrals, creates a bias in favor of those entrepreneurs who, by circumstance of birth, 

charisma, or education, are well connected. One needs only to recall the rise and fall of 

Bernie Madoff to understand the fallibility of over-reliance upon referrals. The third 

criterion, reliance upon pattern recognition, too, perpetuates an unwarranted bias in funding 

decisions that works to the disadvantage of women and ethnic minorities (Padnos, 2010). The 

continued high failure rate of funded start-ups and the overall poor performance of venture 

funds during the past 10 years may be the result, in part, of shortcomings inherent in these 

three commonly used approaches to discerning entrepreneurial judgment. There must be a 

better way.  

 Given the importance of judgment as a key ingredient in the success of new ventures, 

the over-arching goal of my research is to discern a better way for entrepreneurs, their team 

members, and their potential investors to recognize, strengthen, and develop the judgment 

capacities of company founders so that fast-growth start-ups succeed more often. 

Entrepreneurship as a Field of Scholarly Interest 

The study of entrepreneurship is an exciting field of research because entrepreneurs 

operate in a fishbowl for the study of judgment and decision-making. Entrepreneurs must 

function in unusually ambiguous situations, receiving feedback from multiple sources, where 
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strong cultures of normative behavior do not yet exist; they often must make decisions fast, 

with little time for reflection; they make decisions with maximum freedom from external 

control, often with little or no advice from others. Entrepreneurs generally have more at stake 

with every decision they make than do non-entrepreneurial managers, both in terms of self-

image and personal financial well-being. For these reasons, an increasing number of studies 

of entrepreneurial judgment and decision-making have been undertaken since the 1990s. 

Even so, research in the field remains relatively embryonic (Harris, Sapienza, & Bowie, 

2009).  

So far, three conceptual models have dominated the study of entrepreneurial 

judgment and decision-making. Early researchers, starting with McClelland (1961), focused 

on attempts to identify personality traits that distinguish entrepreneurs from others. To date, 

very little evidence has been found to support the hypothesis that entrepreneurs possess a 

distinct set of traits that are not commonly found in others (Baron, 1998); nonetheless, efforts 

continue (Markman & Baron, 2003).   

 A second area of researchers’ interest deals with the structural factors that enable 

entrepreneurship to flourish. What sort of legal and regulatory infrastructure supports the 

creation of new ventures? What taxation policies stimulate the founding of new businesses? 

What intellectual property laws best encourage investment in new technologies? What 

educational resources promote the incubation of new businesses? These structural elements 

of entrepreneurship have been of keen interest to researchers in economics and public policy 

and to organizations such as the Kauffman Foundation. They are beyond the scope of this 

research project.  
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 The third trend in this field is the most recent of the three. It involves the application 

of another nascent field—cognitive research—to the study of entrepreneurship (Haynie, 

Shepherd, Mosakowski, & Earley, 2010).   The study of entrepreneurial cognition is the most 

promising approach to date for figuring out what makes entrepreneurs “tick.” Cognition 

refers to a person’s thought processes. And those thought processes are revealed, in part, by 

the ways in which a person receives and responds to feedback. Whereas traits are fixed, 

cognitions are malleable. They are habits of mind. They can be developed.  This is good 

news for those wanting to improve the odds of entrepreneurial success. 

Formal Axiology Applied to Entrepreneurship 

 A philosophical theory known as formal axiology (Hartman, 1967, 2002) shares 

much in common with concepts of metacognition. Formal axiology is a metavaluational 

theory. Whereas cognition refers to how a person thinks and metacognition refers to 

reflection about one’s own thinking, valuation refers to how a person makes value judgments 

and metavaluation refers to reflection about one’s valuing. Valuing forms a vital link 

between knowing and doing. Humans make value judgments every time we decide what to 

do, based on what we know. This is why judgment is so vital to entrepreneurial success. 

 The term axiology derives from two Greek words, axia meaning “value” and logos 

meaning “reason” or “logic.” Hence, axiology refers, in general, to the study of the logic of 

values and valuation. Formal axiology is so named because it is a deductive theory built upon 

formal axioms. 

  Formal axiology can provide an intriguingly different conceptual framework and a 

fresh vocabulary by which to study entrepreneurial judgment and decision making. That’s a 
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large claim for a little-known theory. So, I offer here five reasons in support of this 

proposition: 

1. Being a meta-valuational theory, formal axiology reveals different insights about a 

person’s judgment capacities than do more widely known value theories which have 

been popularized since the 1970s, such as the one developed  by Rokeach (1972, 

1973; Hurst, 2009). Rokeach defines values as “preferences” and his assessment 

instrument focuses attention on what a person values; not, as does formal axiology, 

on how that person goes about making value judgments. Formal axiology is different 

in that it is a theory about the structure of human values and valuation; it is not about 

any particular values themselves.  

2. Being a metavaluational theory, formal axiology has much in common with recent 

research into entrepreneurs’ metacognitive capacities (Haynie, et al., 2010) and can 

augment research currently being undertaken in this domain. 

3. Rather than treating the emotional and heuristic components of decision-making as 

deficient variants of rationality, formal axiology posits that judgment is a higher-order 

task than is purely rational thinking (Byrum, n.d.).  In this regard, formal axiology is 

in agreement with some—though certainly not all—recent thinking about the scope of 

metacognition (Papaleontiou-Louca, 2008) and recent research into the neuroscience 

of metacognition (Moll, Oliveira-Souza, & Zahn, 2009). It also fits with Schön’s 

(1983/1991,1987) notion of reflection-in-action. 

4. An assessment tool known as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) provides a way to 

measure a respondent’s judgment capacities (Hartman, 2006). This tool has been 

subjected to numerous validation studies so that the researcher does not have to 
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develop and validate anew an instrument to use in an empirical study of 

entrepreneurial judgment.  

5. The HVP is increasingly being used by organization development consultants in the 

areas of leadership development and employee selection. It has been applied mostly 

in the context of large organizations, where the use of psychometric assessments as 

developmental and selection tools is already widely accepted. By my estimate more 

than 250,000 respondents have now taken the HVP in various computerized versions 

since its origination as a hand-scored assessment in the late 1960s. However, the HVP 

has not yet been applied systematically to the study of founders of potentially fast-

growth companies in the way that I have done here. 

 For these reasons, formal axiology offers researchers an insightful lens through which 

to study entrepreneurial judgment. When the lens of formal axiology as a theory is combined 

with the HVP as a tool to increase a person’s self-awareness it also provides the researcher an 

opportunity to observe firsthand how the research participant receives and responds to 

feedback. I anticipate that formal axiology, when applied as a means of understanding the 

valuational proclivities of entrepreneurs and as a means of articulating the basis for decisions 

made by them in practice, may shine a brighter light on the subject of entrepreneurial 

judgment and decision-making than has been shone by structuralists, trait researchers, or 

cognition researchers to date. 

If successful, this line of research can provide company founders with a guide for 

responding effectively to feedback and thereby developing their personal capacities to make 

good judgment calls. It can provide a means by which entrepreneurs can assess the judgment 

capacities of candidates for selection to their management teams. It can give entrepreneurs a 
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means to articulate the values by which they want to lead their organizations. And, it may 

provide investors with a way to improve their assessment of the judgment capacities of the 

management team of an entrepreneurial company before investing in the company. The 

current research project takes a first step in this direction. 

Chapters that Follow 

 In Chapter 2 I review the extant literature in the fields of judgment and decision-

making, of cognition and metacognition, and of inter-personal feedback, especially as they 

relate to entrepreneurship. Then, because formal axiology is little known outside of a small 

group of scholars and practitioners, in Chapter 3, I situate formal axiology within the 

literature about value theories in general and then describe the construct and scoring logic of 

the HVP assessment tool. Chapter 4 describes the methods that were used in this project to 

apply the lens of formal axiology to an investigation of entrepreneurs’ judgment as reflected 

in the ways they respond to feedback. Chapter 5 reveals the findings of my research, and 

Chapter 6 offers a discussion of those findings.  

 For the reader interested in an introduction to the logic and language of formal 

axiology, I provide that in Appendix A. Appendix B contains the Hartman Value Profile 

instructions and a copy of the assessment, itself. Various computerized versions of the HVP 

have been developed since the late 1980s. Because the terms used to define the scales of the 

HVP are peculiar to this instrument, Appendix C provides a table that translates the language 

used by the assessment into more commonly used terms.  I used in this study a computerized 

version of the HVP known as the Byrum method. The Byrum method is distinguished by its 

emphasis on the importance of interpretation of assessment results through dialogue between 
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the axiologist and the respondent/client. A method by which this can be done is known as 

axiological hermeneutics. The method of axiological hermeneutics is described in Appendix 

D.  Appendix E reveals the findings from my pilot study and the shift in emphasis which 

those findings necessitated for the dissertation. Appendix F contains the informed consent, 

research protocols, and interview questions I developed and used with the pilot study and in 

subsequent iterations of the project.   
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW OF ENTREPRENEURIAL JUDGMENT 

AND DECISION-MAKING 

The core literature on entrepreneurial judgment is situated within four broader and 

more established fields of research. They are the fields of judgment and decision-making 

(JDM), cognition and metacognition, entrepreneurship, and the study of values and value 

theory, of which formal axiology is a part. I begin this chapter by briefly reviewing the 

literature from the domains of JDM, cognition and metacognition, and of entrepreneurship. I 

then more closely review the literature specific to entrepreneurial judgment and decision-

making. I focus especially on recent trends in the study of entrepreneurship wherein 

researchers are beginning to explore the subjects of entrepreneurial cognition and 

metacognition. Since feedback also bears on this topic, I include a section in this chapter that 

situates entrepreneurs’ circumstances within the management literature about feedback in the 

workplace.  I separately review the literature on values and value theories, with an emphasis 

on formal axiology, in Chapter 3. 

JDM 

Six threads of thought characterize the literature on JDM. They are all related. They 

each shed some light on entrepreneurial judgment, but none of them fully capture this 

phenomenon. I will discuss them in the general chronological order in which they became 

popular. Although there is much overlap among them, to bring some order to the discussion I 

will address them sequentially. None of the threads, once developed, has fallen into disuse. 

Subsequent threads have simply disputed certain aspects of earlier theories and have built 

their own foundations out of those differences. 
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Rational actor theory. 

The first concept of JDM to gain popularity is one that espouses the notion of man as 

a rational actor. A rational actor, according to this theory, is someone who acts to maximize 

his own utility, or gain. This model first unfolded in economics, and it still predominates that 

field today. It boasts a long history. Roots of this theory are often traced back to Adam Smith 

[1723-1790], with his famous pin factory. It is strongly evident in the theory of scientific 

management espoused by Frederick Taylor [1856-1915]. Rational actor theory does more 

than suppose that maximizing personal gain is a rational way to act. It presupposes, rather, 

that this is the only rational way to act. Given that rationality is equated with maximizing 

one’s own gain, or utility, rational actor theory is also known as a theory of maximizing 

utility. Depending on one’s perspective towards rational actor theory, Taylor’s (1911/1998) 

fictional character of Schmidt, the “high priced” pig-iron handler, provides either an 

archetype or a caricature of this theory.  

 Rational actor theory can be applied to the personal, organizational, and societal 

level of decision-making analysis. At the organizational level, it is known as the rational 

system perspective (Scott & Davis, 2003). When applied to business, it manifests itself in the 

maxim that the sole purpose of a business is to make a profit.  Because profitability is a key 

measure of business success, it is easy to suppose at first glance that rational actor theory 

would describe the primary motive behind entrepreneurship. But it does not. Personal 

financial gain is a much-celebrated outcome of entrepreneurship when one is successful at it. 

But it is seldom the primary motive of entrepreneurs when they start their ventures. Nor is it 

a meaningful measure of success during the early stages of new venture formation and 

growth (Ries, 2011).  
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In organizational settings, rational actor theory has given rise to a number of 

mathematical tools for solving problems, and to the subdiscipline of operations research. 

Within the domain of rational actor theory, mathematical measures of maximum utility have 

come to define the normative standard of what is meant by rational action. At the societal 

level, the concept of man as a rational actor gave rise to the school of realism in international 

relations (Rogers, 1996). Adherents of realism in international relations take for granted that 

nation-states always will compete or cooperate on the basis of their own rational, and usually 

material, self-interest.  

Bounded rationality. 

Rational actor theory assumes certain conditions that other researchers now argue 

don’t hold true. First, rational actor theory assumes that decision-makers have access to all of 

the factors needed to reach a rational decision.  Second, it assumes that decision-makers will 

analyze all of the potential choices available to them before choosing the optimal solution. 

Beginning in the 1950s, Simon (Augier, 2001) challenged this presupposition and developed 

what has become known as the theory of bounded rationality. Simon is largely credited with 

bringing behavioral psychology into the study of economics—for which he was awarded the 

Nobel Prize in Economics. Simon’s thesis is that, although decision-makers strive to decide 

rationally, they cannot in fact be rational, if only because no human being possesses the 

cognitive capacity to grasp all of the information needed to act rationally. Besides, time is 

usually of the essence, and therefore decision-makers must act under conditions that limit 

their pursuit of rational options. Hence, Simon coined the phrase bounded rationality to 

describe decision-making in practice. Simon maintains that decision-makers seek not to 

maximize utility, but to “satisifice” it (March & Simon, 1993). That is, they invest the time 
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and cognitive attention needed to find the first solution among available options that satisfies 

their minimal requirements, then they stop looking any further. Bounded rationality comes 

closer to capturing the essence of entrepreneurial judgment and decision-making than does 

rational actor theory, but it too falls short of describing what entrepreneurs do when making 

decisions in the face of extreme uncertainty and doubt. Bounded rationality does, however, 

begin to provide a conceptual framework for the notion of customer development through 

bringing to market a minimally viable product (MVP) as currently advocated by Blank 

(2007) and Ries (2011). 

Game theory. 

Simon’s work also opened the door to a host of empirical studies in which researchers 

set up experiments to study the gaps that exist between rational answers to dilemmas and the 

answers that decision-makers actually come up with. They then analyzed the cognitive 

strategies that decision-makers pursued when choosing a solution. The purpose of such 

studies has been to explore violations of rational choice theory (Mellers, Schwartz, & Cooke, 

1998).  As this direction of empirical research unfolded, it was soon recognized that these 

experiments contained the elements of games. Hence, game theory was born. Game theory 

originated with vonNeumann and Morgenstern (Beach, 1997). Game theorists typically 

present a decision-maker with a probability-based problem to solve. The rational solution is 

the one that maximizes the player’s possible gain and/or minimizes his potential loss in a 

game. Seldom do people “play” these games rationally. To illustrate this point, here’s one 

example from Ariely’s (2009) popular book on the subject: 
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OK. Here’s a quiz. Suppose I offered you a choice between a free $10 

Amazon gift certificate and a $20 gift certificate for seven dollars. Think 

quickly. Which would you take? (p. 64) 

Which offer do most people take? Most take the free offer of a $10 gift certificate, 

even though they would have enjoyed a net gain of $13 if they had paid the $7 needed to 

receive the $20 certificate. The power of “free” holds a non-rational allure for most people. 

The actual experiment upon which this example is based is reported in Shampanier, Mazar, 

and Ariely (2007).  

Game theory, being based on an assumption that there exists one rational, preferred 

way to decide in a game, sheds little light on the methods of entrepreneurial judgment other 

than it paved the way for research into the role of heuristics and biases in entrepreneurial 

decision-making.  

Heuristics and biases. 

When game players, it was found, frequently fail to act in ways that maximize their 

personal gain, researchers sought explanations as to why this happens. It appears that people 

use mental shortcuts to solve dilemmas and to make decisions. These shortcuts were labeled 

as heuristics and biases by Tversky and Kahneman (1974), whose pioneering work led to yet 

another body of literature and a subdiscipline within JDM, referred to  sometimes simply as  

H&B. Tversky and Kahneman initially described three heuristics, the availability heuristic, 

the representativeness heuristic, and the anchoring and adjustment heuristic (Gilovich, 

Griffin, & Kahneman, 2002). Today, there are dozens more that have been researched and 

reported in the literature of JDM (Plous, 1993). This is currently where the action is in the 

field of JDM. Research in this area has even spurred a number of popular books on the 



17      

 

subject. In addition to Ariely’s (2009) and Plous’ (1993) already mentioned, popular trade 

books by Cialdini (1991), Myers (2002), Specter (2009), Tavris and Aronson ( 2007), and 

Gladwell (2005) are bestsellers and can readily be found on bookstore shelves. 

Most of this literature points to the shortcomings of over-reliance upon heuristics. 

Yet, in the world of business start-ups, entrepreneurs are often lauded for their acuity at using 

heuristics when they make decisions. Boldness in making decisions in the face of uncertainty 

is highly prized among business founders and investors. 

 The limitations of RATs. 

Interest in each of these variations of judgment and decision-making shows little sign 

of waning (Hammond, 2007). In fact, research into heuristics and biases is blossoming. This 

concerns me. It troubles me because it is a deficit model.  Research in this vein sees any 

deviation from the rational actor theory as a sign of limitations of human cognitive ability. 

H&B research takes for granted the same fundamental precept that forms the core of rational 

actor theory. That is, it presupposes that a rational actor (rational here being defined as 

seeking to maximize one’s own utility) is the one best model for describing how judgments 

and decisions ought to be made. In recognition of the narrow applicability of this 

presupposition, I have abbreviated rational actor theory “RAT.” Adherents of RAT accept as 

given that decision-makers always should seek the shortest route to the most cheese. H&B 

research simply aims to point out when and under what circumstances decision-makers fall 

short of that ideal. 

Several assumptions underlying rational actor theory are flawed. Consequently, a few 

researchers have begun to question the validity of rational actor theory as the starting point 
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for JDM. I will next enumerate three of those areas in which RAT is flawed and will discuss 

the implications of these flaws for the study of entrepreneurial judgment.   

The first of the three, I have already mentioned. Simon, as previously discussed, has 

challenged the fundamental assumption of RAT that decision-makers are rational actors, and 

has modified that assumption through his description of bounded rationality. 

Naturalistic decision theory. 

A second line of opposition to RAT has led to a form of naturalistic inquiry called 

naturalistic decision theory.  Naturalistic decision theorists posit that games and experiments 

over simplify the nature of decision-making. They argue that the best way to understand 

decision-making is to observe decisions being made in practice. Beach (1997) describes a 

naturalistic model that he has developed, known as image theory. A core element of image 

theory is the recognition that decision-makers do not, in practice, act like gamblers. A 

gambler makes a bet, and then passively awaits the outcome. In most cases, however, 

decision-makers remain active in implementing their decisions, frequently adjusting and 

revising those decisions based on feedback. This approach to analyzing decision-making and 

implementation is termed by Lindblom as incrementalism (Beach, 1997). Incrementalism is 

academic-speak for the sort of advice given to entrepreneurs by investors when they advise 

start-ups to launch minimally viable new products quickly, solicit customer feedback, and 

then to rapidly adapt their products and business models in response to this feedback. 

Another salient feature of image theory is central to my own research agenda. It is 

that decision-makers approach any given decision having a set of principles already in place 

in their minds. These principles include their values, morals, and ethics. These principles 



19      

 

have, in the main, accumulated over a person’s lifetime by a combination of environment, 

experience, and personal choice. And “even if these principles are difficult for the decision 

maker to articulate, they are powerful influences on his or her decisions” (Beach, 1997).  The 

presence of principles in decision-making does not produce a deficient variant of rational 

action. Rather, it recognizes a richer complex of variables that influence decision-making 

than is presupposed by RAT, game theory, or H&B. 

Cooperation and sustainability. 

A third challenge to RAT is that its fundamental premise—that  actors will always 

choose to act in ways that maximize their personal gain—has  been empirically disproven in 

a number of circumstances.  RAT simply does not correspond well with actual practice. For 

instance, behavioral researchers are finding that concepts of fairness and cooperation often 

play a large role in many people’s minds as they make decisions. Beach (1997) is emphatic 

about this: 

By and large, unbridled self-interest is uncommon; people are sensitive to the 

economic factors embodied in the games, but they impose their own standards 

of fairness and cooperation. The resulting picture is of decision makers who 

are less ruthless and less selfish than game theory assumes. (p. 116) 

 

I conclude, therefore, that if those predispositions towards cooperation and fairness 

are not fully accounted for by rational actor theory, then the theory itself does not provide an 

adequate map of reality. I further conclude that there is more going on here than simply a 

heuristic or bias, or some deficient form of rationalism. What is evidenced in these results is 

the presence of principled actions on the part of decision-makers. 
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This same source of disagreement has come to the forefront of a similar debate 

surrounding JDM, one which is playing out in a subfield of economics, the field of 

sustainability. The subfield of sustainable economics began with Gareth Hardin’s (1968) 

landmark article known as “The Tragedy of the Commons.”  In it, Hardin painted a gloomy 

picture of the inevitable consequence of self-interest at work in JDM.  

Therein is the tragedy. Each man is locked into a system that compels him to 

increase his herd without limit—in a world that is limited. Ruin is the 

destination toward which all men rush, each pursuing his own best interest in 

a society that believes in the freedom of the commons. Freedom in a commons 

brings ruin to all. (p. 1244) 

 

Subsequent studies in sustainability paint a somewhat brighter topcoat over the 

gloomy picture created by Hardin. Other researchers, including Ostrom, Walker, and Gardner 

(1992) and Dietz (2005) have demonstrated through games and through action research that 

Hardin’s dire conclusions of the consequences of RAT are not inevitable. They have found 

that altruism and cooperation are, indeed, commonly found in human behavior. As a 

consequence, they are able to cite examples of occasions where common pool resources have 

been sustained without coercion, and numerous others where combinations of cooperation 

and coercion have resulted in sustainability. 

Values 

This uncovering of principles such as fairness and cooperation paved the way in the 

field of JDM to an increased recognition of the role that values do play, or may play, in 

human judgment and decision-making. Many economists and psychologists have been 

reluctant to “go there” but some researchers, such as Beach (1997) are beginning to explore 
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the role of values in JDM. This is a direction which I applaud, and is also a direction which 

leads directly towards my own research interests.  

Of the scholars I’ve come across who write about values in the mainstream journals 

of judgment and decision-making, none address the matter from an understanding of the 

structure of values in the way that formal axiologists do. Some authors, including Siltaoja 

(2009) conceptualize values as preferences and as priorities within those preferences, 

following the descriptions of values set forth by Rokeach (1972, 1973) and Hall (2000). Roca 

(2008) and Dunham (2010) argue for the concept of “wise action” as the basis for decision-

making, based on the Aristotelian concept of practical wisdom. Hammond (2007) refers to 

his emphasis on both coherence and correspondence as providing the foundation for wisdom 

or wise action in JDM. Gioia (1992) comes closest to sounding like a formal axiologist in his 

first-person description of the role that cognitive structures and scripts play in framing the 

way a person makes decisions.  Given these recent developments, the field of JDM is ripe for 

research into the role that value structures play in the decisions that people make.  

One Limitation of this Review 

So far in this review of the literature, I have focused on the role of individuals in 

decision-making.  Even so, it is important to acknowledge that much of what has been 

written about JDM is found in the literature of organizational studies and deals with decision-

making by groups. Some of the JDM models assume that organizations make decisions. 

Walsh (1995) quotes Durkheim as one example. Others hold that individuals always make 

decisions, but that the way they make them is affected by the structure of the organizations in 

which they act (Gilovich, Griffin, & Kahneman, 2002).  Factors such as organizational 
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culture, organizational structures, peer pressure, the tendency towards groupthink, and the 

social desirability bias, all influence how decisions get made in organizations. 

 Much of the study of JDM in organizations focuses on rules, policies, and other 

guiding principles that are part and parcel of organizational life (March & Simon, 1993). I 

have not dwelt upon that part of the literature of JDM for the following reason. I anticipate 

that much of the research around the influences on decision-making in organizations, such as 

policies, the availability heuristic, and so forth, do not apply as strongly to start-up 

companies as they do in established organizations. This is because entrepreneurial firms are 

by definition, operating in contexts that have few rules to guide them.  And, because they are 

so new, their corporate cultures are not yet firmly set.  

Entrepreneurial Judgment and Decision-Making 

 With this overview of the literature on JDM in mind, I will now look at JDM as it 

relates in particular to the field of entrepreneurship. When reviewing the general literature of 

JDM, I outlined six lines of inquiry that have been prevalent in the field.  The lines of inquiry 

are fewer when it comes to entrepreneurial judgment. This is for several reasons. First, no 

one presupposes that entrepreneurs act rationally. The odds of success are so stacked against 

new ventures that no one acting rationally would ever start one. So, rational actor theories 

(RATs) and the theory of bounded rationality hold no sway amongst entrepreneurship 

researchers, except as a standard against which to contrast entrepreneurial judgment. Second, 

scholars tacitly agree that entrepreneurs are somehow different from other people. For this 

reason, researchers in this domain frequently start with attempts to identify what that 

something is. So far, it has proven elusive. 
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 I have found three general lines of inquiry to be prevalent in pursuit of answers to the 

question: “What makes entrepreneurs “tick”? 

 The first line of inquiry has been pursued by trait theorists. If entrepreneurs are, 

indeed, somehow different, their argument goes, then those differences must be 

accounted for by some sort of fixed personality traits that are unique to entrepreneurs.  

 A second line of inquiry has been pursued by theorists who look for structural 

determinants of entrepreneurial activity. To the structuralists, sometimes known as 

contextualists, it is not something about the entrepreneur as a person that matters 

most; it is a combination of elements in the environment that determine whether or 

not people become entrepreneurs. Structuralists ask: what is it about matters such as 

intellectual property laws, tax incentives, or educational infrastructures that combine 

to make it conducive for people to become entrepreneurs?  

 The third, and most recent, line of inquiry applies a perspective from another nascent 

field—that of research into cognition and metacognition. It began with what has 

become known as heuristics and biases, first made popular by Tversky and 

Kahneman (1974).  

 The study of the role played by cognition and metacognition in entrepreneurial 

success offers an exciting new direction for entrepreneurship studies. It is a direction that I 

am increasingly curious about. Research into metacognition (Haynie, et al., 2010), especially, 

sets a direction that seems very closely aligned with potential empirical applications of the 

metavaluational theory known as formal axiology, which I will describe more fully in the 

following chapter. 
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Three Limitations in the Literature 

 In the subsections that follow, I will review the literature on entrepreneurship as it has 

developed amongst trait theorists and cognition researchers, with particular attention paid to 

recent work in entrepreneurial cognition and metacognition. I have not pursued the literature 

about structural elements needed for entrepreneurial success because that topic is farther 

removed from my primary focus—entrepreneurial judgment. Before doing that, though, I am 

compelled to discuss three limitations of the extant literature that cause confusion in the field 

and make comparisons between studies very difficult. These limitations involve 

 Varying and vague definitions of what makes someone an entrepreneur.  

 Empirical studies where subjects have been selected based upon their stated 

entrepreneurial intentions, rather than choosing actual entrepreneurs as subjects. 

 Differences of opinion between academics on one hand and entrepreneurs and 

investors on the other, about which judgment traits really matter in determining 

entrepreneurial success. 

 In the following subsection, I describe the comparative challenges that a researcher 

encounters as a consequence of these vagaries and I offer caveats that must be kept in mind 

when interpreting the results of research studies in this field.  

Lack of clear definitions. 

 Research in entrepreneurship is clouded by the fact that no generally accepted 

definition of what it means to be an entrepreneur exists. Cantillon, who coined the term 

entrepreneur circa 1755  defined an entrepreneur as a trader—one who buys low while 
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hoping to sell high (Gedeon, 2008). Some researchers define an entrepreneur as anyone who 

has started and runs his or her own company. This definition includes owners of mom-and-

pop stores and solo practitioners. Some researchers include franchisees within the definition 

of entrepreneur; others do not. Some define a minimum number of employees needed to 

distinguish an entrepreneur from a small business owner. Others specify a minimum amount 

of time that an entrepreneur’s business has been in existence as a useful way to discriminate 

successful from unsuccessful entrepreneurs. Some look at rates of growth as the mark of an 

entrepreneurial venture; most do not. Some researchers include executives—and even 

employees—of any new, but fast-growing companies as entrepreneurs, regardless of their 

presence at the company’s founding, and regardless of their ownership stake. Some 

researchers define entrepreneurship, not by the role of founder or owner, but by the 

prevalence of innovation required by the job function. To these researchers, anyone in an 

R&D lab or “skunk works” would fall under the definition of entrepreneur. In an effort to 

bring some order to the chaos of definitions of entrepreneurship, Gedeon (2008) categorized 

32 widely used definitions of the word. Such a plethora of definitions about what is included 

in a field of research makes comparing one study with another very difficult. 

 Many recent researchers have adopted Shane and Venkataraman’s (2000) definition 

of the field of entrepreneurship research as being a “scholarly examination of how, by whom, 

and with what effects opportunities to create future goods and services are discovered, 

evaluated, and exploited” (p. 218). I find this view unsatisfactorily broad, as it fails to 

distinguish company founders from employees in large organizations who seek to do 

something innovative. This is a difference with a difference. My own research interest is 

primarily in those company founders whose aim is to start the sort of company that can 
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quickly scale through rapid growth. These are the types of start-ups that the Kauffman 

Foundation refers to as “gazelles” (Stangler, 2010). 

Subject selection in much entrepreneurship research. 

 A second issue which clouds the research on entrepreneurs stems from the selection 

of subjects for entrepreneurship research.  As I found during my pilot study, entrepreneurs 

are busy people. They are hard to pin down.  They show little patience with lengthy Informed 

Consent Forms and in-depth interviews. Probably because students are easier to reach, 

several university researchers whose work I have studied use psychology students and 

business school students, rather than actual entrepreneurs, as subjects for their research 

(Chen, Greene, & Crick, 1998; Baron, 1999; Gatewood, Shaver, Powers, & Gartner, 2002; 

Wickham, 2003; Haynie & Shepherd, 2009). In many such studies, measures of 

entrepreneurial proclivities are partly based on students’ stated intentions of starting their 

own business within x number of years. Stated intentions are not a reliable marker of a 

person’s actions several years later. The use of students as subjects for entrepreneurship 

research has built-in drawbacks. To avoid those drawbacks in this project, I have solicited as 

participants people who are actively engaged in entrepreneurial pursuits. 

Academics v. practitioners. 

 A third issue makes the study of entrepreneurship even cloudier. That is, investors 

and entrepreneurs together often identify one set of characteristics as being important for 

entrepreneurs to possess.  Yet academic researchers identify a different set. For instance, 

investors and entrepreneurs are both proud of their skill at making mental shortcuts; investors 

deliberately rely on pattern recognition in sizing up entrepreneurial potential; entrepreneurs 
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prefer action over reflection; and the researcher will not find psychological jargon such as the 

“representativeness heuristic” in common use by either investors or entrepreneurs in their 

writings, presentations, or interviews. Academics, on the other hand, prefer controlled 

experiments over real settings for their studies; they prefer the precision of psychological 

terminology; and they may refer to the situation as a “somewhat unsettling conclusion” that 

entrepreneurs are “far from totally rational information processors” (Baron & Ward, 2004). 

The academics’ unsettlement is the entrepreneur’s joy.  As one entrepreneur-turned-VC-

turned-author puts it, “Learning to survive and thrive when you’re in way over your head is 

one of the most thrilling parts of the entrepreneurial journey” (Bussgang,2010,  p. 163). 

  In my attempt to bridge these two worlds, I have read broadly in the recent trade 

literature on entrepreneurship and venture funding as well as in the academic literature on the 

topic. Here is one illustration of several contradictory perspectives I have found.  Given the 

riskiness of new business ventures, one could reasonably hypothesize that entrepreneurs are 

risk-takers.  Yet, academics who have studied the risk-taking propensities of entrepreneurs 

have not found any significant difference among entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurial 

managers (Brockhaus, 1980; Busenitz & Barney, 1997).  Consequently, academics today 

generally dismiss risk-taking as a distinguishing characteristic of entrepreneurs. But the 

entrepreneurs I have interviewed, as well as the investors whose presentations and panel 

discussions I have attended, frequently identify the willingness to take risks as an essential 

part of what it means to be an entrepreneur. As Reid Hoffman, founder of LinkedIn, put it, 

“An entrepreneur is someone who will jump off a cliff and assemble an airplane on the way 

down” (Bussgang, 2010, p. 1).  Who’s right?   I can’t yet answer. I have developed a matrix 

comparing those aspects of JDM as expressed in the literature that are deemed important to 
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investors and entrepreneurs (who generally agree with each other) and those that are deemed 

important to academics. There is much overlap; there are some areas of disagreement. There 

are a couple of matters that have caught the attention of neither practitioners nor mainstream 

researchers, but which came to my attention during my data collection and analysis. These 

are visually presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

 

What Judgment Capacities Matter Most, to Investors, Entrepreneurs, and Academics? 

 

Characteristic Important to 

 

Investors 

 

Entrepreneurs 

 

Academics 

Candor 
X X X

a
 

Confidence 
X X X

b
 

Flexibility 
X X X 

Handling Stress 
X X X 

Innovativeness 
  X

c
 

Leadership 
X X X 

Metacognitive Awareness 
  X

d
 

Noticing 
  X

e
 

Persistence 
X X X 

Problem-Solving Ability 
X X X 

Resilience
f
 

X X X 

Risk-Taking 
X X

g
  

Self-Awareness
h
 

   

Self-Efficacy 
  X

i
 

Smart 
X X

j
  

Speed in Decision-Making 
X X X

k
 

Teachability 
X

l
 X  

Vision 
X X X 

 

Key:  

 X Important to this type of stakeholder and is generally researched in positive terms. 

 X [italicized] Important to this type of stakeholder and is generally researched in 

negative terms, or in the absence of this characteristic. 

 Superscripts refer to the explanatory notes which follow. 
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Explanatory notes: 

a 
Academics agree with investors and entrepreneurs about the importance of candor; 

however, some academics focus their research on its absence. 

 
b 

There is a similar situation with confidence. Academic research tends to focus on risk due to 

overconfidence bias. Investors and entrepreneurs laud confidence. 

 
c 
Academics write about the importance of innovativeness. Investors and entrepreneurs tend 

not to focus there. To them, ideas are a “dime a dozen” (Camp, 2002, p. 25). It is 

implementation that counts. My research leads me towards a tentative conclusion that 

innovation is most important at the idea stage of new venture formation, and is less important 

at the startup stage.  

 
d
 Metacognitive awareness is a term that has only recently been applied by academics to 

entrepreneurship studies (Haynie, et al., 2010). It is not a concept that has made its way into 

common parlance amongst investors and entrepreneurs. Komisar (2001) hints at it in his 

business fable about entrepreneurship. 

 
e 
Only academics write of the importance of what the HVP labels “noticing,” or as it is 

sometimes called, environmental scanning. It appears that scanning is taken for granted by 

investors and entrepreneurs. 

 
f
 Resilience is deemed to be an important characteristic by investors, entrepreneurs, and 

academics alike. It is not measured by any one particular scale on the HVP; rather, it is 

measured in the Byrum method as a composite of a number of measures  

 
g 
Risk-taking is one of the most often measured characteristics by academics, who have found 

it not to be distinctive of entrepreneurs. Academics, consequently, have tended to dismiss it. 

Yet, investors and entrepreneurs regularly refer to it as an essential characteristic of founders 

and founding teams. I conjecture that what investors and entrepreneurs mean when they say 

risk-taking is akin to what academics say when they talk of dealing with uncertainty. 

Investors and entrepreneurs often use the term flexibility, which is a construct measured by 

the Byrum method of the HVP as role awareness/openness to change.  

 
h
Neither investors nor entrepreneurs speak about the importance of self-awareness. Its 

importance was first brought to my attention by a consulting report (Flaum, n.d.). And, it has 

only recently become an area of recent focus in the literature about entrepreneurial 

metacognition (Haynie et al., 2010). I use the terms self-awareness and metacognitive 

awareness as synonyms in this paper. 

 
i
Self-efficacy is a construct used by academic researchers. It does not come up in 

conversation with investors or entrepreneurs. I conjecture that it is taken for granted by them. 

Or, else they use terms such as confidence and boldness to mean something similar.  

 
j
 When I ask entrepreneurs or hear investors describe what they look for in company founders 

and co-founders, the word smart is the answer most frequently given. The HVP does not 



31      

 

measure intelligence. Baum, Bird and Singh (2011) have recently written of what they call 

“practical intelligence” and its link with new venture growth.  

 
k 

In a similar manner that academics deal with overconfidence, they approach speedy 

decision-making as a deficiency from rational acting. Investors and entrepreneurs, on the 

other hand, laud rapid decision-making. Byrum argues that most business decision-makers 

ought to slow down and be more deliberative. 

 
l 
Investors talk frequently about how important “teachability” is. They say they will not 

invest in entrepreneurs who want only their money; they want to work with those who also 

will accept their advice. This research revealed that teachability is manifested in the ways in 

which entrepreneurs respond to feedback. Hence, this characteristic of judgment has become 

central to this paper. 

 Table 1, thus, summarizes those aspects of entrepreneurial judgment that guided my 

foray into this research.  

Personality Traits 

 With these three vagaries related to entrepreneurship research always in mind, I turn 

now to the literature on personality traits of entrepreneurs. Although the current project is not 

focused on trait research, it is informed by it. The line separating a person’s traits and that 

person’s habitual evaluative thought patterns is a blurry one. As Martinez (2006) writes, 

“Metacognition can become so practiced, so normal, that as a mental habit it almost acquires 

the status of personality trait” (p.698). After briefly reviewing the work of researchers 

reporting on the influence of traits on entrepreneurship success, I’ll turn to research about 

entrepreneurial cognition. 

 The pursuit of personality traits that define entrepreneurs began with McClelland 

(1961). McClelland identified three primary needs of people at work. These are needs for 

affiliation, power, and achievement. In his monumental 3-year study, McClelland posited 

that entrepreneurs are characterized by a high need for achievement. McClelland’s research 
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team conducted a number of empirical investigations which supported his thesis. Although 

subsequent researchers have found only mixed support for McClelland’s hypothesis (Baron, 

1998), nAch (as the need for achievement has become known) has a better track record in 

empirical studies than have other psychological traits (Shaver & Scott, 1991), including traits 

of: locus of control, optimism, and propensity towards risk-taking. Keep in mind, of course, 

that part of the inconclusiveness of attempts to identify entrepreneurial traits stems from the 

many different definitions of entrepreneurship that have been used and from widely varying 

methods of selecting subjects for trait studies.  

 After an extensive review of the literature, Markman and Baron (2003) concluded 

that five characteristics, each of which have repeatedly been empirically shown to distinguish 

successful entrepreneurs from unsuccessful ones, if combined, ought to result in a model of 

what they call person-entrepreneurship fit. These five characteristics are high self-efficacy, 

the ability to spot and recognize opportunities, high personal perseverance, high human and 

social capital, and superior social skills. Which of these characteristics are fixed personality 

traits, which are skills or cognitions that can be developed, and which are temporary 

psychological states, Markman and Baron do not say.  

 I want to emphasize that findings regarding traits of entrepreneurs are not disproven; 

rather, they are mixed. Researchers other than McClelland have also found support for trait 

theories of entrepreneurship. Carland and Carland (1992) compared a sample of 347 small 

business owners, 114 entrepreneurs, and 387 managers using the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator. They found that entrepreneurs differed significantly from both small business 

owners and managers. They found no differences between small business owners and 

managers. The composite typology found among entrepreneurs was that of ENTJ, while that 
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of small business owners and managers was ESTJ. All three types were extraverted; 

entrepreneurs the most extraverted. Managers and small business owners were sensing types; 

entrepreneurs were more intuitive. All three were thinking types, managers the most so. And 

all three were judgment types, with entrepreneurs having the weakest preference for judging. 

Interestingly, Carland and Carland found that the Myers-Briggs type which is most 

comfortable with risk-taking, the SP, was not prevalent amongst either business owners or 

entrepreneurs (p. 64). To further confuse matters, although most researchers would call 

MBTI designations as personality types, or as temperaments, Carland and Carland call them 

“cognitive types.” 

 Isachsen (1996) reduces Myers-Briggs Typology to a four-quadrant model and argues 

that successful entrepreneurs may have any temperament. What distinguishes successful ones 

from unsuccessful ones is that the former know themselves; they know their own strengths 

and weaknesses; they lead with their strengths and bring about them people who augment 

their weaknesses. Isachsen concurs with Drucker (1999) in this. He also echoes my own 

experience as a consultant, trainer, and coach. It is quite possible that self-awareness of one’s 

temperament and other traits, more than those traits themselves, determine success. I was 

encouraged in this conclusion when I came across one study by a consulting firm, Green 

Peak Partners (Flaum, n.d.).  

 The area of focus for Green Peak’s consulting practice is nearly the same as that of 

my dissertation research. They work with CEOs of venture-backed firms. I am studying 

founders who seek venture backing. In association with Cornell University, Green Peak 

Partners compared assessment data from in-depth interviews with performance data for 72 
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executives of client companies. They found that the single strongest indicator of both an 

ability to produce results and an ability to work with people was self-awareness.  

 These several findings, together with the inconsistent findings from trait research, led 

me to begin to study another nascent but burgeoning area of research about 

entrepreneurship.—cognition and metacognition. I contend that this elusive “something” that 

makes entrepreneurs different from managers and from the population-at-large will not be 

found in traits, but will be discoverable within their cognitive structures or, in Pomeroy’s 

(2005) term, their habitual evaluative thought patterns. This is where formal axiology as a 

theory and the HVP as an assessment tool may offer meaningful insight to researchers who 

study entrepreneurship. I began my foray into entrepreneurial cognition by studying the sub-

field of heuristics and biases, as it was pioneered by Tversky and Kahneman (1974), 

previously discussed.  

Entrepreneurs’ Heuristics and Biases 

 A researcher must bring a certain sense of irony to the study of heuristics and biases 

when applied to the field of entrepreneurship. This is because several of the heuristics and 

biases that have been studied and pointed out as shortcomings by researchers are the very 

same cognitive traits that investors say they look for as positives when evaluating 

entrepreneurs. In particular, I refer to overconfidence, optimism, and pattern recognition. 

Pattern recognition refers to the tendency to generalize from small datasets, such as personal 

experience. It is also known as the representativeness heuristic. Are these particular 

heuristics and biases strengths or are they weaknesses? It depends on who you ask. If 

entrepreneurs are conceptualized as rational actors, then these qualities of overconfidence, 
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optimism, and pattern recognition may be construed as irrational biases. However if one 

acknowledges that entrepreneurs function in irrational environments, which confront them 

with severe uncertainty and ambiguity, then to assess entrepreneurs’ judgment in terms of 

RAT would be ill-fitting and inappropriate. 

 Busenitz and Barney (1997) published an oft-cited paper in which they (a) propose 

that under conditions of complexity and uncertainty, like those encountered regularly by 

entrepreneurs, heuristics and biases may provide an effective guide to decision-making and 

(b) entrepreneurs can be distinguished from managers in large organizations according to 

their reliance, in particular, on two specific heuristics and biases: the overconfidence bias and 

the representativeness heuristic. Busenitz and Barney found through experiments that, 

indeed, these two heuristics and biases correctly distinguish entrepreneurs from managers in 

large organizations 70% of the time.  

 Whereas Busenitz and Barney (1997) give a nod to the positive aspects of using these 

two heuristics and biases as guides to decision-making, other academics, including Tversky 

and Kahneman (1974), usually focus on the foibles that can result from their use. Hayward, 

Shepherd, and Griffin (2006) focus on what they call the “dark side of over-confidence” (p. 

160). In doing so, they came up with what they dub the hubris theory of entrepreneurship. 

Theirs is certainly a deficit model. They conclude that overconfidence is a primary cause of 

new business failure. But I don’t hear that from venture capitalists. Camp (2002) repeatedly 

calls confidence—both confidence in oneself and the ability to inspire confidence in others—

to be an essential ingredient of entrepreneurial success. Furthermore, the representative 

heuristic, acknowledged guardedly if at all as a positive cognitive trait by academics, is 

heralded by venture capitalists as a highly desirable characteristic in an entrepreneur and is a 



36      

 

proudly acclaimed aspect of their own judgment habits. Venture capitalist and author 

Bussgang (2010) pokes jokingly at fellow VC Fred Wilson, saying “he likes to think of 

himself as the entrepreneur’s consigliere, but a consigliere with great pattern recognition” (p. 

114).  In describing the importance of brevity in giving a business plan pitch, he next quotes 

VC Tim Draper, “If I can’t figure it out in thirty minutes, then I’m an idiot, and we won’t 

invest” (p.88).  Obviously, to those in the VC world, Tim Draper is no idiot, so a translation 

of this wisecrack in terms used by academic researchers might be, “Be brief, because we 

(VCs) will quickly and incisively evaluate your business plan pitch using our finely honed 

representativeness heuristic.” 

 So, while deficit theories of H&B shed much light on entrepreneurship, they are, for 

me, simply a pointer towards deeper and broader aspects of entrepreneurial cognition which 

hold even more promise as ways to identify what makes entrepreneurs “tick.” Other 

researchers in the field would seem to agree. A special issue, published in 2004, of the 

journal Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice was devoted to entrepreneurial cognition. The 

editors of this special issue refer to entrepreneurial cognition as an academic domain in its 

own right (Mitchell, Busenitz, Lant, McDougall, Morse, & Smith, 2004). When Forbes 

(1999) conducted a review of the literature “that takes a cognitive approach to new venture 

creation” (p. 415), out of the 19 major journals that he scoured, he found that most of the 

articles on this subject appeared in three journals: the Journal of Business Venturing, 

Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, and the Journal of Small Business Management (p. 

418). While scanning recent issues of these three journals, I came upon the article by Haynie, 

et al. (2010) which has had such decisive influence on me.  I continue to find interesting 

parallels between research in entrepreneurial cognition and the field of formal axiology. The 
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current study represents a first step in bringing formal axiology to bear on the study of 

entrepreneurial cognition.  

Entrepreneurial Cognition and Metacognition 

 Because the field of entrepreneurial cognition is so new, it is important to begin with 

some definitions.  Most authors begin with the work of Flavell (1979).  Speaking rather 

circularly, Flavell defines metacognition as “knowledge and cognition about cognitive 

phenomena” (1979, p. 906). Weinert (1987) writes that: “Metacognitions are second-order 

cognitions: thoughts about thoughts, knowledge about knowledge, or reflection about 

actions” (p. 8). Li-Ling (2010) clarifies the definition a bit more, by paraphrasing Beitz and 

stating that “Metacognition is an internal process that involves knowing what one knows, 

knowing when and how one comes to know it, and using strategic thinking to select learning 

strategies” (p. 2574).  The clearest description I have found of what is meant by 

metacognition is provided by Martinez (2006). As Martinez defines it, “Metacognition can be 

seen as evaluation turned inward, especially turned toward our own ideas” (p. 696). 

 Most researchers either imply or specify that metacognition refers to knowledge that 

is consciously held. For instance, Brown (1987) writes that metacognitive understanding is 

that which can be “reflected in either effective use or overt description of the knowledge in 

question (p. 65). Kluwe (1987) defines metacognition as being “declarative knowledge about 

cognition” (p. 31). Flavell predicted that research about metacognition may, in time, expand 

to include subconscious processes (1987, p. 21). Martinez (2006) adds yet a different 

dimension to the study of metacognition. He discusses the complex relationship between 

conscious and deliberate mental activities and automatic ones. He writes,  
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 Conscious processes and automated processes often complement one 

another in complex cognition…. Automaticity, therefore, aids and is essential 

to higher order thought…. Even metacognition can sometimes have the 

quality of automaticity…. Metacognition can become so practiced, so normal, 

that as a mental habit it almost acquires the status of personality trait 

[emphasis mine] (Martinez, pp. 697-698).  

` Martinez’s description of this automatic component of metacognition seems closely 

kin to the construct described by Pomeroy (2005) as a person’s habitual evaluative thought 

patterns. It is these habitual evaluative thought patterns, I hypothesize, that influence greatly 

a person’s judgment and decision-making. I concur with Martinez that these habitual 

evaluative thought patterns are so deep-seated that they are not held fully in conscious 

awareness. The HVP, which is used in this study, is one way to bring these unconsciously 

held thought patterns into conscious awareness.  

Roots of cognition and metacognition research. 

 Much of the research on cognition and metacognition has been done by researchers 

studying young children and their development.  Only quite recently has attention turned 

towards adults in general, and to entrepreneurs, in particular (Forbes, 1999).  

 The study of metacognition in children’s development began with Piaget [1896-1980] 

(Singer & Revenson, 1996). Although he did not use the term metacognition, Piaget did 

thoroughly explore the limitations of children’s cognitive capacities at different stages of 

their development. 

 The work begun by Piaget has been further explored by many others, beginning in 

particular with Flavell. Flavell is widely considered to be a pioneer in understanding 

metacognition (Dunlosky & Metcalfe, 2009, p. 31; Weinert & Kluwe, 1987, p. 17). Like 

Piaget, Flavell focused on early childhood development. He described a model of 
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metacognitive monitoring that has been widely adopted by others. Flavell distinguished 

between metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive experience. Metacognitive experience, 

in Flavell’s construct, allows room for the emotional and affective elements of experience to 

enter cognitive processes.  Metacognitive knowledge consists of beliefs about the factors that 

influence the course of cognitive processes.  

 Flavell identified three major categories of these factors—person, task, and strategy 

(1979, p. 907). “Knowledge of person variables refers to the kind of acquired knowledge and 

beliefs that concern what human beings are like as cognitive (affective, motivational, 

perceptual, etc.) organisms” (Flavell, 1987, p. 22). Task variables refer to how one’s 

knowledge about certain types of information affects how that person will deal with it. 

Strategy variables deal with ways that a person figures out how to get “from here to there” in 

order to achieve various goals. Flavell’s categorization of the three factors that influence the 

course of cognitive processes—person, task, and strategy—parallels the types of concepts 

that are defined within formal axiology, as I will describe in detail in Chapter 3.  

 Metacognition, as defined by Flavell, deals a great deal with memory, learning, and 

with the transfer of learning from one setting to other, more novel situations. For these 

reasons, much of the research in metacognition has focused on memory and learning, 

especially in young children (Kluwe,1987; Papaleontiou-Louca, 2008; Dunlosky & Metcalfe, 

2009). In the psychological and educational literature, studies abound which focus on 

memory retention and recall, accuracy of recall, judgments of the accuracy of recall, and 

feelings of knowing, which involve what are known as “tip-of-the-tongue” states.  
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Metacognition and entrepreneurship. 

  This broad base of educational research about metacognition and memory sets the 

stage for one particular aspect of metacognition that is most pertinent to the study of 

entrepreneurial judgment and decision-making. I refer now to that aspect of metacognition 

that deals with metacognitive awareness and one of its resultants, metacognitive strategies. 

Metacognitive awareness influences one’s adeptness at problem-solving and critical thinking; 

it also influences one’s ability to adapt to unforeseen circumstances.  

 Metacognitive awareness refers to the extent to which a person can access what one 

knows, reflect upon various ways by which those things are known, and intentionally apply 

strategies based on those reflections when faced with the need to make a judgment call or a 

decision in novel circumstances. Li-Ling (2010) concludes that metacognitive strategies are a 

key to solving “ill-structured” problems” (p. 2574). In experiments and classroom settings, 

such problems are intentionally vague or ambiguous. In some fields of practice, such as 

nursing—about which Li-Ling writes—metacognitive strategies are crucial abilities for 

practitioners to cultivate. Li-Ling further concludes that critical thinking is impossible 

without metacognitive awareness. Research by Campitelli and Labollita (2010) indicates that 

cognitive reflection plays an essential role in decision-makers’ adaptability to different 

environments and situations. Batha & Carroll (2007) report a positive relationship between 

metacognitive awareness and decision-making effectiveness. They credit this to the fact that 

metacognitively aware individuals have mental access to a repertoire of cognitive strategies; 

they know which ones to use, and they are able to monitor their own use of them (p. 64).  

This knowing how you know what you know is a form of self-awareness. And novel 
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situations are precisely the sort of situations that entrepreneurs face more frequently than do 

managers or executives in established businesses (Baron, 1998).  

Entrepreneurship and Uncertainty 

 For example, it is quite common for an established company to launch a new product 

into an existing market. It is also quite common for an established company to launch an 

existing product into new markets. Either time, they are likely to do so with an experienced 

team of marketers who have worked together for a period of time. They also are likely to 

commission detailed marketing surveys in advance of new product or new market roll-outs as 

a way of gauging customer demand and to rationally allocate financial resources to the 

project. An entrepreneur’s approach to market is different. An entrepreneur typically 

launches a minimally viable new product (Blank, 2007), often into a non-existent market, 

with a newly formed team, and frequently in the absence of any meaningful marketing data. 

Data are unobtainable either because no market exists, or because there are no funds to invest 

in market research. John Sculley, one-time CEO of Apple Computer, recalls a conversation 

between a young Steve Jobs, the founder of Apple, and a much older Edwin Land, inventor 

of the Polaroid camera. Each had described to the other how he could “see” his invention in 

his mind before even a prototype was ever built. Jobs remarked, 

 If I asked someone who had only used a personal calculator what a 

Macintosh should be like, they couldn’t have told me. There was no way to do 

consumer research on it, so I had to go and create it, and then show it to 

people, and say now what do you think? (Being Steve Jobs’ boss, 2010) 

This is the sort of uncertainty and ambiguity that the entrepreneur regularly faces. 
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Assessing Cognitive Structures and Metacognitive Awareness 

 As important as metacognitive awareness is, assessing it easily and reliably for 

diagnostic purposes has proven difficult (Schraw & Dennison, 1994). Most efforts to assess 

metacognitive awareness have focused on student learners. Schraw and Dennison developed 

a 52-item inventory to measure adults’ metacognitive awareness. Haynie and Shepherd 

(2009) adapted Schraw and Dennison’s inventory specifically to entrepreneurs, calling their 

instrument the Measure of Adaptive Cognition (MAC).  According to its authors, 

The scale was constructed as an 11-point, semantic differential measure 

(Heise, 1965), anchored on the left with the statement “not very much like 

me,” and on the right with the statement “very much like me.” (p. 702). 

Items measured in the MAC are assessed by ranking of 42 statements such as  

 I set specific goals before I begin a task. 

 I think about how others may react to my actions. 

 As can be seen from these two examples, Haynie and Shepherd’s (2009) inventory is 

designed to codify the cognitive capacities that the respondent consciously knows that he 

knows. What their instrument cannot measure is that part of one’s cognitive structures that 

are held unconsciously, as Flavell predicted future studies of cognitive processes someday 

would need to address. The instrument used in the current project, the HVP, assesses 

unconsciously held habitual thought patterns, as will be explained in Chapter 3.   

My Roundabout Journey through JDM 

 Scouring the broader literature in JDM was a necessary prelude for my narrower 

search of the literature on entrepreneurial judgment and decision-making, previously 

reviewed. That search, in its turn, has led me to begin to explore the vast literature on 
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cognition and metacognition. My foray into cognition and metacognition enabled me to 

become cognitively aware of the significance for my own research agenda of Haynie et al.’s 

(2010) paper. Their article initially pointed me towards a way to interpret heuristics and 

biases as other than a deficiency model. This has subsequently led me to conclude that 

metacognitive awareness may be a vital key to understanding whether—and how—

entrepreneurs make good decisions when confronted with novel situations.   

 By invoking a metacognitive model of awareness, Haynie et al. (2010) illustrate how 

cognitive processes “may enable entrepreneurs to think beyond existing knowledge structures 

and heuristics, to promote adaptable cognition in an entrepreneurial context” (p. 218). The 

authors continue that, although the entrepreneurship literature has not yet caught on to their 

ideas, there are three reasons why it should: (a) metacognition is a dynamic process, not a 

static trait; (b) metacognition can be taught; and (c) metacognition has been demonstrated 

empirically to be important in the sorts of environment in which entrepreneurs function. That 

is, it is important in environments of dynamic uncertainty. They conclude that 

“understanding metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive experience helps to open up the 

‘black box’ of the entrepreneurial cognition literature” (p. 226). This is important to me, 

because—through this dissertation and beyond—my aim is to open that black box of 

entrepreneurial cognition a little further. 

Feedback and Learning  

 Feedback is the lifeblood of entrepreneurship.  The vaunted proclivity of successful 

entrepreneurs to “pivot” when called for relies majorly on their ability to seek out, receive, 

and respond to feedback from the marketplace. Investors state unequivocally their preference 



44      

 

to invest in companies whose founders are open to their guidance. They want to invest in 

people who will accept their feedback; not just their money.  

 When I first conceived of this project, I sought some sort of measurable milestone 

with which to compare entrepreneurs’ judgment. So, in my pilot study for this dissertation, I 

had expected to find a correlation between entrepreneurs’ judgment and the scores given to 

their business plan pitches that they delivered as a graduation exercise from an 

entrepreneurial training program.  No correlation was found. I concluded that this was for a 

variety of reasons. The findings of my pilot study are described in Appendix E. 

 This led to a modification of my research question and prodded me to dig deeper for 

meaning within the data that were obtainable. It led me to review the literature on feedback, 

especially feedback on workplace performance. 

 Although I came into the literature about feedback late in this study, it is an area that 

allowed me to build upon the accumulation of experience I had gained during more than 

twenty years of consulting to people in organizations. During my career, I have been a 

provider of feedback about organizational performance based on a variety of financial 

metrics, organizational climate surveys, and customer feedback. As a trainer and executive 

coach, I have provided individual feedback through a variety of psychometric and axiometric 

assessments, 360-degree surveys, facilitated conversations, and performance observations. 

Over the course of my career, I had developed an intuitive sense of the variety of ways in 

which people receive feedback. For this undertaking, I explored more deeply the published 

literature on the subject. 
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Two sources of the literature about feedback. 

 The sensitivities I had developed through practice have now been refined through 

reading two strands of literature in the field of feedback.  In this study, I have come to rely 

extensively upon the work of Schön and his concepts of reflection-in-action and reflection-

on-action. I have also come to rely upon Dweck and various colleagues and their findings 

from experiments about the effects of goal motivations and feedback on performance. 

 Schön. 

 Schön (1983/1991, 1987) uses the learning that takes place in an architectural design 

studio as an example of how the education of a reflective practitioner can and should occur. 

Research institutions of higher learning, he argues, favor technical rationality at the expense 

of reflective practice, thus privileging rigor over relevance.  He calls for nothing less than the 

redesign of professional education “to combine the teaching of applied science with coaching 

in the artistry of reflection-in-action” (1987, p. xii). 

 The work of an entrepreneur shares much in common with the challenges facing 

design students in Schön’s example. Given the rapid and recent rise of entrepreneurship 

incubators, accelerators, and training programs—of which a partial listing include: SVASE, 

Astia, SV Forum, the Kauffman Foundation, Global Entrepreneurship Week,  Startup 

Weekend, Y Combinator, DreamIt Ventures, and GreenStart—all  of which share a common 

intent to help entrepreneurs succeed, it  would appear that Schön’s model of reflective 

practice has much to offer entrepreneurship research. And much of what it offers should 

serve as a cautionary tale to university-based researchers and university-sponsored 

incubators.  
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 Throughout his writing (1983/1991, 1987), Schön speaks of the need for design 

students to operate competently in situations of uncertainty, ambiguity, and value conflict. 

These are the same situations faced daily by entrepreneurs. He also describes in detail the 

importance of feedback in learning to design. Knowing how to respond effectively to 

feedback is also vital to entrepreneurs. There are, however, two significant differences that 

are worth noting between the situations faced by design students and those faced by 

entrepreneurs. Whereas the design student must cope with feedback only from the studio 

master, the entrepreneur responds to a multitude of sources of feedback. Feedback to 

entrepreneurs comes from investors, customers, and team members. The second difference is 

that, for design students, failure has no real consequences; their setting is purely a training 

ground. When entrepreneurs fail, on the other hand, they fail with real dollars and real 

consequences.   

 With those two differences in mind, Schön’s model has much to teach the world of 

entrepreneurship. And his descriptions of various ways in which design students respond to 

feedback shaped my analysis of ways in which entrepreneurs respond to feedback.  

 My method of analyzing entrepreneurs’ responses to feedback was further shaped by 

the research conducted by Dweck and colleagues. 

 Dweck. 

 Research conducted over a span of more than 30 years by Dweck and assorted co-

authors (Dweck, 1975, 2010; Dweck & Leggett, 1988: Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Grant & 

Dweck, 2003) provided particularly valuable insight as to how I could gain a clearer 
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understanding of the ways in which entrepreneurs receive and respond to feedback at the 

time that I set forth to interpret my interview transcripts.  

 In their formative research, Dweck and Leggett (1988) described the ways in which 

students’ responses to feedback differ according to whether they are motivated by what these 

authors distinguished as learning goals or performance goals. When students who rely most 

heavily on performance goals are given a series of difficult tasks to complete, they lose the 

motivation to keep trying. This is true regardless of ability. To the contrary, students who 

describe themselves as having learning goals are motivated by failure; they see failure as an 

opportunity to learn. 

 Several disputes about the impact of performance goals on students’ motivation to 

persevere arose in the literature after publication of their findings.  So, in 2003 Grant and 

Dweck set forth to clarify some of the nuances around performance goals. They tested an 

assortment of subclassifications of learning and performance goals and found that four 

categories are distinct constructs. They refer to these as learning, outcome, ability, and 

normative types of goals. Their findings have a direct bearing on the study of entrepreneurs. 

 Students with learning goals emphasize the interpretation of feedback as an 

opportunity to learn and to grow. “Learning goals…were shown to facilitate persistence and 

mastery-oriented behaviors in the face of obstacles, even when perceptions of current ability 

might be low” (p. 541). Learning goals, they found, “predicted active, engaged responding” 

(p. 547). 

 Students with ability goals emphasize the interpretation of feedback as being a 

measure of their ability.  Grant and Dweck (2003) found that ability goals have a favorable 
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effect when performance is high—or when feedback about performance is positive, but have 

a negative effect when difficulties, setbacks, or failure are encountered. In the challenges set 

forth in their experiments, “ability goals predicted self-denigration and withdrawal” (p. 547). 

 Outcome goals refer to the goal of wanting to do well on a particular task. Outcome 

goals share some of the characteristics of learning goals and some of the characteristics of 

ability goals. Thus, Grant and Dweck (2003) conclude that outcome goals are a hybrid. In 

their study, outcome goals tended to predict a student’s penchant for seeking help with a 

difficult task. 

 Normative ability goals are a special subset of ability goals. Students with normative 

ability goals emphasize the interpretation of feedback as being a measure of their ability 

relative to other people.  Grant and Dweck (2003) found that normative ability goals were 

not reliable predictors of either the mastery or the helpless responses. They suggest that the 

reason for this is that, perhaps “competitive striving might keep individuals from recognizing 

a poor performance when they produce one” (p. 548). 

 Grant and Dweck’s (2003) four-factor model, it seems, would have broad application 

to entrepreneurs and their judgment as reflected in how they receive feedback. This is 

particularly so because, as they state, 

We feel that conditions where the degree of difficulty is substantial for a large 

number of participants and the outcome is highly important are more likely to 

reveal goal effects on motivation, coping, and achievement. (p. 543) 

 Certainly, the degree of difficulty in starting a new business venture is substantial and 

the outcome is highly important to those who set out to start one. It was especially interesting 
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for me to investigate which types of response to feedback entrepreneurs in my study tended 

to favor, especially in light of Grant and Dweck’s (2003) conclusion that  

Those who adopt learning goals are found to engage in deeper, more self-

regulated learning strategies, have higher intrinsic motivation, and perform 

better, particularly in the face of challenge or setbacks. (p. 543)  

 I will describe how I investigated the application of Grant and Dweck’s four-factor 

model to entrepreneurs in Chapter 4. 

My Research Agenda 

 As I think of my research agenda beyond this dissertation, I seek, in part, to discover 

whether there are any specific patterns of cognitive structures that are indicative of successful 

entrepreneurs. Furthermore, I hypothesize that, by becoming familiar with the logic and the 

language of formal axiology as revealed through feedback from the HVP, an entrepreneur 

can increase his or her own self-awareness of these cognitive structures. I then hypothesize 

that such an increase in self-awareness will result in improved judgment and decision-making 

which, in some manner, will be recognizable by potential investors. Investors, in their turn, 

can make better judgments when deciding which startups to invest in than they can make 

when relying solely upon the three prevailing methods that they use today, as described 

previously in the Introduction chapter.    
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CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW OF VALUE THEORIES AND OF 

FORMAL AXIOLOGY 

This chapter provides a review of the literature related to value theories in general and 

to formal axiology in particular. I begin the chapter reviewing the related sociological and 

psychological literature about values. Formal axiology is a theory of the structure of value; 

that is, it deals with form, not content (Edwards, 2010). Therefore, formal axiology is not so 

much situated within most other value theories as it is to be contrasted to them.  This 

distinctive characteristic of formal axiology will require some explanation.  For this reason, I 

continue this chapter with an overview of the precepts of formal axiology and an introduction 

to an axiological assessment tool built upon it—the Hartman Value Profile (HVP). This 

assessment instrument provided an important source of the data collected in this study. The 

logic behind the scoring of the HVP is unusual, so a description of its scoring logic is also 

provided. 

Sociological and Psychological Literature of Value Theories 

Hitlin and Piliavin (2004) provide an extensive review of the study of values in 

sociological literature, pointing to what they refer to as the balkanized nature of research in 

values. Discussions of value in philosophy, psychology, social psychology, and sociology 

rarely reference work in other fields. The authors of this review conclude that researchers of 

values face six impediments when attempting to research the subject: 

1. Values are unobservable. 

2. Current theories give little guidance for understanding how values shape behavior. 

3. Behavioral explanations are unconvincing when the process that generates values is 

unknown. 

4. It is difficult to measure values. 

5. Values are often conflated with other social psychological phenomena. 

6. Values vary historically and culturally (p. 360). 
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All of these characteristics—except historicality—had to be reckoned with in my own 

research. Because of this balkanization of research, in this section of the literature review, I 

will next review briefly the literature from the field of psychology. I review the philosophical 

basis for formal axiology in Appendix A, and have already reviewed the literature from the 

fields of judgment and decision-making and entrepreneurship studies in Chapter 2. 

 A review of the past 10 years’ reviews of the psychological literature on values 

revealed no singular review of values per se (Hastie, 2001; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Latham 

& Pinder, 2005).  Rather, values tend to be subsumed within reviews of research into 

motivation, beliefs, goals, and judgment and decision-making. The psychological literature 

on values runs along three roughly parallel courses. First are those researchers who equate 

values with personality traits, or as motives which drive behavior. Researchers of this first 

camp would include McClelland (1961, 1973) and Allport (Nicholson, 2003). I discussed in 

Chapter 2 the lasting influence that McClelland’s (1961) construct of the need for 

achievement has had on the direction of research into entrepreneurial traits. Second are those 

who see values as aspirations, or ideals towards which to aspire. Maslow (1971), Kohlberg 

(1981, 1984), and Gilligan (1991, 1993) are representative of this camp, as to a degree, is 

Hartman. These are the developmental theorists. Third are those who take a purely empirical 

approach.  Solely by enumerating the preferences that people express, these empiricists turn 

their counting into constructs about values. Rokeach (1973) is a prime example of this 

approach. Hall (1973, 1976, 2000) takes a blended approach, combining that of Kohlberg 

with a dose of Rokeach.  

At the same time that Hartman created the HVP, Rokeach developed a means of 

measuring a person’s or a group’s hierarchy of values via the Rokeach Value Survey (1973). 
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During the same decade, Hall (1973, 1976) became a leading figure in the values clarification 

movement in secondary education and co-developed the Hall-Tonna Value Survey. Allport, 

during a lengthy career that ended only in his death in 1967, built upon earlier work of 

Eduard Spranger to posit a set of six ideal types of life-forms, or values as motivations 

(Nicholson, 2003). Allport collaborated to develop the still widely used 

Allport/Vernon/Lindzey assessment of values. The values surveys developed by Rokeach, 

Hall-Tonna, and Allport/Vernon/Lindzey continue to be the ones that I most frequently 

encounter in use by organizational consultants who seek to assess a person’s values and to 

relate those values to performance in various sorts of jobs or work settings. Bonstetter, 

Bonstetter, and Preston (2010) have reported their study of serial entrepreneurs, which made 

use of Allport’s model of workplace motivations. They found that serial entrepreneurs are 

strongly motivated by utilitarian values. Serial entrepreneurs were found to have the 

utilitarian motive as their highest of Allport’s six motivators 62% of the time, compared with 

the mean of U.S. adults, who have the utilitarian motive as their highest 38% of the time.   

Kohlberg (1981, 1984) marks a shift in emphasis from the study of values as 

preferences to values as moral development.  Building on Piaget’s (1932) notions of 

cognitive development, Kohlberg developed a stage theory of moral development, which 

continues to be a cornerstone in many subsequent discussions of how people make decisions 

in morally complex situations. His construct was widely embraced by educators of his time. 

And it has provided a springboard for more recent research into metacognition and theory of 

mind (Papaleontiou-Louca, 2008).  
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Gilligan (1993) argues that Kohlberg’s theory is male-centric and as such overlooks 

an ethics of care. Gilligan helped to define and usher in the academic discipline of feminist 

theory, which has a strong congruence with the tenets of formal axiology.  

Formal Axiology 

Formal axiology was—and largely remains—the output of the mind of one man, 

philosopher Robert S. Hartman [1910-1973]. For this reason, I briefly introduce the reader to 

his life and legacy, as well as the key philosophical influences on his thought in Appendix A. 

That appendix will be instructional to the reader who wants to situate formal axiology 

historically or within the philosophical literature. In this chapter I explain the construct, 

content, and application of an axiological assessment instrument that Hartman co-created, 

known today as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP).  

Theoretical underpinnings of the HVP. 

 By Hartman’s definition, goodness means “concept fulfillment” (1994, p. 53).  More 

precisely, goodness means the fulfillment of the intension of a concept. This definition 

became, for Hartman, the axiom of a value science. Upon this axiom, Hartman began to build 

the foundations of a formal science of value, his theory known as formal axiology. 

 Three types of concepts. 

 This fundamental axiom is then expanded upon by Hartman through the recognition 

that there are three different types of concepts. The reader must understand Hartman’s 

distinctions between these three concepts of value before we can begin a discussion about 

measuring value using the HVP. To keep clearly in mind the distinction between form and 
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content that is so vital to one’s grasp of formal axiology, in this chapter I will describe these 

concepts using illustrations that are deliberately far removed from the study of 

entrepreneurship. Later, in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, it will become clearer how the form of 

formal axiology can be applied to the content of research into entrepreneurial cognition. 

  Synthetic concepts are those that are derived from mental constructs. One clear 

example of a mental construct is the common definition of a circle as a closed arc with no 

dimension, and with each point being equidistant from the center. Synthetic concepts make 

up the systemic dimension of value. This realm includes pure mathematics, and the part of 

language that names things. In business, it refers to what Drucker (1999) called the theory of 

the business. 

  To illustrate with an example commonly used by Hartman (1994), if I tell you that I 

own a car, your understanding of my statement depends on our sharing a similar language 

and a linguistically based concept of what a car is. You can understand me when I say that I 

own a car without having to know anything at all about the particular car that I own.  In this 

sense, the word car refers to a synthetic construct, in this case a definition, and not to any 

particular car. 

 For you to comprehend what I say when I mention that I own a car requires a 

minimal, finite set of commonly agreed upon properties which we both accept as being 

definitional of a car. Let’s suppose that we agree that a car is defined as a self-propelled 

enclosed vehicle for carrying passengers along roads, having four tires, and some means for 

steering, moving forward, and stopping.  Whatever our set of definitional properties is, this 

set must suffice for us to agree that what I am talking about either is a car or is not a car. That 
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is—being a synthetic concept—if the vehicle that I own is not self-propelled, it wouldn’t be a 

car, but would be a horse-drawn carriage or perhaps a rickshaw instead. If it were designed 

for off-road use, it would be an ATV. If my vehicle were designed to carry cargo rather than 

passengers, it would be a truck, not a car. If it had two wheels instead of four, it would be a 

motorcycle, and so forth. What this means is that, in the systemic realm of value, an object 

either is what it is said to be or it is not. It either meets the minimal criteria of its definition, 

or it is defined as something else. A circle is either a “perfect” circle or it isn’t a circle; a 

near-circle is no circle at all.  In systemic valuation, there are no shades of grey, only black or 

white; there are no comparative degrees of concept fulfillment such as good, better, best; 

only is or isn’t. A vehicle either fulfills the concept of a car, and thus, is a car, or it does not. 

 On the other hand, if we want to talk about the particulars of my car or anyone else’s 

car, then we move into the second dimension of value, that of abstract concepts. Note that in 

formal axiology, Hartman uses the term “abstract” in a very particular fashion.  He uses it to 

refer to properties that are abstracted from real-world phenomena. That is, if I say that I have 

a car and it is a 2009 Toyota Camry, grey, with a  5-speed manual transmission, California 

plates, and a Garmin visible on the dash, then eventually, if I describe it in enough detail, you 

could pick out my car in a crowded parking lot even if you had never seen it before.  

 Once we start describing properties of my particular car, you will notice, we shift to a 

different, and richer concept—that of abstraction. Abstract concepts form the extrinsic realm 

of value. At this level, we can talk about degrees of goodness. My car, being a high-mileage 

2009 model, is not as good as a brand new car. It has depreciated. But it is better than, say, a 

2005 model with even higher mileage. In fact, one good measure of a car’s extrinsic 

goodness in a free market is its resale value. This one figure is compiled from many, many 
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properties of the car. It would include all the characteristics already mentioned, plus 

considerations of the condition of the upholstery and carpets, condition of the paint job, 

presence of any rattling or shaking, its maintenance record, and more. The list of 

specifications that go into defining the value of my car at this extrinsic level could, indeed, 

grow very long—becoming so large that it would be virtually infinite. This is one place 

where Hartman’s axioms of formal axiology get a little fuzzy.  It is a matter of intense debate 

among formal axiologists whether the extrinsic dimension of value is actually finite, but is of 

such a potentially large number that it can be considered denumerably infinite, or whether it 

is actually denumerably infinite. This debate is actively and publicly carried out in the pages 

of The Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice. The debate is of little consequence 

to us at this point. 

 What is important for the time being, is to recognize that the description of the 

richness of properties has increased from our discussion of a car as a synthetic concept—one 

that has minimal definitional properties—to our discussion of a car as an abstract concept—

one that has many more descriptive properties. Why this notion of increased richness in 

properties from one value concept to another is important will soon become apparent.   

 There is, in formal axiology, a third type of concept, known as the singular concept. 

Singular concepts apply to the intrinsic level of value. This time, the name of the concept is 

the same as it means in common discourse. To be singular is to be unique, one-of-a-kind. It is 

most appropriately applied to people, or in Kantian terms, to those objects which exist for 

their own sake (Singer, 1994). Cars don’t normally fit into the realm of intrinsic value. So, to 

change our example for a moment, think of someone you love and know very well. Now start 

describing that person in all the detail you possibly can. You will quickly achieve a richness 
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of description that you would never achieve when describing a car, even the grandest of cars. 

Given enough time, you can describe this person in a way that sets him or her apart from all 

the other 7 billion people who inhabit the earth. Your list could grow infinitely long. A 

singular concept has an infinite number of characteristics. Whether from this observation we 

can conclude, as a result, that human beings have infinite worth is debated on theological 

grounds amongst axiologists. Such a conclusion is opposed most vocally by Edwards (1995, 

2000, 2010).  

 What we have so far are the barest foundations of a theory of formal axiology. 

Goodness means concept fulfillment. And there are three types of concepts that we can 

discern. These are the synthetic, abstract, and singular. Synthetic concepts comprise the 

systemic level of value; abstract concepts, the extrinsic level of value, and singular concepts 

the intrinsic level of value. 

 These three levels of value are frequently referred to in shorthand by axiologists as S, 

E, and I. What distinguishes them is the richness of their value properties. Extrinsic values 

are richer in properties than are systemic values. And intrinsic values are richer in properties 

than both extrinsic and systemic values.  

 So, this leads us to the first value hierarchy of formal axiology: I > E > S. People are 

more important than things or ideas.  And, even though ideas are important, things are more 

important than ideas, including ideas about things or people (Edwards, 2010, p. 40).  

 Hartman (1994) once quipped that he was the founder of a system of philosophy 

whose system was less important to him than was his wife. Hitler’s Germany, from which 
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Hartman escaped in 1933, illustrates an inversion of axiological order. Its evil originated with 

embracing a system of thought that valued ideas about people above people themselves.  

 Three forms of valuation. 

Now, to this fundamental formula of I > E > S, we can add forms of valuation. 

Each of the three values, as value objects, can also be valued by a person—a valuing 

subject—in any of the same three ways.  Thus, we get combinations of values and valuations. 

If a method of valuing serves to enrich the properties of the object, it is called a composition. 

If it diminishes the properties, it is called a transposition. If I wash and wax my car so that its 

paint shines, I have enriched its properties. I have increased its goodness. In shorthand, this is 

written as E (an extrinsic object) that is enriched extrinsically by being waxed (also an action 

that exists in the world). This second E is written as a superscript. Thus, my car (E) has now 

become (E
E
). If, rather than waxing it I drive it carelessly, and back it into a dumpster, 

denting the rear bumper, then I have diminished its goodness, or its richness. I have created a 

value transposition, commonly annotated by axiologists as: EE. A used car dealer would 

confirm for me that I decreased its value when I dented it. 

 Axiological ordering. 

Any object of value can be valued positively in a way that enriches its properties. Or, 

it can be valued negatively in a way that diminishes its properties. Thus, there are 18 possible 

combinations of value and valuation—nine possible combinations of compositions and nine 

possible transpositions. The coding scheme that was first developed by Hartman is in 

common use by most formal axiologists today. It is as follows. (Viewed from left to right, 
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value combinations are shown here in order from the richest in value to the poorest or from 

the best to the worst.)  

II  EI  SI  IE  IS  EE  SE  ES  SS  SS  ES  SE  EE  IS  IE  SI  EI  II 

 Notice the impact of the “I” dimension in establishing this hierarchy of values and 

valuation. Intrinsic valuations (the “I” superscripts) contribute more to the richness of a 

binary combination than do any of the base constructs. And, second to that, the base “I” 

contributes more to richness than do the other two means of valuation. Then in compositional 

importance comes the “E” followed by the “S”. Compositional order is mirrored in the 

transpositional order. This hierarchy of value reveals the underlying structure by which 

people make value judgments. Its precise ordering is what gives credence to Hartman’s claim 

that formal axiology is a formal science of value. And it is the fixed nature of this hierarchy 

of value that gave rise to an assessment instrument known today as the Hartman Value 

Profile (HVP) Manual of Interpretation (Hartman, 2006).  

Examples. 

Let’s return the discussion to the illustrative level for a moment.  

These three levels of valuation come into play, in differing proportions, with every 

thought we think, with every emotion we feel, and with every judgment or decision we make. 

The important consideration for the practicing axiologist is to invoke each realm of valuation 

in proportions appropriate to the circumstance at hand. This is the same challenge faced by 

entrepreneurs at all hours of the day. Here’s an example. 
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 I could easily trigger all three modes of valuing within you with a simple exercise. 

Imagine the following scenario: 

I have a 19-year-old daughter. I carry her photo with me in my wallet. I could open 

my wallet, pull out her photo, and invite you to look at it, saying, “This is my daughter.” 

Instantly, your mind would engage—in some proportion that is unique to your value 

structure—all three of these levels of valuation. 

Systemically, your mind would be concluding, “This is a color photographic 

representation of a homo sapiens, female gender, probably young adult, Caucasian, etc.” In 

doing so at this level, you would be sorting my daughter into systemic categories of 

classification. Doing so forms a necessary part of recognition. At the same time, some part of 

you may be comparing her to other young women her age that you have known.  Perhaps you 

are comparing her to your own daughter at that age. You may be wondering, how well did 

she do in high school? What college is she going to? How prestigious is it? Is she as smart as 

your own daughter? Smarter?  Better looking? Not as attractive? Does she have a lot of 

friends? How well do those colors she is wearing work for her? How about her necklace, and 

so on? The extent that your mind dwells on such comparatives is a sign of your focusing at 

the extrinsic level.  Of course, if you are like most people when shown a photo by someone 

of his or her child, your primary reaction will be an intrinsic one. You’ll smile and go, 

“Ohhhh, isn’t she…?” You do this out of an instant intrinsic valuational connection to the 

uniqueness of this person. You simultaneously connect with me, as her father, because you 

know that to me, my daughter is unique; she is beyond comparison. And, even from a mere 

photo, you share with me some part of my intrinsic valuation of her. If you happen to be her 

grandparents, you probably overflow with intrinsic valuation.  
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Of course, different people may respond to my daughter’s photo with varying 

amounts of intensity along each of these three levels of valuation. Knowing something about 

such valuational proclivities reveals a lot about a person. All three levels of valuation are 

necessary and are appropriate in some proportion. For instance, there are times when it is 

good to value my daughter systemically.  Suppose she is at the airport security gate. If you 

are a security agent, your job is to look at her, then look at her photo ID, and determine 

whether, in fact, she is the person represented by her ID. Your job in this instance calls for 

systemic judgment. Or, perhaps you are a professor and she is your student. In this case, she 

deserves to receive extrinsically meaningful feedback from you about the quality of her 

schoolwork.  That’s your role; but it is not so much mine. If I, as her father, overemphasize 

her grades, and thus my extrinsic valuation of her, I would grow to value her merely for her 

academic performance, and thereby risk becoming the proverbial “helicopter parent.” I 

would fail to appreciate her at her richest, intrinsically as the unique individual that she is. 

My life—and hers—would not be as rich as it could be if I understood and applied axiology 

more fully to our relationship. 

Let’s now roll the valuation of my daughter back into our original discussion about 

cars. Let’s suppose that my car is not an ’09 Camry, but rather it is a 1927 Packard 426 

Roadster, which has been passed down in my family from my grandfather, to my father, to 

me. It is in mint condition. It is a family heirloom. I would not sell it for any amount of 

money. Given this degree of attachment to my car, you can readily see that I am evaluating 

an extrinsic object (E) intrinsically (E
I
). This, in fact, is the realm of aesthetic judgment 

(Hartman, 1994). But, let’s further say that I value my daughter largely on the basis of the 

college she was accepted into. I am, in this event, valuing her (I) extrinsically (I
E
). Chances 
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are, I have never before had a language with which to compare my valuational preferences in 

these seemingly dissimilar circumstances. Now, if you are an axiologist and I am not, you 

know something meaningful about me that I do not know. You have a lens through which to 

view me that I do not have. You could even begin to generalize from these two cases that I 

may have propensities to over value extrinsic things and under value intrinsic ones. If you 

were an advisor to me and I were an entrepreneur, and you interpreted with me my scores of 

the HVP, then you would have a basis for working with me to help me see how my value 

structures will influence how I make decisions when faced with situations of uncertainty and 

ambiguity.  

It is not what I value that is so revealing here. We could substitute a piece of software 

code for my Packard and my team members for my daughter and would find similar 

valuational patterns. It is the underlying structure revealed by my acts of valuing that 

provides axiological meaning. 

Value structures. 

It is this focus on the structure of values that distinguishes formal axiology from most 

other value theories. It is what makes formal axiology a meta-valuational theory. As such, it 

can bring insight to the study of values comparable to the insight that Piaget, for instance, 

brought to the study of cognition. 

In a now-famous demonstration of cognitive capacity, Jean Piaget asked young 

children to say whether or not two glasses of milk had the same amount of milk in them 

(which they did). Inevitably, young children would respond that the taller, skinnier glass 

contained more milk than did the shorter, wider glass. The importance of this demonstration, 
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Piaget noted, is that the young child is not guessing at the answer. The child knows (Reimer, 

Paolitto, & Hersh, 1983). Given the child’s current level of cognitive development, his or her 

mental constructs do not encompass yet the notion of conservation of volume. What the child 

knows is cognitive; how the child knows derives from his or her cognitive structure. Theories 

of cognition relate to what people know. Theories of meta-cognition relate to the cognitive 

structures which determine the boundaries of what they can know. 

Just as young children are not aware of the limits to their cognitive structure, most 

people are not aware of the structure that frames and determines the values they hold. For 

this reason, most debates and controversies about values result in impasse. They devolve 

quickly into arguments over objectivism versus relativism. We lack a widely shared meta-

valuational framework within which to understand the source of such differences in values.  

 As long as a person’s value structures are held unconsciously, they cannot be 

examined, debated, discussed, or defended. We are like children who do not yet know the 

concept of the preservation of volume. The framework of formal axiology can help to make 

those unconsciously held value structures known to oneself and to others. 

This is why formal axiology, being a meta-valuational theory, can provide insight that 

no valuational theory can provide. Most better-known value theories, such as those advanced 

by Rokeach (1973, 1979), Hall (1973, 1976, 2000), and Allport (Nicholson, 2003), deal with 

the content of what people value. More research has been conducted on values than on the 

structure of values. This is the first study to report on the structure of values that are held by 

founders of early stage companies whose intent it is to scale rapidly through investor 
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funding. Given that value structures are unconsciously held, how this can be done requires 

additional explanation. That’s next.  

Hartman Value Profile (HVP) 

This hierarchy of values and valuations forms the basis of the Hartman Value Profile. 

When responding to this assessment, the respondent stack-ranks words or phrases according 

to what the respondent values from best to worst. This is done twice. Each word or phrase in 

the assessment stands for one of these 18 value combinations. A copy of the HVP, and 

directions for completing it, are provided in Appendix B. The scoring of the HVP is quite 

complex; thorough instructions for hand scoring this instrument are provided in detail in the 

Manual of Interpretation (Hartman, 2006).  

The assessment, when being scored, compares the respondent’s stack ranking to the 

hierarchy of values, which is the order shown earlier. For instance, the phrase “love of 

nature” represents an intrinsic valuation of an extrinsic value. It thus is a value/valuation 

composition of E
I
. It properly is ranked in the number 2 position in Part 1 of the assessment. 

The phrase “assembly line” is a systemic valuation of an extrinsic value. A collection of 

things (E) is being put into a system (S). It, therefore, is E
S
, which belongs properly in the 8

th
 

position of Part 1. “A fine” on the other hand, stands for the systemic disvaluation of an 

extrinsic value. The extrinsic value is the situation for which the fine is given. The fine is 

given by a representative of a system (an official) who, in terms of the system, disvalues the 

situation. It belongs in the 11
th

 position of Part 1 (Hartman, 2006, p. 34). 

 The first group of 18 words refers to the person’s view of the world. The second 

group of 18 words or phrases refers to the person’s view of self.  
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Each phrase used in the HVP is representative of one of these 18 value combinations. 

The respondents’ answers are then compared to the theoretical norms of formal axiology, 

resulting in a report that provides multi-layered insight about the person’s valuational 

proclivities. Overall, there are 54 different indices used in the scoring. The major indices are 

known as the DIF, DIM, INT, and DIS scales. These abbreviations stand for the 

Differentiation, Dimension, Integration, and Dissimilarity scales. The Dissimilarity scale is 

also frequently known as the Distortion scale. I will illustrate briefly in the following 

paragraphs how these indices are scored. Scoring is the same for Parts 1 and 2. A complete 

explanation of the scoring methodology is found in The Manual of Interpretation (Hartman, 

2006). Hartman describes the importance of these four scales by means of an analogy: 

The interrelationship between these four scores may be made clear by 

an analogy with vision. If the capacity to “see” value is compared to that of 

seeing objects, then the Differentiation Score measures the keenness of vision, 

the Dimension Score the capacity for focusing (axiological astigmatism), the 

Integration Score the capacity for seeing Gestalten or wholes, and the 

Dissimilarity Score the proneness to confuse right and left, that is, 

axiologically right and wrong (axiological strabism). (Hartman, 2006, p. 44) 

 These four scores are measures of deviation from the theoretical norm. Hence, a 

perfect score would be “0” in each of these scales. The higher the number, the weaker the 

score in that scale. Each of these scales has its own range of possible scores. To make an easy 

comparison of the technical name for each scale, its common language name, and a brief 

description of what it measures, see Appendix C. 

Calculating the DIF score. 

 “DIF” is axiological shorthand for the Differentiation score. It measures the 

respondent’s value sensitivity. It is calculated as the sum of the Dimension scores in each of 
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the three DIM subscales: the DIMI, DIME, and DIMS. Those, in turn, are calculated by 

summing the absolute gap between the respondents’ answer and the theoretical answer for 

each word or phrase which involves that dimension (I, E, or S) in the base of that part of the 

instrument. An illustration will make this clearer.  

 In Part 1 of the profile, the phrase “assembly line” appears. An assembly line is the 

systemic organization of work. Work occurs in the extrinsic (E) dimension and is the base 

value in this construct. In an assembly line, the productivity of work is increased by its being 

organized according to a system of production (superscript S). Hence, the phrase assembly 

line is a verbal proxy for the axiological value/valuational combination of E
S
. When 

responding to the instrument, it is correctly placed in the eighth position in the hierarchy of 

value. If a respondent places “assembly line” in the eighth position, then no points are added 

to that person’s DIME score and no points are added to the DIF score. If, however, a person 

ranks “assembly line” higher or lower than the eighth position, its placement affects both the 

DIME and DIF score. My own tendency is to rank it lower. I have never worked on an 

assembly line, and never want to. I feel a negative, visceral reaction to the very thought of the 

repetition required to work on an assembly line. Let’s suppose that I rank “assembly line” not 

in the eighth position, but in the tenth. This adds two points to my DIME score and also to 

my DIF score in Part 1. My placement of “assembly line” in tenth position also affects my 

DIM score and my DIS score, but not my INT score. Here’s why. 

Calculating the INT score. 

 The INT score is similar to the DIF score, only it is less sensitive. It gives credit for 

being “close.” In the INT score, credit is given—that is, no points are added—for any 



67      

 

variances from the theoretical norm of 2 or less. Therefore, in the above example, my placing 

“assembly line” in position 10 rather than 8 does not add anything to my INT score. If I had 

placed it, however, in position 11, then it would add 1 point to my INT score.  

Calculating the DIM score. 

 Upon calculation of the DIMI, DIME, and DIMS subscores, it is easy to see in which 

dimension the respondent is relatively strongest (the lowest of the three scores) and relatively 

weakest (the highest of the three scores). The DIM score is calculated by finding the highest 

number of the three subscores and subtracting each of the lower numbers from it, then adding 

them together. This yields the DIM score. As Hartman puts it, “The Dimension Score 

measures the subject’s sense of proportion, that is, his capacity to see the various value 

dimensions evenly” (2006, p. 51). 

Calculating the DIS score. 

 “DIS” refers to the Dissimilarity score, also known as the Distortion score. When I 

ranked an assembly line in the tenth position rather than in the eighth, I affected my DIS 

score, as well. Not only did I value an assembly line less than is due, I also “crossed the 

line.” By this I mean, I ranked a composition as if it were a transposition. Remember that the 

first nine items are compositions, which enrich value and are designated in axiological 

shorthand as superscripts such as E
S
. And the second nine items are transpositions, which 

diminish value and are designated in axiological shorthand as subscripts, such as ES. 

Whenever a respondent ranks a composition as a transposition or vice versa, a distortion 

occurs. That is, the respondent confuses valuation and disvaluation. My proclivity to disvalue 

assembly lines means that, to a slight degree, I fail to see the immense value that assembly 
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lines have brought to the material standard of living that I enjoy. It means, more generally, 

that I tend not to value the systemic organization of work as much as I should. And this 

valuational tendency shows up in other areas of my life, as well. A dissertation coach would 

point out to me the ways in which I underutilized the various electronic resources, such as 

bibliographical citation software, that are available to students today to help organize and 

streamline the writing of dissertations. I may argue in reply that creativity and freedom of 

expression are more important to me, both in work and in dissertation writing, than is 

efficiency. And an axiologist would point out that my very argument is evidence of the 

structure of my values. Hartman puts it this way: 

 The test is extremely sensitive and shows up very subtle deviations 

from the norm. These deviations have their basis in the person’s own value 

system. The pattern expresses itself in specific values, interests or preferences, 

but the test does not measure the latter; it measures the underlying value 

pattern. (2006, p. 41)  

Parallel Forms 

The HVP, and variations of it, are increasingly being used in organizational 

development (OD) consulting, psychological counseling, executive coaching, and even for 

sports coaching and for investment analysis. Today, a small but growing number of 

consultants have brought to market computerized means of interpreting the HVP. Each report 

writer emphasizes his or her own interpretation of the raw data that are generated by a 

person’s response to the instrument. Most of these interpretations are based closely upon 

Hartman’s original HVP. If the response items do not follow exactly Hartman’s original 

choices, they are known as parallel forms of the HVP. A recent trend among axiologists is to 

develop specialized value profiles. Whereas the original HVP aims to assess a person’s 

general valuational proclivities, specialized profiles assess how a person makes value 
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judgments in specific areas of life. Specialized profiles have now been developed for sports, 

religion, and business.  This is a trend that is likely to continue, and may open new arenas for 

applications of formal axiology in practice.  

Byrum Method 

One person who has developed a computer-scored version of the HVP is Stephen 

Byrum.  Byrum is a former student of Hartman’s and an axiologist who has published widely 

on the subject. Byrum is an OD practitioner who uses formal axiology as the core of his 

work. His book for the general reader, From the Neck Up (2006), is one of the first book-

length treatments of formal axiology written for the nonspecialist. In it Byrum contrasts the 

management paradigm advocated by Frederick Taylor with that of Robert Hartman. He 

advocates Hartman’s axiology as an overdue and much-needed counterbalance to prevailing 

managerial practices of American business, which tend to embrace Taylor’s “one best way.” 

Byrum’s Sprit for Greatness: Spiritual Dimensions of Organizations and their Leadership 

(2004), co-authored with Kaiser, grew out of his extensive work with Hermann Memorial 

Hospital System and their Spiritual Leadership Institute, whose mission is to “promote value-

centered leadership that advances personal authenticity, professional fulfillment and 

organizational excellence” (inside cover). Byrum describes Hartman’s influence upon his 

overall perspective on leadership by citing class notes he took as an undergraduate during 

one of Hartman’s lectures:  

The higher a person goes into management, and especially as positions of 

leadership are approached, the more it is necessary to know about the 

intrinsic. For, at the highest echelons of life and work, the intrinsic must 

dominate, because the high questions—the truly human questions—will be 

fraught with moral implications and moral consequences. (2006, p. 46) 



70      

 

 

Byrum’s insights from nearly 30 years of interpreting the Hartman Value Profile have 

aided me in my research. I used Byrum’s computerized scoring of assessment reports for this 

dissertation. Byrum advocates a method of dialogical interpretation of HVP results between 

the axiologist and respondent. It is a process he calls axiological hermeneutics, and is a 

method I have used in this research. A description of the Byrum method of interpretation is 

provided in Appendix D. Byrum’s scoring method is true to Hartman’s original interpretation, 

and his verbal interpretations of those scores combine Hartman’s insights with Byrum’s own 

experience with interpreting thousands of people’s profiles. 

Other Applications of Formal Axiology and the HVP  

 Since its development 40 years ago, formal axiology and the HVP have been used in 

fieldwork and in empirical research in education (Carrasco, 2011), industrial design 

(Gojman, 2008), psychology (Pomeroy, 2005), and anthropology (Gallopin, 2009). The 

research of Pomeroy and Gallopin relate most directly to the current project.  

Psychology and the HVP. 

Pomeroy authored The New Science of Axiological Psychology (2005), in which he 

describes his use of the HVP in clinical practice.  He also reports the results of his correlation 

studies of the HVP with other psychometric instruments, principally the MMPI, Cattell’s 

16PF, and the CAQ scale. Pomeroy also provides in The New Science the first published 

efforts at cross-national validation studies of the HVP. Pomeroy’s empirical methods have 
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influenced design of this research and provide a preliminary baseline with which to compare 

some of my findings. 

Anthropology and the HVP. 

Recently, the concept of formal axiology has entered the discipline of anthropology. 

Gallopin’s Beyond Perestroika: Axiology and the New Russian Entrepreneurs (2009) is an 

ethnographic study of the lives of Russian entrepreneurs during the years 1991 to 1994, a 

time of immense social change in the former Soviet Union. Gallopin makes use of both the 

HVP and deep reflection of his interactions with Russian entrepreneurs in analyzing their 

value structures.  I anticipate that an ethnographic approach to the study of entrepreneurial 

judgment may prove to be a valuable method for pursuing my broader research agenda, 

although his findings do not have much to bear on this dissertation. That is because 

Gallopin’s sample of entrepreneurs is so different from the ones I studied. Gallopin studied 

Russians who were first seeking to explore the creation of small businesses in a society 

where, only a few years before, such an undertaking was unthinkable and illegal. This is a 

very different subset of entrepreneurs than are the subjects of my study, who are founders of 

potentially fast-growing hi-tech ventures in Silicon Valley.  

Other Sources of Literature on Formal Axiology and Values 

Only one journal, to my knowledge, deals specifically with the formal axiology as a 

discipline. This is The Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice, to which I have 

been a contributor (Hurst, 2009, 2010, 2011). In addition, axiology in its broader sense is 

discussed in The Journal of Value Inquiry, Journal of Ethics, Journal of Business Ethics, and 

Ethical Theory and Moral Practice. Discussions of entrepreneurial values can be found in the 
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Journal of Business Venturing, Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, and Journal of Small 

Business Management. 

Bridging the Postpositive Divide 

The logic of formal axiology, it seems to me, may be a logic that can be embraced by 

feminist theorists and other postmodernists. The logic of formal axiology embraces three 

concepts which appear to be central tenets of most feminist theories: 

1.  The notion of objective knowledge, as supposed within positivism, does not exist. All 

knowledge is, to some extent, subjective. The researcher is always in relationship 

with the subject of research. And this connectedness needs recognition within theories 

of knowledge. 

2.  Knowledge is not just cognitive. It also is affective. A robust theory of knowledge 

must include and embrace emotions as well as reason. 

3.  Knowledge is also embodied. It is not detached.  

The hierarchy of values as espoused in formal axiology aligns with these three 

precepts. In fact, the basic axiological formula,  I > E > S,  places types of knowing that are 

embodied as being richer, and therefore of higher value, than pure reason. It places types of 

knowing that include emotions, intuition, and interconnectedness as the richest, and 

therefore, most developed of all. Much of Hartman’s work is devoted to describing a rigorous 

logical basis for this hierarchy. It is a logic that is higher than one of pure reason. 

Hartman’s axiology recognizes the primacy of the intrinsic dimension as being the 

richest and highest realm of value and valuing. The intrinsic embraces the individuality of 

each person, the role of emotions, and intuition. What if axiology could demonstrate that 

feminist theories are both more comprehensive—that is, richer in value—and more logical 

than positivist ones?  In this sense, formal axiology could begin to bridge the post-positive 
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divide. This realization could someday have meaningful influence upon the way researchers 

within all of the social sciences approach their work. And it could have significant 

ramifications for the way that start-ups get funded. As mentioned in the Introduction chapter, 

investors tend to rely primarily on three heuristics when deciding whether or not to invest in 

a particular start-up. They ask, (a) Have you done this before? (b) Who do you know well 

who also knows me well enough to speak for you? and (c) Do I recognize in you patterns that 

resemble successful entrepreneurs that I have known? This third heuristic, in particular, 

which is known as the representative heuristic or more simply, as pattern recognition, results 

in unwarranted bias against women and ethnic minorities (Padnos, 2010). Insight from the 

HVP may someday reveal whether, and to what extent, leadership styles that are developed 

in alignment with feminist theories of leadership could improve the chances of start-up 

success compared with the leadership styles, with their roots in rational actor theory, that 

have prevailed to this point have been able to achieve. 

HVP as a Tool for Increasing Metacognitive Awareness 

The HVP shows its respondent his or her propensity towards which of the value 

dimensions will be invoked when making value judgments. Through interpreting and 

coaching of the person with those propensities in mind, a consultant can assist that person to 

exercise ways of valuing differently, and to develop more fully his or her valuational clarity 

and capacities. The idea behind coaching with the HVP is to help a person grow in each of 

the value and valuing dimensions so that, when confronted with a real-life decision, he or she 

will be better-equipped to make a decision appropriate to the situation, rather than one that is 

severely restricted by underdeveloped valuational capacities. This is why I have chosen to 

use the HVP as a measure of entrepreneurial judgment and as a starting point for dialogue 
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with entrepreneurs who participate in this study about ways their judgment capacities can be 

made consciously and deliberately known to themselves and to others. By understanding 

their habitual evaluative thought patterns, entrepreneurs can respond more effectively to 

feedback from customers and from potential team members. By manifesting their judgment 

capacities to investors, investors may no longer have to rely solely on fallible heuristics when 

assessing this important capacity. Table 1 portrayed those aspects of judgment that are of 

most interest to investors, entrepreneurs, and academics. Most of those aspects of judgment 

are assessable in some way by the HVP, either directly or indirectly in combination with 

other indices within the HVP. Table 2 illustrates which indices of the HVP map to which of 

the previously reviewed aspects of judgment.   
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Table 2 

 

How the HVP Maps to Important Judgment Capacities  

 

Characteristic Important to: Measurable by HVP 

 

Investors 

 

Entrepreneurs 

 

Academics 

 

Candor 
X X X 

DIS2 

Confidence 
X X X 

DI2 

Flexibility 
X X X 

DIM%2 

Handling Stress 
X X X 

INT%1,2 

AI%1,2   INT2 

Innovativeness 
  X 

Implications  for 

Innovation 

Leadership 
X X X 

Global I,E,S  1 

Metacognitive 

Awareness 
  X 

see Appendix D 

Noticing 
  X 

DIF1 

Persistence 
X X X 

DIMS2 

Problem-Solving ability 
X X X 

INT1 INT%1 

Resilience 
X X X 

Resilience Inventory 

Risk-Taking 
X X  

DIM%2, DI2 

Self-Awareness 
   

Global I,E,S  2, all of 

Part 2 

Self-Efficacy 
  X 

AI%1, AI%2, DIM 2 

scores 

Smart 
X X  

Not measured by HVP 

Speed in Decision-

Making 
X X X 

DIM1 

DIM2 

Teachability 
X X  

DIME1 

Bal -I2 

Vision 
X X X 

Global S1 

DimS1 

Key:  

 X Important to this type of stakeholder and is generally researched in positive terms. 

 X [italicized] Important to this type of stakeholder and is generally researched in 

negative terms, or in the absence of this characteristic. 

 Superscripts refer to explanatory notes previously explained in conjunction with 

Table 1. 
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 Comprehensive definitions of each of these HVP indices are provide in the Manual of 

Interpretation (Hartman, 2006) and within the HVP reports generated by the Byrum 

method. I define and describe those indices which bear most directly on this research 

project in the Methods and Findings chapters. 

Summary 

 Formal axiology is a metavaluational theory. It may also be described as a theory of 

metacognition. The HVP—based as it is on this theory—reveals a person’s value structure 

(in Hartman’s language) and a person’s habitual evaluative thought patterns, or cognitive 

structure (to use a more contemporary idiom). It provides the scholar as well as the 

entrepreneur a lens by which to observe entrepreneurial judgments and decision-making and 

gives us a vocabulary with which to describe what is seen. Just as an x-ray allows a 

technician to see the bone structure beneath soft tissue, formal axiology allows a person to 

“see” the structure behind one’s values and judgments.  

 To paraphrase Byrum (n.d.), judgment is a larger construct than is mere thinking. 

Judgment is a uniquely human trait, one that includes thinking, but one that also encompasses 

feelings, emotions, and spiritual dimensions of valuing. Thus, the metavaluational theory of 

formal axiology augments the meta-cognition approach recently advanced by Haynie et al, 

(2010). And it may help to overcome some of the complexities in explaining how 

metacognition operates as described by Flavell (1979). 

 Furthermore, the Hartman Value Profile (Hartman, 2006) gives researchers a well-

validated method for assessing some of the heretofore difficult-to-measure aspects of 

entrepreneurial judgment. This method covers, but is not limited to, a way to measure self-

awareness and a way to measure an entrepreneur’s capacity to recognize opportunities. The 

HVP also provides a way to assess the habitual evaluative thought patterns that result in 
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characteristics such as perseverance, resilience, and a person’s preferred approach to 

leadership. It provides a way to reveal the strengths and the balance of an entrepreneur’s 

judgment capacities in each of these areas.  

My Research Question 

 The Hartman Value Profile, when applied in empirical tests, and combined with a 

qualitative interview process built upon axiological hermeneutics, may provide a key to 

answering the long-unsolvable question: What makes entrepreneurs different than other 

people? For this reason, the question that I propose to answer in this project is  

How is entrepreneurial judgment reflected in the ways that entrepreneurs 

respond to feedback? 

 

 This research question rests on six presuppositions inherent in the theory of formal 

axiology. It presupposes 

1. That formal axiology, as a theory, is, indeed a meaningful lens through which to 

study the subject of values and valuation in situations of uncertainty where decisions 

are called for in the face of complex dilemmas. 

2. That each person has a propensity to make judgments according to his or her unique 

value structures. And that these propensities can be identified and measured by the 

HVP. 

3. That most people are not aware of the values they hold or of a theory about the 

structure underlying those values. 

4. That this structure is there, and operating, anyway, whether we know it or not. In this 

way, it is like the law of gravity (Hartman, 1991, p. 13). If I jump off of a cliff, the 
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law of gravity works on my body whether I know about the law of gravity, like the 

law of gravity, or believe in the law of gravity. 

5. Unlike the deterministic effect of the law of gravity, however, if a person knows 

about the structure of values, then he or she can choose to act differently based on 

that understanding. 

6. If a person understands—through axiological interpretation—the structure of the 

values at play in any given situation, then he or she can make better judgments than 

could be reached without such understanding. 

If this research is successful, then it may lead to recognition that it could be possible 

to observe through their responses to feedback the quality of decisions that are likely to be 

made by entrepreneurs or an entrepreneurial team in unpredicted or unforeseeable 

circumstances, predicated in some way by their proclivities towards valuing (as measured by 

the HVP).  Findings from this research may someday help both to predict entrepreneurial 

success and to assist a higher percentage of company founders to achieve success. It may, 

indeed, contribute to renewed job growth by helping more start-ups turn into gazelles.  

The methods by which I have pursued an answer to this research question are 

described in the following chapter.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODS  

 This undertaking was an empirical, mixed-methods research project using axiological 

hermeneutics as its principal method of inquiry.  Numerical and textual data, in the form of 

the HVP report for each participant, served as the starting point for feedback dialogue and 

interviews based on that feedback with each participant. Each respondent’s written report 

contained about 100 pages of textual descriptions of their strengths of judgment and balance 

of judgment as measured by 54 indices.  This text provided the starting point for an 

interpretive dialogue about its meaning and the implications of that meaning for them as 

entrepreneurs.  By means of these dialogues I strove, in Rogers (1996) words, to “transfer the 

text from its otherness to an object of familiarity” (p. 61). This meant that, at the time I began 

the recorded portions of our interviews, participants’ responses to their recently revealed, but 

heretofore unconsciously held, habitual evaluative thought patterns were fresh in their minds 

and mine. The protocol I established for the semi-structured interviews is provided in 

Appendix F. The coding schemes I developed using MaxQDA  are explained later in this 

chapter. The statistical procedures I applied when analyzing the data quantitatively are 

described in Chapter 5: Findings. Here is a more detailed explanation of the hermeneutic 

components of the methods used in this inquiry.  

Hermeneutics 

 Hermeneutics is the art of interpretation. Disagreements exist as to what, exactly, this 

refers. Palmer (1969) provides six different definitions of the word. I accept a definition that 

acknowledges the dual aspect of interpretation, as put forth by Rogers (1996) who writes, 

“Hermeneutics is concerned with the process of understanding and the interpretation of what 

has been understood” (p. 61). This project involved hermeneutic interpretation at both of 
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those levels. At the first level, it involved a dialogic interpretation of each participant’s 

assessment results. This was a mutual interpretation, which grew out of my prior knowledge 

of the theory of formal axiology, which research participants did not possess, and out of each 

participant’s prior knowledge of themselves, which I did not possess. That is what is meant 

by the method of axiological hermeneutics as defined by Byrum (n.d.) and about which I 

provide a more detailed description in Appendix D.  

Surface and depth interpretation. 

 A second level of hermeneutic interpretation involved my effort to bring greater 

clarity to my understanding of the concept of entrepreneurial judgment as revealed by my 

further interpretation of participants’ responses to feedback as those responses were reflected 

in transcribed interviews, comparisons of assessment results, my field notes, and 

observations. Palmer (1969) writes that, “The task of interpretation must be to make 

something that is unfamiliar, distant, and obscure in meaning into something real, near, and 

intelligible” (p. 14). During the conduct of the research I endeavored to do this for my 

participants and for myself. Now I endeavor to do it for readers of this dissertation. The 

process involved both what are commonly called surface hermeneutics and depth 

hermeneutics. “In surface hermeneutics, the words on the page to be understood become the 

object of the interpretive process” (Rogers, 1996, p. 61). The method of surface hermeneutics 

describes my dialogic review of HVP results with each participant. “Depth hermeneutics 

refers to the author’s insight, the spirit of writing, and the context” (Rogers, p. 61).  Processes 

of depth hermeneutics were evoked in two ways. First, depth hermeneutics was reflected in 

the meaning that participants told me they gained from our dialogue about their HVP results. 

Second, depth hermeneutics was called into play when I developed two coding schemata by 
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which to interpret transcribed interviews in light of the judgment characteristics that are 

deemed most important by entrepreneurs, investors, and scholars. 

The importance of context in interpretation. 

 The importance of context in hermeneutics should not be overlooked. When my 

participants talked about “pitching” and “MVPs”, they were not referring to baseball. In our 

context—entrepreneurship—a pitch is the oral presentation of one’s business plan to 

potential investors or customers. And an MVP, when mentioned by an entrepreneur, refers to 

Blank’s (2007) notion of the importance of getting a minimally viable product into 

customers’ hands as quickly as possible in order to test the market. Throughout the project, 

therefore, I had to—as much as possible—enter into my participants’ world of 

entrepreneurship. Throughout my interpretation of data, I cycled repeatedly around the 

hermeneutical circle by reflecting at times on particular sources of data that I had collected 

and at times more holistically about the notions of entrepreneurial judgment in general as 

expressed in both the academic and the trade literature.  

Interpretation as a game that is played. 

 Carroll (S. Carroll, personal conversation, November 4, 2011) pointed out to me that 

the interpretive dialogue that I had with each participant has much in common with 

Gadamer’s (1989) concept of playing a “game.” The rules of our game were defined by the 

precepts of formal axiology and by the management challenges inherent in entrepreneurship, 

as well as by the nature of the feedback reports I selected for the HVP narrative summaries. 

Since formal axiology was something new and unfamiliar to participants, in order for them to 

accept and reflect upon the feedback it offered, they needed to suspend disbelief and lose 



82      

 

themselves in playing the game. The notion of “rules of the game” here are determined by 

the theoretical norm of the theory of formal axiology upon which the HVP is based. In fact, 

one participant described his response to the feedback from the HVP using just these terms. 

“I don’t fully understand…it’s difficult for me to comprehend how sorting two lists could tell 

you all of this. I am suspending disbelief.” Those participants who were able to suspend their 

disbelief and get fully into the “game” tended to receive this feedback in a way that evoked 

deeper reflection than did those who, by staying on the sidelines, tended more often to deflect 

the feedback that was offered.   

Selecting Participants and Types of Entrepreneurs 

 I used criterion sampling, as described by Rudestam and Newton (2001) to identify a 

pool of entrepreneurs from which to solicit participants. I strived to meet three principal 

criteria. Each criterion and my reasoning for using it is explained in the paragraphs that 

follow.  

Type of entrepreneur. 

 My first goal was to obtain consistency in the type of entrepreneur in my sample. I 

sought to avoid the looseness of definition of “entrepreneur” which exemplifies much of 

entrepreneurship research. I chose to work with those entrepreneurs whose intentions are to 

start what are dubbed by the Kauffman Foundation “gazelles”—that is, businesses that can 

scale quickly and profitably. By default, this means businesses whose potential for growth is 

such that they are likely to require investor financing in order to scale quickly. This is the 

case for many of the hi-tech companies that have been founded in Silicon Valley, where I 

live. Unlike manufacturing companies, hi-tech start-ups tend to have low capital 
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requirements and extremely high operating margins once they reach scale. These 

characteristics make them less appealing to banks for purposes of debt financing, but more 

attractive to equity investors. So, I sought out founders whose intentions were to develop a 

business plan and business plan pitch that would enable them to seek equity funding from 

angel or venture capital investors.  

 Location. 

 Since I live in Silicon Valley, a second specification was that research participants 

also operate their businesses in the local area so that we could meet face-to-face for 

interviews. I defined “local” as anywhere in the greater San Francisco Bay/Silicon Valley 

area. Given the global nature of entrepreneurship today, this specification was not met in all 

cases. I’ll explain in a subsequent subsection how this happened.   

Stage of business start-up. 

 A fast-growing business goes through several identifiable stages. These stages are 

defined by the Startup America Partnership as idea, start-up, ramp-up, and speed-up 

(www.startupamericapartnership.org). It is likely that different judgment capacities are 

required of a company founder at each of these stages of business growth. My third 

specification, therefore, was to identify entrepreneurs whose businesses were at roughly the 

same stage of development. Generally speaking, companies at the idea and start-up stages are 

not yet funded by other than the founders’ own capital and by what are commonly known as 

the 3F’s: family, friends, and fools. I chose to work specifically with founders of companies 

that are in the idea and start-up stage for this research. Only two of the start-ups in my 

sample had received seed funding from outside investors. One of those had received 

http://www.startupamericapartnership.org/
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approximately $500,000 of seed capital; the other, $1,500,000. A third received an initial 

round of seed investment in the amount of $775,000 during the time of the study.  A fourth 

received angel investment of approximately $40,000 as part of being selected to take part in a 

business accelerator program. A fifth managed to raise $50,000 through a method known as 

crowd funding during the time of the study. 

 With these three criteria in mind, I found a membership organization whose chief 

executive was willing to cooperate with me in soliciting participants from among their 

membership. 

Procedures 

 By establishing a collegial and collaborative relationship with the president of an 

organization known as the Silicon Valley Association of Startup Entrepreneurs (SVASE), I 

gained access to two pools of entrepreneurs who were at the idea and start-up stages, whose 

serious aim was to launch scalable enterprises, and who (so I thought) would be local to 

Silicon Valley.  

 According to the organization’s website, “SVASE is the largest and fastest-growing 

nonprofit association in Northern California dedicated exclusively to helping startup 

entrepreneurs across all technology sectors build robust business plans, and find Venture 

Capital investors to fund their growing startups.” Its mission is “to empower entrepreneurs to 

succeed, by accelerating startup teams to key milestones, enabling them to attract the right 

talent and funding.” SVASE membership currently numbers over 10,000 associate members, 

4,000 corporate members, and around 800 individual members (www.svase.org/mission-

statement). At about the time that the draft of this dissertation was completed, SVASE 

http://www.svase.org/mission-statement
http://www.svase.org/mission-statement
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combined its operations with another, similar organization, SV Forum. The combined 

organization now operates under that name. Their web site is: www.svforum.org. 

Fast Track Start-Up. 

 For my pilot study, I was invited to solicit participation in my research from among 

30 entrepreneurs who had enrolled in a newly launched, 12-week, one-night-a-week training 

program, conducted by SVASE, and known as the Fast Track Start-Up. Tuition was charged 

for the program. Thus, a degree of self-screening related to the seriousness of their intent to 

start a new business was reflected in the time and monetary commitment made by enrollees. 

Enrollment was not otherwise selective; applicants were accepted on a first-come, first-serve 

basis.  

 The Fast Track program began in November of 2010 and concluded in March of 

2011. I solicited participation in-person during a 15-minute time provided by SVASE during 

one of their regularly scheduled training sessions held in early January 2011. I distributed 

Informed Consent Forms (ICFs) to those who were interested and collected signed ones from 

those who said they were willing to participate at the end of that night’s training session. 

Copies of the solicitation script I followed, the Informed Consent Form that I used, and the 

demographic questions I asked as part of the ICF are provided in Appendix F.  A second class 

of the same program was planned to commence in April of 2011. That second class was 

postponed indefinitely. Its postponement caused me to look to a similar, but differently 

selected group for post-pilot participants. 

http://www.svforum.org/
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Launch Silicon Valley. 

 I found the second pool of participants through a different venue that was also 

sponsored by SVASE. This was the fourth annual Launch Silicon Valley held on June 7, 

2011.  Launch Silicon Valley (LSV) provides a one-day showcase of business plan 

presentations by start-up entrepreneurs. More than 300 applicants were screened by a panel 

of investors, who selected 30 to present their businesses to an audience of several hundred 

paid attendees, including potential investors. Those who were selected to present paid $895 

for the privilege. There was no training component to LSV; it was purely a 

publicity/marketing event for the entrepreneurs who presented. According to the event’s 

website, www.launchsiliconvalley.org, Launch Silicon Valley 2011 is designed to uncover 

and showcase products and services from the most exciting of the newest start-ups in 

information technology, mobility, digital media, next generation internet, life sciences, and 

clean energy.  The reputation of Launch Silicon Valley as a showcase for start-up ventures 

prompted applications from across the globe. Presenters included entrepreneurs from as far 

away as New Zealand and Eastern Europe. I opted, therefore, to loosen my restriction on 

location as one of the criteria for my sample. As a consequence of this decision, three 

participants in my research from this group are located in the US but outside of the Silicon 

Valley/Bay Area and one is from Europe.  

 To solicit participants from among LSV presenters, I submitted an amended 

application to conduct research to Fielding Graduate University’s Institutional Review Board 

(IRB), created an electronic Informed Consent Form so that I could solicit participation by e-

mail, and changed the interview protocol to reflect lessons I had learned from the pilot study 

and to accommodate differences prompted by this change in venue. Details of the revised 

http://www.launchsiliconvalley.org/
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Informed Consent Form and IRB approval are found in Appendix F. Findings from the pilot 

study are found in Appendix E.  

Participation Rates 

 Entrepreneurs are busy people. I had been warned of the difficulties I might encounter 

in soliciting participants in my research project. It was difficult. Of the pool of 30 possible 

participants from the Fast Track Start-Up program, 19 signed Informed Consent Forms, but 

only 11 actually took the HVP. Of those 11, I was able to interpret their results and conduct 

follow-up interviews with 10. Of the 30 presenters at Launch Silicon Valley, 8 signed 

Informed Consent Forms and completed the HVP. I have interpreted results with 7 of those 

8.  One who completed the assessment was too busy to meet with me. One who did review 

the assessment with me has subsequently withdrawn from the study for reasons of being too 

busy to schedule a follow-up. A third, who also reviewed the assessment with me, is 

someone I have not been able to reach again for a follow-up interview. I thus have HVP 

results and demographic data for a total of 19 research participants and interview transcripts 

from 15 participants, plus field notes and e-mail correspondence from one other. I also have 

transcripts of a second interview with 9 of those 15. These follow-up interviews were held 

approximately six months after our initial interviews. This ends the discussion on participant 

selection. The following section describes my methods of data collection. 

Data Collection 

 I gathered data in four primary and two secondary ways: (1) I gathered demographic 

data related to participants’ age, education, business experience, and previous entrepreneurial 

experience as part of the informed consent process. (2) Each participant completed online an 
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axiological assessment instrument known as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP).  (3) I 

interpreted the results of his or her profile with each participant through an in-depth dialogue, 

which lasted on average between a half-hour and an hour-and-a-half, depending on the level 

of interest and the participant’s available time. (4) After that, I conducted semi-structured 

interviews with each participant. Some participants I interviewed twice over a 6-month 

period. I recorded and later transcribed all interviews for further study and interpretation, 

using MaxQDA software, version 10. The protocols I established and the semi-structured 

interview questions I developed for each phase of this research are provided in Appendix F.  I 

also entered demographic data for each participant, results of my qualitative coding, and 

scores on each of the 54 HVP scales into a database in SPSS version Statistics 19. I did this 

in order to seek to identify possible correlations among HVP scores, demographic data, and 

my qualitative coding of interview transcripts. (5)  In addition to interviewing participants 

about how they respond to feedback, I also had the opportunity to observe participants as 

they received feedback from me about their assessment results and, (6) in most instances, I 

was able to observe participants as they received feedback about their business plan pitches 

from a panel of investors. The following paragraphs provide more detail about my data 

collection methods. 

Demographic data. 

 I developed a six-item questionnaire to elicit information about participants’ age, 

education, years of business experience, and prior experience with start-up companies. That 

questionnaire is provided in Appendix F.  
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Hartman Value Profile (HVP). 

 The Hartman Value Profile is a two-part assessment. Each part instructs the 

respondent to rank-order a set of 18 words or phrases. Originally designed as a paper-and-

pencil, hand-scored instrument, today it is available to be completed online with computer-

generated output from a dozen-or-so providers worldwide. I used a computer version of the 

assessment that has been created by Stephen Byrum, PhD and known as the Byrum method 

of the Hartman Value Profile. The Byrum method is true to Hartman’s original, which is 

provided in Appendix B.  

 Instructions for administering and interpreting the hand-scored version of the HVP 

are provided in the second edition of the Manual of Interpretation (Hartman, 2006) which 

can be purchased through the Hartman Institute (www.hartmaninstitute.org). Also available 

through the Institute’s website are several compendia of validation studies which have been 

conducted related to the reliability and validity of the HVP. For that reason, I will not detail 

those here.  

 The Byrum method allows a test administrator to create and/or print up to 31 different 

role-specific or purpose-specific reports from the same input. For this research project, I 

made use of nine reports, whose output provided approximately 100 pages of textual material 

elaborating on the 54 measured indices of the HVP.   

 Other applications and other reporting methods are regularly discussed in the pages of 

the Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice, published by the Hartman Institute.  

http://www.hartmaninstitute.org/
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Mutual interpretation through dialogue. 

 When a respondent takes the HVP, it is not at all obvious what sort of insight will be 

generated from it. Unless a respondent has studied formal axiology, it is a blind assessment. 

Nor are the numeric scores meaningful without some explanation by a trained axiologist. A 

skilled axiologist can find meaning in the numbers alone. However, deeper meaning is 

derived through conversation and mutual interpretation between the respondent and the 

axiologist and by reading the text accompanying each numeric index in the report. My 

interpretive conversations with participants ranged from 30 to 90 minutes in length. The 

length was determined by the participant’s level of interest in the material and his or her 

available time. 

Direct observations of participants. 

 A report of the HVP reveals to a person some of his or her deep-seated habitual 

evaluative thought patterns; this insight is not always flattering. Hence, the process of giving 

feedback not only presents an opportunity to find meaning, it also provides an opportunity 

for the researcher to observe how the participant deals with feedback of a personal nature. Is 

the insight welcomed? Is it resisted? Does it trigger defensiveness? Is it disputed?  

 Both groups from whom participants were solicited provided me with opportunities to 

observe participants’ responses to feedback from others, as well. This took the form of 

feedback from a panel of investors after the participant presented a brief, 6-minute pitch of 

her or his business plan. In the case of participants from the Fast Track Start-Up program, the 

pitch served as the final exercise in the 12-week training program. Part of the curriculum 

included instruction in how to design, script, and rehearse the pitch. These pitches were also 
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scored by the instructor according to criteria that have long been used by SVASE. I was able 

to observe these graduation pitches for those participants in my pilot study who gave them. 

This was 10 of the 11. One participant who completed the HVP and granted me an interview 

did not give a graduation pitch. When I interviewed participants, we discussed how they felt 

their pitch went, what they thought of the feedback given, and what they might do differently 

next time.  

 Research participants from Launch Silicon Valley were not provided instruction in 

how to deliver their pitch. They were, however, competitively chosen from a large applicant 

pool based on an executive summary of their business plans submitted with their application. 

Due to the format of this event, two pitches were given concurrently in different meeting 

rooms. So, it was possible during the day of the event for me to observe only 15 of the 30 

who presented their plans to the showcase. Since I had not finished soliciting participation in 

my research by the day of the event, I had no way of knowing whether the pitches I observed 

would be presented by participants in my study. So I did not observe all of these eight. It 

turned out that I observed only three of the eight. This being said, SVASE did post a video of 

each presenter’s pitch on YouTube, including the Q&A feedback offered by panelists and I 

was able to observe presentations from six of the eight presenters after-the-fact on video. For 

reasons unknown to me, two of the presentations are not posted on YouTube. The pitches at 

LSV were not scored, but they were voted on by the audience as Most Likely to Succeed in 

five different categories. One of my eight participants was voted Most Likely to Succeed. 
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Methods of Data Analysis 

 Having reviewed how I collected data, I now discuss how I conducted semi-

structured interviews, transcribed them, and coded my analysis of transcriptions of those 

interviews. 

Semi-structured interviews. 

 I developed an interview protocol based on the guidance provided by Professor 

Nelson at her workshop during Fielding’s Winter Session on Getting the Story: Designing an 

Interview Protocol. I was also guided by textbooks by Foddy (1993) and by Rubin and Rubin 

(2005). Of the types of interviews Nelson describes, I categorize my approach as “the 

interview as intervention.” Nelson writes, “In research that is oriented towards change, such 

as action research and many forms of management inquiry, the interview is often seen as an 

intervention as well as a means of collecting data” (Nelson, 2011). My approach was further 

modeled on what Rubin and Rubin (2005) call responsive interviewing and has been 

influenced by Schön’s (1983/1991, 1987) descriptions of reflection- on-action.  

 Because of the personal and sensitive nature of the dialogue around presenting 

feedback about the HVP itself, I did not record those conversations. However, I did record 

follow-up interviews with participants in which I asked questions about what the insight from 

the HVP meant to them. The recorded portions of these interviews averaged approximately 

30 minutes in length, and ranged in duration of 20 to 90 minutes. I transcribed the recordings 

for further analysis using MaxQDA software.  

 When the preliminary findings from my pilot study prompted a shift in my focus, I 

obtained IRB approval for a follow-up interview with both sets of participants in which I 
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further explored their responses to feedback. The interview protocol for those subsequent 

interviews is provided in Appendix F. Given that nearly six months had lapsed between the 

initial interviews of my pilot study participants and these planned follow-up interviews, I had 

expected some further drop-off in being able to reach out again to participants. Of the 10 

participants in my pilot study who had granted initial interviews, I was able to reach 9 for 

these subsequent follow-up interviews.  

 In anticipation of the possibility that my sample of participants would no longer be 

sufficient to achieve saturation (Rudestam & Newton, 2001) in my findings, my IRB 

amendment also called for, if needed, solicitation of participants who were enrolled in the 

previously postponed Fast Track Start-Up program, rescheduled to commence in late 

September 2011, and renamed as SVASE Academy Startup Advantage.  I concluded, in 

consultation with my committee, that expanding the size of the participant sample was not 

needed.  

Coding of Transcripts 

 I chose to code interview transcripts in two different ways.  

 As a consultant, I have been giving feedback about various assessment results to 

people in organizations for more than twenty years. I have grown accustomed to observing a 

variety of reactions to this sort of personal feedback. When I began this project with 

entrepreneurs, I was immediately struck by their apparent openness, indeed their eagerness, 

to receive this feedback. This was refreshingly different than what I often encounter in 

corporate settings.  
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Coding Schema from Schön. 

 To test the validity of my first impressions, and taking a cue from Schön (1983/1991, 

1987),  I first coded the transcripts according to whether feedback provided to the participant 

prompted instances of reflection or instances of what I call deflection. Instances that 

prompted one response or the other  included feedback provided by me, usually while we 

were interpreting their HVP results, and it also included participants’ descriptions of 

feedback that they had received from investors, customers, and team members, as prompted 

by my interview questions. Their immediate responses to me were examples of what Schön 

called reflection-in-action and their recall of other instances of feedback could be described 

as reflection-on-action.  

 Accepting the dictionary sense of “reflection” as a prompting to give careful 

consideration, I established a code to use whenever the delivery of feedback prompted an 

interviewee to reflect upon himself or herself, or to reflect upon the event or subject matter 

under discussion. Using the dictionary’s sense of “deflect” as a state of being turned aside, I 

established a code for “deflection” to use whenever the delivery of feedback resulted in the 

interviewee turning aside an invitation or a prompt to reflect.  

 Schön (1987) uses the learning that takes place in an architectural design studio to 

exemplify what he called reflection-in-action. And his portrayals of the students named Petra 

(pp. 46-56) and Judith (pp. 126-137) gave me the idea for my coding schema of reflection 

and deflection. Petra reflects upon feedback given by her studio instructor, whereas Judith 

deflects it in defense of what she already “knows.” These two characters also illustrate 

Gadamer’s (1989) metaphor of being in the game or on the sidelines. 
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Coding schema from Dweck. 

 A second coding schema came to mind through studying the extensive research done 

on goal motivation by Grant and Dweck (2003) as I previously described in Chapter 2. 

Retaining their terminology, I’ve adopted their categorizations as a coding schema in this 

study for interpreting transcribed interviews. 

 Learning Goals are responses to feedback that emphasize learning or growth. 

 Outcome Goals are responses to feedback that reflect “wanting to do well.” 

 Ability Performance Goals are responses to feedback that reflect validation of one’s 

ability. 

 Normative Ability Performance Goals are responses to feedback that reflect a desire 

to compare one’s own performance with the performance of others. 

 

Initial Hypotheses 

 Thus, by selecting these two coding schemata, and combining them with 

interpretations of individual and collective HVP results, I sought to test the following three 

initial hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: That entrepreneurs in this sample would more often reflect upon feedback than 

deflect it. 

Hypothesis 2: That the HVP scores would, in some way, predict or identify those 

entrepreneurs who have the greatest tendency to deflect feedback rather than reflect upon it. 

Hypothesis 3: That the relative frequency of feedback as learning opportunity, outcome 

goals, ability performance goals, and normative performance goals would corroborate the 

findings and implications for further research that Grant and Dweck described in their (2003) 

article.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS  

 This chapter reports the findings of my research. I begin with a descriptive 

profile of participants and follow that by detailing the findings regarding each of the 

three hypotheses described in Chapter 4. A discussion of the meaning and import of 

these findings, as well as a discussion of suggested areas of research that are indicated in 

these findings is undertaken in Chapter 6.   

Descriptive Demographics 

 A total of 19 entrepreneurs took part in this research project. The median age and the 

mean age of participants were the same: 39 years. Ages ranged from 23 to 61. Participants 

had a mean of 12 years and a median of 14 years of business experience, ranging from none 

to 22 years. Of the 19 participants, 4 had previously founded a start-up company for which 

they had sought investor funding; 15 were first-time entrepreneurs. Of the 4 who had 

previously founded start-ups, 2 of them had founded one, and 2 had previously founded two 

companies each. In response to a question about the highest educational level achieved, 

respondents reported 3 doctoral degrees, 11 master’s degrees, 3 bachelor’s degrees, and 1  

high school diploma. One respondent did not report educational level. 

Coding for Reflection v. Deflection of Feedback 

 Keeping Schön’s examples in mind, I first coded participants’ interviews according to 

evidence of reflection upon, or deflection of, feedback. This required three iterations to 

become confident that I was coding consistently. The following examples illustrate some of 

the rules for coding that I eventually developed. In these examples, I have given fictitious 
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names to participants in order to assure anonymity. The names I chose do not necessarily 

represent the actual ethnicity or the gender of the participant.  

Reflection 

 Reflection upon feedback was of two types. Sometimes it involved an immediate 

response to feedback; at other times it was evidenced when I asked questions that prompted 

recollection of other instances when feedback was received from customers, team members, 

or investors. Reflection in-the-moment was frequently triggered by my questions about the 

participant’s interpretation of some aspect of the HVP report.  The following examples of 

participants’ comments illustrate their reflections upon the report: 

Well, I think it is maybe because it is correct. Right? It’s stuff on the inside 

that I never paid attention to before. When you pointed that out, it was just a 

mind opener. (Qeshawn)  

Or 

Because I do think that, you know, the stresses that I have had personally and 

professionally over the past year have diminished my resilience. I do find that 

when a problem hits it defeats me a little bit more easily than it should. So, it’s 

good to be conscious of that. (Oscar) 

Or 

[The HVP scale about] problem-solving energy was very meaningful. I hope 

that is guiding me towards something that could become more problematic 

down the road, and if I could, you know, be ahead of that, it would be a good 

thing. (Karl) 

Disagreement can be either reflective or deflective. 

Coding of instances like those above was easy enough to do. But, reflection does not 

necessarily imply agreement with the feedback a person is given. Sometimes feedback from 

the HVP report prompted reflective disagreement. Such disagreements were sometimes 

reflective, sometimes deflective. Here is one example of each. 
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 In conversation immediately after reviewing the results with Robert, whose DIF1 

score was above average, and whose innovation score was classified as less innovative 

capacity, which is the lowest of three categories, I had asked if there were any surprises in 

the (HVP) report. And Robert responded, 

Yeah, I was a little surprised on the creative side…. Because I’ve always been 

told I am a very creative problem solver, very creative type of personality and 

from other various tests I have taken and people’s general perception of me. 

So, that kind of stood that notion on its head.  

 Later in the same interview, I had asked about what judgment characteristics he looks 

for in members of his management team. He described several traits and then said, “And then 

somebody who is extremely creative…which is something I thought I filled.” We both 

laughed. So, here was an instance where the feedback prompted disagreement, but where the 

recipient definitely reflected upon the feedback presented. Disagreement is not necessarily 

deflection. 

 Here, though, is an example where I did code disagreement as deflection. The 

following excerpts are from a follow-up interview held several weeks after I had reviewed 

Indira’s HVP results with her.  Near the end of our interview, I asked, “Is there anything else 

you’d like to share with me about this experience with this assessment, or with me, as a 

participant in my dissertation research?” To which she replied, 

I mean, not particularly. I said this already, but the last time we met I was 

oddly intrigued how some of these [HVP scores] matched what I observed of 

myself. It’s kind of funny because I sort of perceive this the way I perceive 

palm reading…. How did that answer come into place? How closely should I 

study what the assessment claims to say? How seriously should I take it?  

 I offered in reply, “That’s helpful to know. If ever you want to take time to learn the 

logic behind it, I’ll be happy to explain more of that.” 
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Sure. I think a lot of it was described in that notebook you left with me. I think 

I have a lot of information to learn, but among all the other things I have to do 

right now, it’s not high up there. (Indira) 

I coded this exchange as being deflection of feedback.  

Storytelling can be either reflective or deflective. 

 I found the same difficulty in assigning codes of reflection or deflection to be true of 

storytelling. Some storytelling was a form of elaboration triggered by reflection, but 

sometimes it appeared to be a deflection. Deflection occurred when the story served to move 

the conversation away from the topic that had been broached towards something “safer” to 

talk about. Generally, I found that reflections were quite personal, whereas deflective 

responses tended to be more general. Such distinctions, at times, were difficult judgment 

calls on my part to make. Here’s Oscar weaving reflection into a story about his original 

business concept: 

It was enough to encourage me to quit my job and start the business. But, no 

battle plan survives first contact with the enemy. So, as soon as I went out to 

sell it, you know, I had a pretty harsh wakeup call. I had missed the value 

proposition. I was building something that was good for the end client, not for 

the person I was trying to sell it to. So, from there I knew that the core idea of 

the technology of the problem I was trying to solve, I had to change from 

there. So, that learning process… there were a couple of things. I realized that 

you can like a market but you are going to have to learn about it. The problem 

you solve is not going to be the one you start out with anyway. I think the best 

thing an entrepreneur can do is take their idea out back and shoot it and start 

over from scratch. Because you’re going to at some point in time so you might 

as well get that out of the way. 

By contrast, here is Robert using a story to deflect when I had asked, “Can I talk to you a 

minute about where you get feedback from and what you do with it?” 

So, feedback is like fuel, right? It’s especially with the lean methodology of 

starting up. It’s preeminent in terms of the literature and culture and what 
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people are talking about in blogs and all. In my view, it’s the fuel that drives 

you forward. 

Reflection as recollection of past events. 

 Recollection of past events evoked reflection more frequently than it evoked 

deflection. Recollection arose most often when I probed participants to think about times 

when they have received feedback from customers, investors, or team members. The 

following are illustrations of feedback prompted by recollection.  

 I asked Jack to tell me about how his business plan pitch, which had been given at 

SVASE, had gone: 

I think I was more comfortable when just talking about it. When I have a 

format in front of me to follow, I think I am less natural about it, maybe less 

communicative, more formal. So when I think back to the pitch, I definitely 

say that was negative about the pitch. In general, I think it went well. I looked 

at it as a practice activity.  

 When interviewing Indira I had asked, “What do you do when a member of your team 

gives you feedback like, ‘Hey, boss, you need to do this differently’?” 

Well, usually they are right. So I say, “Okay, that’s right; I need to do 

something about that.” In general, you know, a dog looks like its owner and 

my team looks a whole lot like me. I am very laid back and the team tends to 

be very laid back. So there aren’t a lot of times when we have conflict in sort 

of an argument sense; it’s more like a difference of opinion sense.  

Understatement of Instances of Reflection 

 As a consequence of my coding methods, the total count for reflection responses may 

actually be understated. Given that I was separately coding for types of responses to 

feedback, I coded many comments according to the type of response they indicated and not 

whether the comment simultaneously represented a moment of reflection. It could be argued 
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that any explanation of how a respondent makes meaning from feedback represents a 

moment of reflection. But I coded as reflection only those moments when participants first 

paused to ponder. 

 For instance, often a question from me would first prompt reflection, then the 

participant would elaborate how and in what ways he or she culled meaning from that 

reflection. I coded only the initial instance as reflection. This is illustrated in the following 

dialogue with Helen. In this conversation a reflection in response to my line of questioning 

led to five differently coded instances of Learning Opportunities.  

[Coded as reflection] Yeah, I mean I think it definitely made me feel much 

more confident in a way. I guess it validates some things I felt as far as where 

I am in my career. I’m definitely shifting from different roles. I am going from 

larger industry to a smaller organization with very little structure. A complete 

180. 

Then, 

[Coded as Learning Opportunity] But also it gave me insights that even 

though there are some pieces that maybe hit naturally that I am feeding off of, 

there definitely are areas where I need to gain in order to do what I really 

think needs to be done. 

And 

[Coded as Learning Opportunity] I guess one of the things that, as sort of the 

leader of the organization, what I notice is that I need to do a little bit better 

job of checking in as opposed to waiting until someone [on my team] gives 

feedback. Because by the time someone is giving feedback, just because we 

are a newer team, a new company, and we are learning how to all work 

together in a high stress environment, a lot of times people don’t… they will 

wait until it’s built up a while and they’ve got a little more emotions invested 

into it…. I think I need to create a space and what we’ve been trying to do 

after every meeting is say, “How could that have gone smoother?” “What 

were the good and bad things?” How could we connect and communicate to 

have a better environment so that everybody who is a part of it is learning at 

an accelerated pace as opposed to just moving, moving, moving and then 

waiting until someone gets frustrated about something?  
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This dialogue continued through several additional expressions of feedback as opportunities 

to learn. 

Deflection 

 Deflection was more difficult to discern than was reflection. Deflection of feedback 

during our interviews dawned on me more slowly than did reflection, which was something 

that usually I was able to recognize immediately. Deflective responses were also seductive. It 

took me several re-readings of the transcripts to catch what was going on. Deflection, when it 

did occur, sometimes arose when participants responded with a flattering comment about my 

research or about the assessment. I also learned to recognize it when they expounded about 

matters of interest to entrepreneurs in general. At first blush, I liked those comments. I felt, 

“This person gets it!”  Only by studying the transcripts repeatedly in light of Schön’s 

(1983/1991, 1987) distinctions did I begin to notice what was going on. Schön’s analysis of 

the dialogue between the student he names “Judith” and her teaching assistant in their design 

studio (1987, pp. 125-142) was particularly helpful at sensitizing me to becoming alert to this 

type of deflection of feedback. The following is an example of a dialogue that, at first I had 

coded as being reflective, but eventually changed my mind and coded as deflection. It arose 

in response to my question to Marvin about the lasting effect of the insight gained from the 

assessment results: 

Certainly it, you know, it helps my ability to understand why other people 

behave or act in the way that they do and to be more effective in 

communicating with them and be able to find a common language and to be 

able to make progress in the interactions with these people and in the 

relationships that we establish and how we work together as partners.  
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 This response, while favorable to me and my vested interest in this assessment 

instrument, was vaguely generic in content; there were no specifics. Nor was the lack of 

specificity momentary; it continued throughout much of our interview. Marvin then 

continued with a deflective response pattern: 

For a person, I think, to be successful in evaluating things in the right way and 

making the right business decisions for building the company, or for growing 

the company, you need to have pretty good leadership abilities developed in 

each area. Because if there is a big gap in one of these areas this certainly will 

reflect in how decisions are being made and it will prevent the person from 

making objective decisions for the business.  

 There was very little of the respondent in these responses. This is what I mean by 

deflection.  

Findings related to the prevalence of deflection. 

 My findings support the first hypothesis that entrepreneurs in this sample would 

reflect upon feedback more often than they would deflect it. In fact, coding of interviews 

revealed that participants reflected upon, rather than deflected, feedback—from all sources—

by a ratio of approximately 2.4 to 1. According to my coding, 71% of all responses to 

feedback were reflective versus only 29% that were deflective. I coded 77 instances of 

reflection about feedback and 32 instances of deflection of it.  

Ways in which the HVP Distinguishes how Entrepreneurs Respond to Feedback 

 Deflective responses such as the one just described were the exception rather than the 

rule among this sample of entrepreneurs. Seventy-two percent (72%) of the deflections were 

voiced by only three of the participants. Nine participants (out of the 16 for whom I have 
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coded interviews or notes) deflected none of the feedback that came up in our interviews. 

The remaining four  participants each deflected varying amounts. 

 This prompted me to look for indications that this tendency either to deflect or reflect 

upon feedback could be predicted by respondents’ HVP results. Hypothesis 2 was that the 

HVP scores would, in some way, predict or identify those entrepreneurs who have the 

greatest tendency to deflect feedback rather than reflect upon it. 

 Seeking to answer this hypothesis required me to translate my coding scheme for 

interviews, which were stored and analyzed within MaxQDA software into a format that 

could be analyzed using SPSS, where I had entered demographic data and  scores for each 

participant’s 54 HVP scales. Interviews lasted varying amounts of time and involved a wide 

range of word counts. Because of this, merely counting occurrences of reflection and 

deflection per participant would not suffice. A deflection count would prejudice against the 

talkative participant. So, I created a ratio that I named within SPSS as the deflection percent. 

It is a number expressed as a percentage of the total of deflections as a fraction of the 

deflections plus reflections coded per participant. For instance, if I coded 5 instances of 

deflection and 20 instances of reflection for a participant over our accumulated interviews, 

then that person’s deflection percent was 5/(5+20) = 20%. This gave me an interval measure 

that was comparable across varying lengths of interviews. 

 I coded interview data and field notes from 16 of the 19 participants in this study. The 

distribution of deflection percent scores turned out to be bimodal and highly skewed 

(Pearson’s skewness = -2.12.) Because of that, and because of the small sample size, I 

concluded that parametric tests could not be used. A scatterplot of deflection percent scores 
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as they varied with key HVP measures indicated that a nonparametric statistic of correlations 

between interval measures was also unsuitable in this instance. So, I recoded the deflection 

percent scores into two categorical variables, which I called low deflectors and high 

deflectors. I defined low deflectors as being those participants whose deflection percent 

scores showed they deflected feedback less than 50% of the time. High deflectors, I defined 

as those whose deflection percent scores showed that they deflected feedback 50% or more 

of the time. This categorization yielded 12 low deflectors and 4 high deflectors in my sample. 

I then used the Mann-Whitney U-Test to search for significant differences in HVP scales 

between high deflectors and low deflectors.  

 A Mann-Whitney U-Test revealed a significant difference in the four HVP indices 

related to the extrinsic dimension of Part 2 (self-view) scales between high deflectors and 

low deflectors. I describe these scales in the paragraphs that follow my reporting of the 

Mann-Whitney U statistics. Outputs from SPSS of the Mann-Whitney U-Test for the four 

primary scales in the HVP where a significant difference was found are provided in Table 3. 

Median scores and effect sizes for each of the four indices were calculated separately, in 

accordance with the reporting protocol advocated by Pallant (2007).  
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Table 3  

 

Significant Differences Between Low Performers and High Performers in HVP Primary 

Scales 

 

N=16 Global DIME2 DIME2 INTE2 BALE2 

U 4.500 4.000 4.500 7.000 

Median Low Deflectors Md = 13.00 Md = 11.00 Md = 3.00 Md = 2.50 

Median High Deflectors Md = 32.50 Md = 21.00 Md = 11.50 Md = - 9.00 

Possible Range 0 to 77 0 to 43 0 to 34 0 to ± 15+ 

Z -2.368 -2.434 -2.373 -2.071 

p .018 .015 .018 .038 

r 0.59 0.61 0.59 0.52 

 

 In addition, the Mann Whitney U-Test revealed near significance in difference 

between low deflectors and high deflectors in the following HVP indices: 

 Rho 2  p = .069 

 Int% 2   p = .059 

 DIF1/DIF2 p = .052 

 

 

Value of work (DIME2) scores. 

 Extrinsic Dimension Part 2 (DimE2) scores measure the development of the 

respondent’s capacity to discern practical values in one’s role in the world (Hartman, 2006). 

Because scores in this dimension indicate deviation from the theoretical norm of formal 

axiology, low scores indicate stronger development of this capacity than do higher scores. A 

score of zero indicates perfect alignment with the axiological norm of the respondent’s stack 

ranking of all E-related words or phrases in part 2 of the instrument. A detailed explanation 

of the content and scoring calculus used for all scales of the HVP is provided in the Manual 

of Interpretation (Hartman, 2006). I provided an example of how the primary scales are 

derived in Chapter 3. For further clarification, also refer to Appendices B and C.  
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 Byrum describes the DIME2 scale thus: 

This scale indicates the degree to which work is seen as a positive fact of life. 

Stronger scores on this scale indicate that a person is able to see the factual 

value and importance of his role in the world. Here there is a measure of 

whether a person understands that practical roles are important in the world 

and a general necessity of life. (Byrum, 2011b, p. 10)  

 The scale used to assess DIME 2 scores is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 

 

Scale for DIME2 scores 

 

0       7            14          21              28        35    42 43+ 
Very Well 
Developed 

Well 
Developed 

Above 
Average 

Average 
Development 

Below 
Average 

Needs 
Development 

Significant 
Development 

 

 

 Median DIME 2 score for low deflectors was 11, while the median DIME2 score for 

high deflectors was 21, p = .015, effect size 0.61. Scores ranged from 6 to 27, or from very 

well developed to average development. Even though the difference in DIME2 scores for low 

deflectors and high deflectors was statistically significant, it is worth noting that none of the 

entrepreneurs scored any worse than average development.  

Solving practical problems (INTE2) scores.  

 Integration scores of the E Dimension Part 2 (INTE2) are related to the DIME2 

scores. Integration scales measure the same input as the DIM scores do, only they allow for 

some wiggle room. Integration scores are like horseshoes—close counts. Here again, low 

scores are stronger than high scores as they reflect closer alignment with the theoretical 

norm. In calculating the Integration scores for each dimension, a placement of a word or 

phrase within 2 of the theoretical norm is given a score of zero. A word or phrase that is 4 
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units out of place would get a score of 2, and so on. Strong DIME2 scores often yield strong 

INTE2 scores and weaker DIME2 scores often yield weaker INTE2 scores, but not always. 

 It is possible, in the middle to lower ranges, for a respondent to have a relatively large 

number of dimensional scores that deviate from the theoretical norm, with each deviating by 

not very much. This could result in weaker Dimension scores, coupled with relatively 

stronger Integration scores. On the contrary, it is possible to have only a few deviations from 

the theoretical norm, but to have each deviation placed far out of its theoretical order. This 

could results in stronger Dimension scores with weaker Integration scores. Thus, the scales 

are different even though they tend to move together, as they have done in this sample. The 

relationship between DIME2 scores and INTE2 scores for this sample was investigated using 

Spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient. Spearman’s rho reveals a strong correlation 

between the two variables in this sample, r = .958, N=19, p < .000. Table 5 gives the scale 

used to report INTE2 scores. 

Table 5 

 

Scale for INTE2 Scores 

 

0       1            5          12              19        26    33 34+ 
Very Well 
Developed 

Well 
Developed 

Above 
Average 

Average 
Development 

Below 
Average 

Needs 
Development 

Significant 
Development 

 

 

 Median INTE2 score for low deflectors was 3.0, while the median INTE2 score for 

high deflectors was 11.5, p = .018, effect size 0.59. Scores in this sample ranged from 0 to 

16, or from very well developed to average development. Even though the difference in 

INTE2 scores for low deflectors and high deflectors was statistically significant, it is worth 

noting that none of the entrepreneurs scored below average development.  
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 The INTE2 scale measures the capacity to discern the relevant in complex practical 

situations concerning one’s role in the world (Hartman, 2006). Byrum elaborates on 

Hartman’s definition: 

The INTE2 scale measures the ability to solve practical problems for 

oneself…. Strong scores on this scale mean practical decisions can be made 

without advice and counsel. Many people take pride in the self-determination 

that accompanies a strong score. Weaker scores usually are accompanied by a 

sense of dependency. (Byrum, 2011b, p. 13) 

 

 Byrum’s description of this scale confronts us with a paradox in trying to interpret 

what is indicated by the INTE2 scores of entrepreneurs in this sample.  Weaker scores in this 

sample were held by high deflectors of feedback. Stronger scores were held by low deflectors 

of feedback. That is, participants with the greatest capacity for solving practical problems for 

themselves were the most open to feedback and those participants with less capacity for 

solving practical problems for themselves were the most likely to deflect feedback. Those 

who need it least seek it more than do those who need it more. A strong sense of self-

determination, it would seem, is a necessary prerequisite for openness to feedback.  

Global E2 scores. 

 The Global E Score, Part 2, is simply a sum of the DIME2 and the INTE2 scores. 

Therefore, it makes sense that if both of the previously described scales indicate significant 

differences between low deflectors and high deflectors that the Global E2 score will, as well. 

Self-Concept (BalE2) scores. 

 The balance indicator scores of the Extrinsic Part 2 scale also reflected a significant 

difference between low deflectors and high deflectors in this sample. This scale looks—not at 
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strength—but at the emotional balance, or valence, through which the respondent “sees” this 

dimension. Scores with an absolute balance of < ±5 are considered to be balanced. A score of 

±6 to ±14 reflects an issue and a score > ±15 presents a challenge that the respondent faces in 

coping with his or her valence. 

 Median BalE2 score for low deflectors in this sample was 2.5, which is balanced. 

Median BalE2 score for high deflectors was -9, which Byrum labels as an issue.  

 I investigated the relationship between DIME2 and BalE2 scores using Spearman’s 

Rho correlation coefficient. There was a medium, negative correlation between these two 

variables, rho = -.412, N = 19, p = .079, with higher (weaker) scores on DIME2 associated 

with more negative emotional bias scores in BalE2. This was what I expected. 

Significant Results from HVP Secondary Scales 

 The HVP also reports a secondary set of scales that describe a person’s quantitative 

and qualitative judgment capacities. These quantitative/qualitative scales are derived from 

cross-comparisons of the primary indices of I, E, and S, and their resultant DIF, DIM, INT, 

and DI scales. The secondary scales do not lend themselves readily to labels using common 

language descriptors, so for an explanation of their meaning, see the descriptions provided in 

Appendix C.  An analysis of the secondary quantitative/qualitative scales of the HVP, again 

using the Mann Whitney U-Test, revealed significant differences between low deflectors and 

high deflectors in 5 of those 10 scales, and near significance (p= .052) in one other. Results 

of the Mann Whitney U-Test using SPSS for those scales are shown in Table 6. Median 

scores and effect sizes for each of the five indices were calculated separately, in accordance 

with the reporting protocol advocated by Pallant (2007). In addition, the CQ2 scale showed a 
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near significance level of p=.052. So, Mann-Whitney U statistics for this scale are also 

included in Table 6. 

Table 6 

 

Significant Differences between Low Deflectors and High Deflectors in HVP Secondary 

Scales 

 

N=16 SQ1 SQ2 BQr1 BQr2 CQ1 CQ2 

U 7.000 6.000 3.000 5.000 6.000 8.000 

Median Low 

Deflectors 

55.50 20.00 1.24550 1.08000 58.850 20.150 

Median 

High 

Deflectors 

85.50 36.50 1.92200 2.05400 131.950 64.150 

Possible 

Range 
20 to 350 0 to 43 0.1 to 4.1 0.1 to 4.1 0 to 537 0 to 176 

Z -2.062 -2.191 -2.547 -2.304 -2.183 -1.940 

p .039 .028 .011 .021 .029 .052 

r 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 

 

 Findings of significant differences in the SQ1, SQ2, and BQr2 and near significance 

in the CQ2 scales are not surprising, given that all of the differences between low deflectors 

and high deflectors found within the primary scales arose from differences in self-side scores. 

The SQ1, SQ2, BQr2, and CQ2 scales deal with self-view measures. 

 Several definitions are in order for the reader to make sense of these scales. This is a 

rare instance where Hartman and Byrum use different terminology when describing HVP 

scales.  

VQ scales. 

 First, are the VQ scores (for which no significant difference between low deflectors 

and high deflectors was found). VQ scores are derived from Part 1 of the instrument, which 
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measures a respondent’s view of the world. “VQ scores measure the objective evaluative 

capacity of the person, that is, his or her capacity of valuing outside situations. VQ1 scores 

measure total capacity; VQ2 scores qualify that according to the respondent’s inner harmony 

or discord” (Hartman, 2006, p. 57).  

SQ scales. 

 Then, there are SQ scores, for which a significant difference between low deflectors 

and high deflectors was found in this study. SQ scores are derived from Part 2 of the 

instrument—the self-view. “SQ scores measure the respondent’s capacity to value himself or 

herself. SQ1 scores measure the total capacity; SQ2 scores qualify that according to inner 

harmony or discord” (Hartman, 2006, p. 58). 

 Byrum (2011d) describes the VQ or SQ scales when followed by the numeral “1” to 

be measures of the respondent’s capacity to make good quantitative judgments. This is the 

same as what Hartman calls the total valuational capacity. Byrum describes the VQ or SQ 

scales followed by the numeral “2” to be measures of the respondent’s capacity to make 

sound qualitative judgments. These are what Hartman refers to as measures of inner harmony 

or discord. 

 The verbal descriptions of SQ1 scales (Hartman, 2006) are shown in Table 7.  
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Table 7 

 

SQ1 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

SQ1 Score Description 

0-55 Excellent 

56-70 Very Good 

71-85 Good 

86-100 Average 

101-115 Poor 

116-130 Very Poor 

131+ Bad 

 

 Median SQ1 scores for low deflectors bordered between Excellent and Very Good. 

Median SQ1 scores for high deflectors bordered between Good and Average. The verbal 

descriptions accompanying SQ2 scales (Hartman, 2006) are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8 

 

SQ2 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

 

 

Median SQ2 scores for low defectors were Good. Median SQ2 scores for high deflectors 

were Poor.  

BQr scales. 

 BQr scores measure the balance between VQ scores and SQ scores, parts 1 and 2 

respectively. In the current study, a significant difference between low deflectors and high 

SQ2 Score Description 

0-7 Excellent 

8-14 Very Good 

15-21 Good 

22-28 Average 

29-35 Poor 

36-42 Very Poor 

43+ Bad 
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deflectors was found in both BQr1 and BQr2 scores. What this means is described by 

Hartman: 

When these capacities (VQ and SQ) are developed to the same degree, the VQ 

and SQ scores are equal and the BQr score is 1.0. The closer these scores are 

to 1.0, the more in balance are the two capacities to value; both as to their 

quantity [designated by “1”] and as to their quality [designated by “2”] (2006, 

p. 58).  

 Furthermore, according to Hartman, a BQr score smaller than 0.7 indicates problems 

in the respondent’s capacity to handle the outside world. Such a person, labeled atychal, is 

significantly better in self-valuation than in valuation of the world. At the other extreme, a 

person with a BQr of 3.0 or larger indicates that the self-view score is very much worse than 

the world-view. This means “a large unused potential and inner tension” (Hartman, 2006, p. 

58).  These scales, along with their verbal descriptors are provided in Table 9.  

Table 9 

 

BQr Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

BQr  Scores Description 

0.1 to 0.5 Atychal 

0.7 to 1.5 Excellent 

1.5 to 2.0 Very Good 

2.1 to 2.5 Good 

2.5 to 3.0 Average 

3.1 to 3.5 Poor 

3.5 to 4 Very Poor 

4.1+ Bad 

 

 In the current study, low deflectors of feedback had BQr scores in each of parts 1 and 

2 that were significantly closer to 1.0 than did high deflectors of feedback. In this study, the 

median BQr1 score for low deflectors was Excellent; for high deflectors it was Very Good. 

The median BQr2 score for low deflectors was Excellent and for high deflectors it was Good. 
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Low deflectors, thus, had better balance between their judgment of the outer world and inner 

selves, in terms of both quantitative and qualitative types of judgment. This being said, both 

groups were within fairly narrow ranges. Scores for all of the entrepreneurs in this sample--

low deflectors and for high deflectors alike—are more moderate than the extremes defined 

by Hartman. 

CQ scores. 

  CQ scores measure the total capacity to value, both the world and oneself. CQ1 

indicates the quantitative valuational capacity; CQ2 indicates the qualitative valuational 

capacity. The CQ1 scale is the product of the BQr1 x BQa1. The CQ2 scale is the product of 

the BQr2 x BQa2.  

 Hartman describes the BQa scales somewhat vaguely as “the capacity to value in 

terms of the axiological value scale” (Hartman, 2006, p. 59). Byrum clarifies this by adding 

that this particular scale refers to the harmony of valuing that is being measured (Byrum, 

2011d, p. 2).  

 There was no significant difference in BQa scores between low deflectors and high 

deflectors in this study. Nonetheless, the differences in the BQr scales were significant 

enough that, when they were multiplied with BQa scales to generate CQ scales, a significant 

difference in CQ1 scores was found, and a near significant difference in CQ2 scores 

occurred. CQ1 scores can range from 0 to 537. Verbal labels given by Hartman to the CQ1 

scores are shown in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

 

CQ1 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

CQ1 Scores Description 

0 to 83 Excellent 

89 to 140 Very Good 

150 to 213 Good 

224 to 300 Average 

313 to 403 Poor 

418 to 520 Very Poor 

537+ Bad 

 

 In the CQ1 scale, the median score of low deflectors was 58.85; the median score of 

high deflectors was 131.95. These scores placed the median of low deflectors in the Excellent 

range, and the median of high deflectors in the Very Good range. CQ2 scores can range from 

0 to 176. Scores with their accompanying verbal descriptions are provided in Table 11. 

Table 11 

 

CQ2 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

CQ2 Scores Description 

0 to 11 Excellent 

13 to 28 Very Good 

39 to 53 Good 

57 to 84 Average 

90 to 125 Poor 

130 to 168 Very Poor 

176+ Bad 

 

 In the CQ2 scale, for participants in this study the median score of low deflectors was 

20.15; the median score of high deflectors was 64.15. This was a near-significant difference, 

with p =.052. Median scores for low deflectors placed them in the Very Good category; the 
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median of high deflectors placed them in the Average category in the verbal descriptions of 

the CQ2 scale.  

 I will discuss the implications of these findings of significance and near significance 

in the following chapter. 

Four Ways in Which Entrepreneurs Interpret Feedback 

 Knowing whether a person tends to reflect upon or to deflect feedback gives only a 

surface understanding of his or her judgment capacities. Deeper understanding can be 

discerned by investigating how that person makes meaning of the feedback that he or she 

does reflect upon. To investigate this, I coded responses to feedback according to Grant and 

Dweck’s (2003) four-part model. This was to test my third hypothesis: That the relative 

frequency of expressing their feedback as learning opportunity, outcome goals, ability 

performance, and normative performance would corroborate the findings and the 

implications for further research that Grant and Dweck (2003) described in their article 

(which, itself, built upon earlier work by Dweck and various colleagues). 

 I found that the entrepreneurs in my sample interpreted feedback as learning 

opportunities 64% of the time, which is 4 times as often as they interpreted feedback in terms 

of the next most frequent category. I coded the following frequency of feedback 

interpretations as shown in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

 

Frequency of Feedback Interpretations 

 

Interpretation Frequency 

Learning Opportunity 148 

Outcome Goals 35 

Performance Ability 35 

Normative Performance Ability 15 

 

 

 Given that entrepreneurs who are at the idea and start-up stages face difficult 

challenges over a long stretch of time, the finding that participants in this research interpreted 

feedback as a learning opportunity corroborates Grant and Dweck’s finding that “learning 

goals appear to be a powerful predictor of behaviors that will preserve intrinsic motivation 

and performance in the face of difficulty” (2003, p. 548).  

Motivation in the face of adversity. 

 Grant and Dweck (2003) report a finding that “learning goals were associated with 

active coping, and a wide range of positive, mastery-oriented indicators” (p. 548). During the 

course of this research, I had an opportunity to re-interview nine of my original participants 

approximately six months after we first met. During that interval, two of them had given up 

on attempting to launch their new venture, each for a different reason. One felt that he had 

missed the market opportunity; the other lost a first customer upon whose success he had 

built his business plan. One subsequently returned to the field of work he had been in earlier; 

the other joined another start-up as its seventh employee. During our follow-up interviews, 

both entrepreneurs described the process they went through in deciding to relinquish their 

business venture. Both of them spoke with me 100% of the time in reflective terms. Neither 
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of them deflected any of the feedback they got from the marketplace, or from me. Mark told 

me, 

That is definitely a learning point for me. I imagine I’ll probably do something 

entrepreneurial in the future, but I will not be doing it solo anymore. I 

definitely think you need two, three heads to divvy up the work and to keep 

your idea fresh and motivated.  

 

 Jack said, 

It was one of those decisions that I think had a lot of feedback and when I 

reached out to a lot of people I had known before to seek guidance on whether 

I should stay with the entrepreneurship world or take something that is a little 

bit safer, in light of the economy and so forth. And it felt like the experience I 

would gain from these couple years in a startup would be just as valuable as or 

even more valuable than what I could do on my own. So that really sold me. 

And continues to drive me to work hard here.  

 Notice the speaker’s emphasis on learning in both examples. When I counted their 

responses to feedback in their overall interview transcripts according to Grant and Dweck’s 

(2003) schema, I found that they interpreted feedback as a learning opportunity 69% and 

57% of the time, respectively. One of Grant and Dweck’s minor conclusions is that outcome 

goals often predict motivation and other mastery-oriented indicators in the same way as 

learning opportunities do. With that in mind, I found that when confronted with feedback—

even of the most negative kind—that is, feedback which prompted them to give up on their 

business—these two participants interpreted that feedback with mastery-oriented indicators 

between 77 % and 85% of the time. The counts from which these percentages were 

concluded are shown in Table 13.  
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Table 13 

 

Mastery Oriented Indicators for Two Participants Who had Ended their Ventures 

 

Participant 
Learning 

Opportunity 

Outcome 

Goal 

Performance 

Ability 

Normative Performance 

Ability 

Mark 9 2 1 1 

Jack 20 7 7 1 

 

 Their interpretations of the experiences they each encountered corroborate Grant and 

Dweck’s (2003) conclusion about learning goals being associated with active coping, and a 

wide range of positive, mastery-oriented indicators in the face of challenges and difficulties. 

Competitive striving as a buffer against difficulties. 

 The relative infrequency with which entrepreneurs in this sample responded to 

feedback as a measure of normative performance allowed me neither to corroborate nor to 

refute Grant’s and Dweck’s (2003) finding that “suggests that competitive strivings may 

buffer individuals when they experience difficulty or failure, in ways that ability-focused 

strivings do not” (p. 546). In the current research, instances where responses to feedback 

were expressed in terms of normative performance ability came up most often in the context 

of participants’ asking how their scores on the HVP stood relative to others, either other 

entrepreneurs in the sample or others in society as a whole. Most people are more familiar 

with psychometric assessments in which individual results are compared with the central 

tendencies of large samples of respondents than they are with the HVP, where their results 

are compared with a theoretical norm. Because of this novelty, participant responses to 

feedback that indicated a concern for normative performance ability may have arisen more 

out of curiosity than out of competitive striving.  
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Interpretation of feedback as performance ability. 

 Another of Grant and Dweck’s (2003) conclusions is that the consequences of 

interpreting feedback as a measure of one’s performance ability depend upon whether or not 

that feedback indicates high ability relative to the task at hand or low ability relative to that 

task. They write, “Debilitation occurs when outcomes indicate a lack of ability, but 

performance maintenance or enhancement can occur when success is expected (Ames, 1992; 

Elliott & Dweck, 1998; see Dweck & Leggett, 1988)” (p. 542).  This research corroborates 

their finding. For all but one of the participants in the current study, interpreting feedback as 

a measure of one’s performance ability seemed to encourage persistence in the face of 

adversity rather than diminish it. This may be because all but that one had reasonably strong 

HVP scores. One participant, whom I’ve named Doug, had noticeably lower Part 2 scores. 

The mean Rho 2 score for participants in my study was 0.836. The Rho2 for Doug was 

0.536. The extent to which this score is an outlier is evident in the Histogram shown in 

Figure 1.  
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  Figure 1. Histogram of Rho Part 2 scores for all participants (N=19). 

 

 I delivered the HVP feedback to Doug in the usual manner, face-to-face, but was 

unable to obtain an interview later. In an exchange of e-mails, this participant withdrew from 

taking further part in the study. 

 In response to my e-mailed request to meet again, in which I had outlined several 

questions I wanted to ask, Doug replied: 

“I am sorry to say that I haven’t had much time to think about HVP yet, and I 

don’t think I will have time in the future either for this activity.”   

 

I had asked in my email: “How meaningful has this insight from the HVP 

been to you? Is it accurate? Are there any surprises? In what ways might this 

insight about yourself help you to succeed as an entrepreneur?” 

To which he replied: “It’s somewhat meaningful, and I think it’s 65% 

accurate. Yes, there was surprise. I do not believe it will change dramatically 

the way I will do things.”  

 I have no indication of whether or not Doug is succeeding in his new business 

venture. My findings only relate to the receipt of feedback. Grant and Dweck (2003) suggest 

that a person who interprets feedback as a measure of his or her performance ability—and 

that feedback indicates that the person’s ability is low—tends to have a “pattern of negative 

affect and cognition” (p. 551). Doug’s HVP Part 2 scores indicate that his view of self does 
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reflect a pattern of negative affect and cognition. Although whenever I give feedback I 

emphasize that the HVP measures the degree of development of one’s judgment, and not 

one’s innate ability, Doug may have interpreted the report as an indication of low ability; 

hence, this could explain why he deferred receiving further feedback from me about it.  

 In contrast, the judgment scores on the HVP for a different participant, whom I’ve 

named Karl,  were very strong and balanced, in both Part 1 and 2 (Rho1 = 0.934, Rho 2 = 

0.932). Karl described his response to his HVP report: 

I am really intrigued and impressed with the findings because they have all 

been very flattering, to say the least…. I think it also is prompting me to take 

the plunge more positively, to say, more confidently than I might otherwise 

have felt…I am kind of pleased that I still have the energy and the attitude for 

entrepreneurship. I wasn’t sure if, in the 10+ years I’ve been in the big 

company corporate world, I may have lost it. But that’s, as I explained before, 

in my heart. For as long as I can think back, I’ve always wanted to be an 

entrepreneur, to change the world, to do something and I am happy to be 

where I have wanted to be for a number of years…. I would say that the 

reinforcement that what I thought I am, what kind of leader I am, what kind of 

person I am…, just getting reinforcement that, yeah, that is the person you are, 

is probably the most important finding.  

 I coded each of the four segments of our interview quoted above as instances of Karl 

interpreting feedback as a measure of performance ability. During my subsequent interview, 

6 months later, he remarked, 

I’m still at it and the team is still at it. There are a lot of challenges we are 

dealing with, but they didn’t deter us from staying the course and working 

through it…. Well, I think your feedback was so overwhelmingly positive that 

it only kind of gave me an ego boost and a confidence boost to convince me 

that I am doing the right thing. And if anything, it is confidence that has kept 

me going.   

 The findings related to this hypothesis tended to corroborate three out of four of Grant 

and Dweck’s (2003) findings and neither corroborated nor refuted the fourth of their 

findings.  Thus, support for hypothesis 3 was shown.  
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Summary of Findings 

 In figuring out methods by which to answer my research question, “How is 

entrepreneurial judgment reflected in ways that entrepreneurs respond to feedback?” I 

developed three initial hypotheses to test. 

 My first hypothesis was that entrepreneurs in this sample would more often reflect 

upon feedback than deflect it. My findings, not surprisingly, supported this hypothesis. What 

was surprising was the acuity of judgment that I had to develop in order to distinguish 

between instances of reflection and instances of deflection of feedback. Schön (1983/1991, 

1987) not only provided the schema for this distinction, but his reports of the dialogues he 

observed in his own research modeled for me ways to code my interviews. 

 My second hypothesis was that participants’ HVP scores would, in some way, predict 

or identify those entrepreneurs who have the greatest tendency to deflect feedback rather than 

reflect upon it. Given the absence of correlation between HVP scores and pitch scores that I 

found through my pilot study, I was not at all confident that I would find any support for this 

hypothesis. I had anticipated that, if there were measurable differences to be found, they 

would be found in specific indices of the HVP report. I found that the HVP does distinguish 

between low deflectors and high deflectors of feedback, but not through the indices that I had 

anticipated. My findings presented a paradox here. Participants with the greatest capacity for 

solving practical problems for themselves were the most open to feedback and those 

participants with less capacity for solving practical problems for themselves were the most 

likely to deflect feedback. Those who need it least seek it more than those who need it more. 
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 My third hypothesis was that the relative frequency with which feedback was 

interpreted by recipients according to the schema developed by Grant and Dweck (2003) 

would corroborate their findings. This study corroborated three out of four of their findings 

and neither corroborated nor refuted the fourth. Entrepreneurs in my sample showed a 

marked tendency to interpret feedback as learning opportunities and as outcome goals, both 

of which lead towards mastery in the face of difficult or challenging circumstances. This is 

good. Those who interpreted feedback as a measure of their ability were motivated towards 

mastery when that feedback indicated high ability. And the one instance where feedback 

from the HVP report may have been interpreted as indicating low ability was an instance 

when the participant subsequently withdrew from further participation in the study. 

Participants in this study infrequently interpreted feedback as a measure of normative 

performance ability. When they did, their questions appeared to stem more from curiosity 

regarding how norms for the HVP are established than from wondering how their scores 

rated them competitively with others. 

Other Findings of Interest 

 Analysis of participants’ HVP scores also suggests that HVP scores are capable of 

revealing meaningful insight about several of the judgment characteristics that were 

identified previously in Chapter 2 as being of importance to investors, entrepreneurs, and 

academics. These will be discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION 

 This study sought to shine a brighter light on an elusive subject—entrepreneurial 

judgment. An entrepreneur’s judgment may well be the most important asset that a start-up 

venture has. In this study, I undertook to discern entrepreneurs’ judgment through an 

empirical mixed-methods study, which included axiological hermeneutics using the Hartman 

Value Profile (HVP); my personal observations of participants’ responses to feedback; and 

qualitative analysis of transcripts of semi-structured interviews in which participants 

described how they solicited, received, and responded to feedback in their role as company 

founders.  The findings from the pilot study for this project resulted in my decision to focus 

the research specifically on one aspect of entrepreneurial judgment—how entrepreneurs 

receive and respond to feedback. This, in turn, led me to restate my research question: “How 

is entrepreneurial judgment reflected in the ways that entrepreneurs respond to feedback?” I 

then applied two different models about feedback to my analysis of participant interviews. 

These were Schön’s notion of the reflective practitioner (1983/1991, 1987) and Grant and 

Dweck’s (2003) four-factor model of how people interpret feedback. Schön studied the way 

that learning takes place in architectural design studios and advocated that other approaches 

to professional education ought to follow suit. He argues that technical rationality ought to be 

replaced with “coaching in the artistry of reflection-in-action” (1983/1991, p. xii). Grant and 

Dweck, in their 2003 article, seek to build upon and clarify the 30-year evolution of Dweck’s 

work in the area of performance motivation. Dweck’s work investigates ways that students’ 

responses to feedback differ according to whether they are motivated by learning goals or 

performance goals. Dweck’s accumulated work describes the relatedness of feedback, 

motivation, and performance. Together, Schön’s and Grant and Dweck’s models led me to 
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state three initial hypotheses. I discussed my findings related to each of those hypotheses in 

Chapter 5. In the current chapter I will discuss the implications of those findings and will 

propose directions for further research that are indicated by them.  

 Schön (1987) writes eloquently of the dilemma faced by academics as they choose 

between rigor and relevance when undertaking research. This study, I hope, contributes to 

bridging the schism between rigor and relevance. By using HVP results to identify specific 

judgment patterns that signify differences between entrepreneurs whose tendencies are to 

deflect or reflect feedback, this study adds rigor to Schön’s focus upon relevance. By 

applying Grant and Dweck’s (2003) four-factor model to practitioners, this study adds 

relevance to their rigorous experimental studies. I described my findings in relation to theirs 

in Chapter 5 and will elaborate upon possible implications of these findings in the current 

chapter. 

 My finding that entrepreneurs were more likely to reflect upon feedback rather than 

deflect it was not surprising. In fact, it confirmed the preliminary impression I had formed 

during my pilot study. What was surprising, however, was the particular group of indices in 

the HVP that signified a difference between high deflectors and low deflectors. I will discuss 

in the following paragraphs the implications of these findings of significant difference and 

then also the implications of the absence of significant differences where I had expected to 

find them. This study also generally corroborated Grant and Dweck’s (2003) work, as 

described in Chapter 5. And it did so by coming at the issue from the opposite direction than 

they took. I will, therefore, discuss what our differences in approach may mean for future 

research about judgment and decision-making, motivation, and people’s interpretation of 

feedback. After that, I will discuss what implications this research may have for theorists 
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striving to elaborate the theory of formal axiology and for practitioners striving to extend 

applications of the HVP to their work. And, finally, I will discuss in what ways this study 

may serve to augment recent work being undertaken already in the field of entrepreneurial 

cognition and metacognitive awareness. 

Interpretation of Findings of Secondary Scales 

 Most axiological interpretations of the HVP concentrate on what I call the primary 

scales of the instrument. These are those scales that show a person’s strength of judgment in 

a number of areas and his or her emotional balance, or valence, towards each of the 

axiological dimensions of value. The instrument also reports scores of 10 additional scales, 

resulting in what I call secondary scores. These secondary scales provide insight into the 

degree of harmony and balance among various scores on strength of judgment scales and the 

degree of harmony and balance between the respondent’s outer view and self-view scores. 

Five of the 10 secondary scales revealed statistically significant differences between 

participants who were grouped as being high deflectors or low deflectors of feedback. I 

reported and described those findings in Chapter 5. What the differences between groups in 

these secondary scales show is that a lack of development in even one of the three axiological 

dimensions in the self-view can cause measurable differences in overall judgment capacities 

when those capacities are assessed according to the balance and harmony of judgment 

between quality and quantity of judgment and between worldviews and self-views. This is 

important insight because most of the attention paid to entrepreneurial judgment is paid to 

those aspects of judgment that deal with the worldview. Investors, customers, and team 

members only see this “outer face” of an entrepreneur’s judgment capacity. But, as these 

secondary scales show, this outer manifestation is influenced by—and sometimes is 
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constrained by—development of a respondent’s valuing of his or her own self. This is likely 

to be what is occurring in Grant and Dweck’s (2003) description of a person who interprets 

feedback as a normative performance goal. Such a person, they write, is motivated by 

competitive striving. Competitive striving reflects an overvaluing of what other people do 

relative to oneself. If a person exhibiting this habitual thought pattern were to be assessed 

using the HVP, we would likely find an overvaluation of the external Extrinsic dimension (a 

positive emotional balance towards the DIME1), coupled with a disvaluation of oneself as a 

unique individual (a negative emotional balance towards the DIMI2). This manifests itself to 

others as a lack of awareness of one’s own performance. Grant and Dweck suggest that 

“competitive striving might keep individuals from recognizing a poor performance when 

they produce one” (p. 548). This finding from my research corroborates the findings of Green 

Peak Partners (Flaum, n.d.) whose study found that self-awareness was the most predictive 

characteristic of successful entrepreneurial CEOs.   It also corroborates the direction in which 

some scholars of entrepreneurship have begun to focus their attention—that is, in the area of 

metacognitive awareness. Haynie et al. (2010) write of the importance of adaptable 

cognition, which is the ability of an entrepreneur to think about one’s own thinking in the 

face of novel circumstances. 

Finding Significance in Slight Differences 

 This study found significance in measuring slight differences among subsets of a 

small sample. That it was able to do so is testament to the discriminating capability of the 

HVP. Hartman (2006) writes about this: 

 The Scoring Sheet provides the numerical Gestalt of the test. In 

particular, it supplies the microscopic exactness with which the test measures 
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the person’s value pattern. In the interpretation of healthy persons, where the 

numerical differences of the scores are small, often the slightest differences of 

numbers are important…. In abnormal persons these differences are very 

much larger. The strength of the test therefore, is both in the subtle 

differentiation of the value capacity of healthy persons and in the rapid 

discovery of psychopathological symptoms. (p. 91)  

 Even given the sensitivity of the HVP, the small sample size used for this study limits 

the type of statistical analyses that can be performed on the data. A large enough sample to 

allow researchers to apply parametric statistical tests would likely reveal clearer insight into 

what makes entrepreneurs “tick.” 

  Given the comparatively looser standards of the non-parametric tests used in this 

study, the overall HVP scores for the entire sample in this study were uniformly strong, 

especially in Part 1. Part 2 scores were also generally high, with one participant being an 

outlier. Unlike previous axiological studies, which contrasted criminal populations, 

psychiatric inpatients, and psychiatric outpatients with other groups, this one sought 

distinctions within a very homogeneous group. Because the sample was small, findings of 

significance, where they did occur, tended to have large effect sizes. Even so, in some 

instances where significant differences according to the Mann-Whitney U-Test were found, 

the differences were not significant within the construct of formal axiology. When using the 

HVP for research it is important, I therefore recommend, not only to make use of generally 

accepted tests of difference, but to interpret those tests within the framework of the meaning 

of the scales that are integral to the HVP itself.  

Surprised that no significant difference was found. 

 When I first anticipated that the distinction between low deflectors and high 

deflectors of feedback might be distinguishable by HVP scores, I had expected to find those 
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differences in one or two scales. I expected to find it in the Extrinsic Part 1 (DIME1) scores 

and/or in the Intrinsic Part 2 Balance Indicators (BalI2). Instead, the significant differences 

showed up in four of the Extrinsic Part 2 scores. This was a surprise. 

 Trainability (DIME1). 

 The Extrinsic dimension Part 1 score (DIME1) in the HVP, according to the Byrum 

method, is labeled Trainability. Byrum writes that, “Strong scores will indicate a person 

adapts to training well” (Byrum, 2011b, p. 2). I had expected that low deflectors would be the 

same as people who adapt well to training. But I now realize I had conflated two types of 

learning. Workplace training, in my experience, is often taught more like higher education is 

normally taught, and against which Schön (1987) rails. Based on theoretical models of right 

and wrong ways to do things, much workplace training does not invite reflection. Byrum 

further describes a person whose DIME1 score is strong in this way: “Usually, a person with 

strong scores on this scale will work well with the practicalities of the workplace,” and “here 

is a first indication of work ethic, responsibility, and dependability” (Byrum, 2011b, p. 2).  

Responding well to training in this context is not what Schön meant by reflection in the face 

of ambiguity and uncertainty. Having studied Schön more closely after this finding, I now 

see why the DIME1 score on the HVP is not likely to measure the tendency to reflect upon or 

to deflect feedback. 

 Self-esteem (BalI2). 

 The second index of the HVP where I had anticipated seeing a significant difference 

between low deflectors and high deflectors is in the Balance Indicator of the Intrinsic Part 2 

dimension (BalI2). It is important to remember that balance indicators do not measure the 
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strength of a person’s judgment in these dimensions; rather, balance indicators measure a 

person’s emotional bias towards the dimension in question. Some axiologists use the 

psychological term valence to label the balance dimensions. Within the discipline of 

psychology, valence means the intrinsic attractiveness (positive valence) or aversiveness 

(negative valence) of an event, object, or situation. I had expected that high deflectors of 

feedback would have positive balance in the Intrinsic Part 2 and that low deflectors would 

have either negative or neutral balance in this index. Byrum writes, “A score that is out of 

balance on the positive side—the composition—typically indicates an egotism or arrogance 

that is unreasonably pronounced” (Byrum, 2011a, p. 3). Byrum’s description matches my 

experience as a consultant when using the HVP in my work over the past 8 years. Having 

assessed several hundred people using this instrument, I remember only two whose BalI2 

scores were more than +5. Both respondents exuded a sense of “I have arrived. I don’t need 

to learn anything more about myself.” On the other hand, a slightly-to-moderately negative 

bias in this dimension often means that a person feels that he or she is still growing and 

learning. I had expected that balanced to moderately negative scores in the BalI2 scale would 

indicate low deflectors and that a positive balance would indicate high deflectors. Instead, all 

of the participants in my research had either negative or neutral BalI2 scores. Thus, the BalI2 

scale did not distinguish between high deflectors and low deflectors.  

 In fact, I noticed amongst participants in my sample a relatively strong tendency to 

hold a negative bias in this dimension. The mean score of the BalI2 scale was -8.7 and the 

median was -8.0. Scores in this dimension ranged from +1 to -21. In the terminology of the 

Byrum method, any score between -5 and +5 is described as balanced. A score from ±6 to 

±14 denotes an issue. And scores > ±15 denote a challenge for the respondent to deal with.  
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 A person’s emotional balance towards a particular dimension of value is independent 

of his or her strength of judgment in that area. For instance, my daughter could not wait to 

get her driver’s license as soon as she turned 16. She had an overly positive balance towards 

the art of driving, even though, due to inexperience, her strength of judgment in matters 

related to negotiating highway traffic was not well developed. At a different extreme, I have 

been driving for more decades than I care to report. Being that my auto insurance rates are 

low for a person my age, I have evidence to support my opinion that I have good judgment in 

matters related to driving. However, I harbor a negative emotional balance towards it. In fact, 

one of my definitions of a great vacation is one where I do not have to drive at all! I am 

puzzled by the different valuational proclivities of, say, recreational vehicle enthusiasts, 

whose idea of a good vacation is a long road trip in an oversized vehicle. Not me.  

Surprises Related to Intra-Group Similarities 

 Negative balance indicators in this BalI2 scale often are found concomitantly with a 

tendency to be self-critical, which is measured by the Integration Percent, part 2 scale 

(INT%2).  This was the case with my sample of entrepreneurs. Their INT%2 scores tended to 

be the least developed of all of the measures of strength of judgment reported in the HVP. 

Scores on this scale can range from 0 to a high of 79. Associated verbal descriptions are 

provided in Table 14. 

Table 14 

 

INT%2 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

0      10            20          30             40        50    60 61+ 
Very Well 
Developed 

Well 
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Above 
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Average 
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Below 
Average 

Needs 
Development 

Needs Signif 
Development 
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Byrum defines a 61or higher as needing significant development. With a mean score for 

participants in this study of 36 and a median of 38, this places their central tendency in the 

range of Average Development.  

 I was surprised to find that, even though average INT% 2 scores were only average 

and that the balance of self-esteem scores tended to be an issue, entrepreneurs in this sample 

scored exceptionally strong in the Index labeled Self-Side Attitude, or  the AI% 2 scale. 

Scores in this scale can range from Strong at 50 to low at 71+. Byrum writes,  

This scale measures the attitude that a person takes toward his own self. 

Stronger scores of 50-60 tend to indicate good, positive self-esteem. A 50 

sometimes has a presence that exudes self-confidence… If stronger scores are 

present in the midst of adversity or severe adversity, some indication of 

coping skills with personal matters is being indicated. This reality should give 

confidence or hope that the adversity will be conquered (Byrum, 2011b, p. 

16).  

This scale is shown graphically in Table 15. 

Table 15 

 

AI%2 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

50                                                   60                                                      70  71+ 
High  Moderate Low 

 

 

The mean AI% 2 score for participants in this project was 52, with a median of 50. Results 

were largely skewed by one participant’s AI% 2 score of 80. This was Doug, who dropped 

out of the study after receiving his HVP results.  

 I find it interesting and worth further study to explore how it is that the entrepreneurs 

in this sample are characterized by a tendency to be self-critical and can have a negative 

emotional balance towards self-esteem, both without diminishing a noticeably strong AI%2 
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score for self-side attitude. Further elucidation of the meaning of measures found in the 

secondary scales of the HVP may shed some light on this apparent paradox of self-criticality 

and negative emotional balance towards self-esteem, concomitant with a strong AI%2 score 

for self-side attitude.  

Findings Related to What Judgment Capacities Matter Most 

 In Chapter 2, Table 1, I presented a matrix in which I identified which judgment 

characteristics matter the most to investors, entrepreneurs, and to academics. Later, in 

Chapter 3, Table 2, I mapped specific scales of the HVP to those capacities. The findings 

from this study point toward possibilities for future research regarding several of these 

characteristics. The current research focused on entrepreneurs’ response to feedback as a 

means of identifying differences within this sample. Yet, similarities amongst all of the 

entrepreneurs in this sample that were identified in the current study point towards 

characteristics that may distinguish entrepreneurs from nonentrepreneurs if such a study were 

to be undertaken. In this section, I will discuss the implications of my findings for further 

investigation—using the HVP—of several of the characteristics of interest to 

entrepreneurship researchers. These include opportunity recognition, innovativeness, and 

candor. I follow that with a discussion of the implications of several findings where no 

significant differences in judgment were found. I found no statistically significant differences 

between first-time entrepreneurs and serial entrepreneurs, between those who have received 

investor funding and those who have not yet received funding, and between those who had 

abandoned their venture and those who were continuing to pursue it at the time I completed 

my data collection.  
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Opportunity recognition. 

 Much attention is given in the academic literature to entrepreneurs’ capacity for 

recognizing opportunities as a characteristic that separates entrepreneurs from the rest of the 

population (Forbes, 1999). It is sometimes called in the academic literature “environmental 

scanning.” In fact, opportunity recognition is at the core of Shane and Venkataraman’s 

(2000) widely accepted definition of entrepreneurship. Interestingly, this aspect of 

entrepreneurial judgment is seldom mentioned as important by investors or entrepreneurs, 

themselves. It seems to be taken for granted by them. It’s frequently said that, in Silicon 

Valley, ideas are a dime a dozen; it is execution that counts. So, in this study I did not focus 

on that element of judgment. Nevertheless, the HVP does measure a capacity that Byrum 

calls “noticing.” Noticing is Byrum’s descriptive label for the HVP scale of Differentiation 

Part 1, or DIF1. Byrum describes the scale this way: 

Differentiation indicates the ability to “see beneath the surface,” to understand 

subtlety and to recognize the “depth” involved in situations. This may be 

called a “noticing” scale in the sense that strong scores indicate an ability to 

notice more in a circumstance (Byrum, 2011b, p. 1).  

 Differentiation is a Part 1 index in the HVP. The DIF1 scores for the sample of 

entrepreneurs who took part in this study revealed a normal distribution and strongly 

developed capacities in this scale. The scale for the DIF1 scores is shown in Table 16.   

Table 16 

 

DIF1 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

0   10      20        30           40   50    60          70          80 81+ 
Very Well Developed Well 

Developed 
Above 
Avge 

Avge 
Dev 

Below 
Avge 

Needs 
Dev 

Needs 
Significant 

Development 
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 The mean score for entrepreneurs was 31; median score was 30, with a range of 

scores from 20 to 48. Entrepreneurs, it would seem from this sample, are well developed in 

their capacity to notice things beneath the surface as measured by the HVP. The DIF1 scale 

of the HVP may provide researchers a meaningful measure by which to assess people’s 

abilities to recognize opportunities. 

Innovativeness. 

 Within the Byrum method, the DIF1 scale is one of eight HVP indices that are 

combined to create a scale that Byrum calls Implications for Innovation.  It is a composite 

scale of Byrum’s creation; it is not an index calculated by the HVP itself. HVP indices used 

in calculating this scale are DIF1, INT1, DIMS1, INTS1, DIM%2, INT%2, DI%2, and 

INT%1. Byrum describes his manner of scoring his innovation scale as follows:  

In terms of scoring, 3 points are given for the top echelon, 2 points for the 

next echelon, and 1 point for the third-from-the-top echelon. No points are 

given for the bottom four echelons. Because of the high importance assigned 

to the INT%1 score, the basic score (3, 2, 1) is then multiplied by 3. The 

possible, overall score for the indices combined ranges from a high of 30 to a 

low of 0.  (Byrum, 2011c, p. 5).  

Ranges for the Implications for Innovativeness scale are shown in Table 17. Being a 

summative scale, larger numbers are stronger than are lower numbers in this scale. 

Table 17 

 

Implications for Innovation Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

30          25                  20               15                 10                5               0                                           
 Strong Innovative  

Capacity 
 Moderate Innovative 

Capacity 
Less Strong 

Innovative Capacity 
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Academic researchers agree that innovativeness is an essential characteristic for 

entrepreneurs to possess. As they do with noticing, investors and entrepreneurs tend to take 

innovation for granted (Camp, 2002). My advice from this study is that they ought not to take 

it for granted. Here’s why. 

 Participants in my research study did not score well, on average, in Innovativeness. 

The mean score of innovativeness in my entrepreneurial sample was 14; the median was also 

14. Scores ranged from a high of 24 to a low of 6. These reveal a generally moderate capacity 

for innovation among participants in my research. 

 How can it be that a group of entrepreneurs whose overall judgment scores were 

generally quite strong had such a relatively weak showing in this composite scale, which is 

generally agreed to be of great importance to entrepreneurs?  Well, I believe the matter 

deserves future research. There are, by my estimate, at least three possible reasons for this 

surprising finding:  

1. This Implications for Innovation scale is one that Byrum developed as a consequence 

of 30 years as a consultant using the HVP. It is a scale built upon experience. To my 

knowledge, it has not been validated in comparison with other instruments that 

measure innovativeness. It is possible that Byrum’s scale is incomplete, skewed, or 

not as rigorously tested as it could be. Calibration of this scale against others may 

reveal that modifications are called for. 

2. It is possible that innovation is, indeed, needed at the idea stage of a new venture 

start-up, but that its importance fades when the company reaches the start-up stage 
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because this is when execution comes to the forefront of an entrepreneur’s judgment. 

This possibility was suggested to me by Robert, one of the participants in this study.  

3. Notice that problem-solving energy (the INT%1 scale) is weighted by a factor of 3, 

compared with the other five subscales. Entrepreneurs in my sample generally scored 

low in problem-solving energy. Consequently, this score had a disproportionate 

impact on their overall innovativeness scores. I will discuss the implications of their 

problem-solving energy scores next.  

Problem-solving energy. 

 Compared to the theoretical norm of formal axiology, entrepreneurs in this sample 

scored strong in terms of problem-solving ability and noticeably weaker in terms of problem-

solving energy. 

 Problem-solving energy is measured in the HVP by the Integration Percent, Part 1 

scale (INT%1). This scale is derived by expressing the Integration Part 1 absolute score 

(INT1) as a percent of the Differentiation Part 1 score (DIF1). Hartman (2006) writes that the 

Int% score “measures the development of the capacity to organize and control one’s 

reactions when confronted with external or internal problems” (p. 54). Byrum elaborates 

upon Hartman’s definition: 

This scale measures a person’s energy capacity to deal with difficult people, 

to retain a positive degree of control and direction of situations in which 

difficult people try to dominate. There is an indication here of what might be 

called ‘creative, directive patience’ or the amount of positive energy a person 

has to devote to the problem being evaluated (Byrum, 2011b, p. 6).  

The scale used to report INT%1 scores is reproduced below in Table 18. 
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Table 18 

 

INT%1 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

0       10               20      30        40      50              60 61+ 
Very Well 
Developed 

Well 
Developed 

Above  
Average 

Average 
Dev 

Below 
 Average 

Needs 
Dev 

Needs 
Signif Dev 

 

  

Entrepreneurs in this sample exhibited a range of problem-solving energy from 0 to 43, with 

a mean and median score of 26, which is above average.  

 How is it that a group of entrepreneurs whose overall scores on the strength of 

judgment scales of the HVP rated mostly well developed and very well developed, tend to 

have noticeably weaker scores in problem-solving energy? I believe that it is due to both real 

and aspirational pressures at work in entrepreneurs’ lives.  

 Most of the entrepreneurs in my sample, being at the idea and start-up stages with 

their ventures, were working full-time jobs in order to earn enough money to live on while 

simultaneously striving to develop and fund their businesses. Those few with seed capital or 

who were self-funding, although working full-time in the new venture, were also under 

enormous time pressure to achieve specified milestones, fast; 70- to 80-hour work weeks are 

common for entrepreneurs at the idea and start-up stages. 

 These very real time constraints are exacerbated by what I call the myth of the Silicon 

Valley start-up. Excessively long work-hours are not only common; they are glorified in the 

tales of entrepreneurial success. They are encouraged by well-known successful hi-tech 

companies in the region whose policies include free meals at all hours of the day and night, 

as well as showers, banks, dry cleaners, concierges, and even dog-sitting services on 
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corporate campuses.  All of these benefits are intended to keep valuable and talented people 

focused on work and not distracted by anything else. 

 The power of this cultural norm of hard work was exemplified in a presentation I 

attended, which involved a panel of venture capitalists and angel investors offering advice to 

start-up entrepreneurs. One entrepreneur-turned-angel investor regaled the audience with this 

anecdote from his days as a company founder. He said that, at times, when he would drive 

home at night, if he got to a stop sign, it was okay, but if he came upon a stop light, he 

worried that he would fall asleep before the light turned green.  The audience responded with 

admiration and awe. This is not healthy. Nor does it reflect good judgment. We ought to 

pause and ask, “What price do entrepreneurs pay in terms of problem-solving energy and 

innovative capacity when they work such long hours that they are this severely sleep-

deprived?”  

 The benefit of work-life balance is beginning to be recognized by some parts of 

corporate America. It was the subject of a special issue of the Harvard Business Review in 

2011, but this way of thinking has not made its way into the mainstream of entrepreneurship 

practice.  

 Their lack of reserves of problem-solving energy is an aspect of the HVP report that 

several of the participants in my research found to be very insightful. One participant, Frank,  

told me that the first action step he took after our review of his results together was to get 8 

hours’ sleep that night. He later commented that doing so helped clear his thinking. 

 I had asked Jack, who at that time was working full-time while trying to launch his 

new business, “What parts of that (HVP) report seem most valuable to you as an 
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entrepreneur?” And he replied, “A few things that stood out were kind of the deep energy to 

solve problems, and knowing that I am still early in my entrepreneurial efforts that if I am 

already sapping some of that energy, I should probably be looking for ways to make sure I 

have more energy. To rest more and make sure I am focusing on that.”   

 In a similar conversation I had with Easton about problem-solving energy, he 

remarked that he would be greatly energized if he got funding for his start-up; that an 

injection of capital, itself, would restore his problem-solving energy. Problem-solving energy 

was the single biggest topic of conversation that arose during my interviews; it came up in 

discussion with nearly every entrepreneur who took part in the project.  

Candor (DIS2). 

 One aspect of judgment that investors care greatly about is what I have labeled 

candor. It means to tell the truth, even when the truth is unpleasant. It means not spinning the 

truth, either, in order to make it look more favorable than it is. One scale in the HVP 

measures candor. It is the Dissimilarity (or Distortion) Part 2 scale (DIS2). Byrum labels this 

scale Moral Conscience. The Dissimilarity scale in the HVP measures the frequency with 

which a respondent ranks a composition as a transposition and vice versa. The DIS score will 

always be an even number. Hartman writes, 

The Dissimilarity Score measures the subject’s proneness to value distortion, 

that is, toward confusion of valuation and disvaluation…. Ideally, the 

distortion score should be 0. Theoretically, it may be as high as 18. The score 

always appears as an even number, since any displacement in one half of the 

scale corresponds to a displacement in the other half (2006, p. 54).  

Byrum elaborates on the meaning of the DIS 2 scale: 
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This scale measures a person’s tendency toward confusion about good and 

bad within the self. Upper echelon scores [low numbers] indicate a great 

clarity of internal moral judgment, a strong sense of what is commonly 

referred to as ‘conscience.’ Scores of 0 and 2 indicate a strong moral 

conscience. This does not mean that a person will necessarily make moral 

decisions, but when these do not occur, there is probably a pronounced sense 

of guilt…. Weaker scores [higher numbers] may indicate a lack of moral 

scruples and a reduced likelihood of making decisions in the workplace with 

moral implications being considered. (Byrum, 2011b, pp. 15-16)  

The scale by which the DIS2 is measured is shown in Table 19. 

Table 19 

 

DIS2 Scale and Verbal Descriptors 

 

0                   1                          3                         5                          7  8+ 
Very Well  
Developed 

Well  
Developed 

Average 
Development 

Needs  
Development 

Needs 
Signif Dev 

 

 

Of the 19 participants in this study, 16 scored a 0 in the DIS2 scale, 2 scored a 2, and 1 

scored a 6. The mean score for this sample was 0.53; the median score was 0.00.  

 Doug, who scored a 6, subsequently withdrew from the study. This was the same 

participant with the low overall Part 2 Rho score of 0.536. It is common practice among 

axiologists, whenever a Rho score is below 0.7, to inquire about unusual circumstances that 

may have influenced the scores. Sometimes, there is a misunderstanding of the directions, 

unexpected distractions or interruptions while responding, or other obstacles to producing a 

meaningful report.  Doug spoke English with a foreign accent. Sometimes, non-native 

speakers of English score poorly due to lack of comprehension of English. When I asked if 

he understood the directions and verbiage in the assessment, he replied that he had no 

problem with reading comprehension, nor with the words or phrases in the report. I then 
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asked Doug if he had been particularly stressed at the time he took the assessment and he 

responded, “No more than usual.” I invited him to retake the assessment, but he declined.  

 In my field notes, which I jotted down immediately after I reviewed his results with 

Doug, I noted that 

He agreed with most of the assessment, including the low internal scores, 

except the Moral Conscience score of 6. I said that this score would be a red 

flag to investors. He said that he has high moral integrity. And this is the only 

part of the report that he disputed.   

 Unfortunately, I do not have interview transcripts from a second interview with Doug. 

When I contacted him to schedule a follow-up interview, he declined by writing in an email, 

“I am sorry to say that I haven’t had much time to think about HVP yet, and I don’t think I 

will have time in the future either for this activity.”  

 In my email I had outlined several questions I wanted to ask. “How meaningful has 

this insight from the HVP been to you? Is it accurate? Are there any surprises? In what ways 

might this insight about yourself help you to succeed as an entrepreneur?” 

 To these, he replied, “It’s somewhat meaningful, and I think it’s 65% accurate. Yes, 

there was surprise. I do not believe it will change dramatically the way I will do things.”  

 We have had no correspondence or conversation since then. It is impossible to know 

if Doug’s dismissal of the insight provided by the HVP was because, in his mind, he truly 

was too busy to talk again with me, or whether the feedback, showing fairly low internal 

judgment scores triggered his tendency to dismiss it. I should note here that three other 

participants in the study, whose HVP scores were stronger than Doug’s, failed to respond to 

my requests for follow-up interviews, presumably because of time pressures.  
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 With this one exception, this study reveals a tendency among entrepreneurs to have a 

strong sense of moral conscience. Hence, I would expect them to be candid and honest in 

their dealings with investors, customers, and team members. Further research using either 

controlled studies of ethical decision-making or longitudinal field research into actual 

decision-making dilemmas  in conjunction with the DIS2 scale from the HVP may yield 

interesting results that could lead to use of the HVP by investors as a screening tool for 

discerning entrepreneurial candor prior to investing in their companies.  

Findings of Interest Where No Significant Differences were Found between Serial 

Entrepreneurs and First-Timers 

 One of the heuristics most commonly used by investors to assess the judgment 

capacities of an entrepreneur before investing in his or her company is whether or not this 

person has previously founded a funded start-up. Their assumption is that, if yes, then this 

person has learned good entrepreneurial judgment through experience in the “school of hard 

knocks.” Therefore, being a serial entrepreneur makes it easier to get investment for a 

subsequent venture. Four entrepreneurs in my sample had previously founded funded start-

ups; 15 were trying to do this for the first time.  It was interesting to find, in this study, no 

significant differences in judgment scores for any of the 54 HVP scales between those 

entrepreneurs who had previously founded funded start-ups and those who had not. 

Findings of No Meaningful Difference Between Entrepreneurs Who have Received 

Funding and Those Who Have Not (Yet) 

  Once the data were collected, I began to wonder whether there is something about 

investors’ intuition or, perhaps the heuristics they use in determining where to invest their 
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money that might be measured in the HVP but about which I was not paying attention.  At 

the time they began participating in my study, two entrepreneurs had received a round of 

seed funding—one in the amount of $1,500,000; the other in the amount of $500,000. During 

the course of the study, one other participant closed a seed round of $775,000, while another 

secured $50,000 through crowd funding and one received seed funding of $40,000 as part of 

participation in a business accelerator program. So I sought to see if there were any 

measurable differences in HVP scores of those who had received funding and those who had 

not. Again, using Mann Whitney’s U-Test, I found no statistical significance in any 

entrepreneurial judgment as assessed by HVP indices between entrepreneurs who received 

funding and those who—as of the time I had finished collecting data—had  not received 

funding, with the exception of the Balance in the Dimension I Part 1 (BalDimI1) scale of the 

HVP.  

 A Mann-Whitney U-Test did reveal a significant difference in the BalDimI1 scores of 

those who have not received funding (Md=-2.5, n=14) and those who have received funding 

(Md = +2.0, n=5), U = 13.000, z = -2.045, p =.041, r = .05. Although this is a large effect 

size, given that median scores of both groups are within the balanced range of the HVP 

balance scale, I do not conclude that this is a meaningful difference between groups.  

 A contributing factor as to whether or not a start-up received funding is the length of 

time that the business has been in existence and its stage of development at the time the 

entrepreneur took part in this research. All five participants who received funding, or who 

already had funding at the time they began to participate, were participants in the Launch 

Silicon Valley (LSV) showcase competition. None of the participants in the SVASE Fast 

Track program received funding prior to, or during the duration of data collection for this 
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study. To apply to participate in LSV, an entrepreneurial firm had to be within 3 months of 

having a product ready for release or beta release. The SVASE Fast Track program tended to 

appeal to entrepreneurs who were at an earlier, idea stage of their businesses. My finding that 

there is no meaningful difference in judgment between those who have received funding and 

those who have not, should be a source of encouragement to those entrepreneurs who possess 

strong judgment but who have not yet received funding. 

Findings of No Significant Difference between Those Who Ended their Ventures and 

Those who were Continuing to Pursue Them  

 During the course of this study, two of the participants had ended or shelved the 

business ventures that they had been pursuing when the study began. The remaining 17 

participants in the study were continuing to pursue their start-ups at the end of my data 

collection. I wondered, does the HVP reveal any statistical and meaningful difference in 

judgment capacities between those who ended their businesses and those who were 

continuing?  

 I found no statistical significance in any entrepreneurial judgment as assessed by 

HVP indices between entrepreneurs who had ended their venture and those who did not; with 

the exception of the Balance in the Dimension S Part 1 (BalDimS1) scale of the HVP.  

 A Mann-Whitney U-Test revealed a near-significant difference in the BalDimS1 

scores of those who were continuing to pursue their venture (Md = + 4, n = 17) and those 

who had ended their venture (Md = -1, n=2), U = 2.500, z = -1.940, p = .052, r = .04. 

Although this is a medium effect size, given that median scores of both groups are within the 

balanced range of the HVP balance scale, I conclude that this is not a meaningful difference 
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between groups.  This difference may indicate a slight disillusionment (move towards 

negative valence) with the theory of business for those who ended their ventures, compared 

with a slight tendency to see the theory of their business through “rose-colored glasses” (a 

slight positive valence) by those in the study who continue to pursue their ventures.  

What These Findings Could Mean for Investor Funding 

 Four findings from this study point to an opportunity to conduct further research into 

the role of entrepreneurial judgment as a basis by which investors make decisions whether or 

not to invest in any given start-up. To summarize, 

1. My pilot study found no discernible correlation between the Rho 1 or Rho 2 scores of 

entrepreneurs’ judgment and the scores they received from a panel of professional 

angel investors on their business plan pitches. I elaborate on six possible reasons for 

this finding in Appendix E. My principal conclusion is that the pitch, given its brevity, 

is not an effective place to look for, nor by which to evaluate, an entrepreneur’s 

judgment.  

2. This study showed no significant difference between the judgment capacities of 

entrepreneurs who have previously founded a funded start-up and those who are first-

time entrepreneurs. This finding calls into question the merit of a commonly used 

heuristic upon which investors often rely—that is, that a person who has previously 

founded a start-up has developed better judgment than someone who has not. 

3. This study showed no significant and meaningful difference between the judgment 

capacities of entrepreneurs who have received funding for their ventures and those 
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who have not. More time may need to lapse before the meaning of this finding can be 

interpreted more conclusively. 

4. Of the three entrepreneurs in this project who received funding during the course of 

the study, each had received funding as part of, and concurrently with, or as a 

consequence of, their participation in a business accelerator. Although I did not 

specifically ask this question during my interviews, or while gathering demographic 

data, it became reasonably clear during my interviews who was part of an accelerator 

and who was not. My impression is that none of the remaining 14 participants who 

had not received funding during the timeframe of my data collection had been part of 

an accelerator. Accelerators are a relatively new phenomenon in the start-up world.  

In an accelerator program, investors invest small amounts of money but large 

amounts of mentoring, guidance, and introductions to sources of capital in a select 

number of start-ups. They usually work with groups of entrepreneurs in cohorts for a 

fixed amount of time, from 1-6 months. The benefit of accelerators to entrepreneurs 

in the start-up stage is widely debated among practitioners. These results indicate that 

there may be a strong relationship between participating in an accelerator program 

and success at getting one’s business subsequently funded. An interesting research 

project that I intend to pursue is to investigate whether—and if so, in what ways—

entrepreneurs’ judgment is developed over the course of participating in a business 

accelerator.  
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Implications for Ways of Approaching Research in Judgment, Feedback, and 

Motivation 

 So far, I have been discussing the implications of quantitative findings from this study 

as those were derived from HVP scores. There also are implications from the findings of 

qualitative methods that were used in this study. Specifically, I have become increasingly 

convinced that Schön’s model of how students learn in an architectural design studio has 

much to offer the mentoring of entrepreneurs. Learning in both instances occurs in complex, 

ambiguous settings where no “right” answer exists. Learning in both cases requires an ability 

to function effectively in ambiguous circumstances and openness to feedback and productive 

ways of interpreting and responding to that feedback. Business accelerators appear to model 

their mentoring and coaching along the same lines that Schön recommends. Universities are 

increasingly setting up and operating their own incubators and accelerators. So far, to my 

knowledge, their success rates have not been as high as expected. Schön (1987) describes the 

pedagogical model followed by most institutions of higher learning. He describes it as being 

derived from theory and proceeding to application. This is fundamentally different from 

learning that takes place in an architectural design studio. An interesting research project 

would be to examine the pedagogical approaches used by university-sponsored accelerators 

and compare and contrast those to investor-sponsored accelerators in an effort to pinpoint the 

implied theory of learning that is inherent in each.  

 The findings of this study substantially corroborated the four-factor model of 

feedback response that was developed by Grant and Dweck (2003). My method of coding 

interviews according to Grant and Dweck’s schema lacks the rigor with which they 

undertook their studies, but what the current study lacks in rigor it contributes to their schema 
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in relevance. In their controlled laboratory experiments, a person’s goal motivations were 

determined through taking a questionnaire based on a Likert-type scale. Then, participants 

were given a series of challenging tasks or puzzles to solve. Upon completion, they were 

given feedback about their performance. This feedback was arbitrary; it did not necessarily 

reflect the participant’s actual performance on the tasks. Then, participants were invited to 

continue trying to solve challenging tasks or puzzles. Researchers then observed for how 

long, with what determination, and with what level of interest participants pursued the 

second set of challenges. They did this to determine the effect of feedback on subsequent 

performance. Their samples were substantially larger than mine.  Theirs were rigorous, 

controlled studies. On the other hand, four of their five experiments involved contrived 

challenges. And the feedback given was intentionally inaccurate in order to determine the 

effect of feedback upon future effort. The elements that made their research rigorous 

diminished its relevance. In the current study, on the other hand, the challenges faced by 

entrepreneurs were real and inherently meaningful to them. And the feedback they were 

given from investors, from potential customers, and from me using the HVP was also real. 

No deception was involved. Further research that combines both rigor and relevance is called 

for. This will require larger sample sizes of entrepreneurs than I worked with and would 

require participants to take even more of their scarce time to respond to more assessments or 

puzzle-type challenges. If these two obstacles can be worked through, the results from one 

study could be both rigorous and relevant. 

Implications for Theory and Practice of Formal Axiology 

 Axiologists have been using the HVP for nearly forty years to seek to establish 

evidence of differences in judgment capacities between different groups of people. Distinctly 
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identifiable characteristics have been found in the judgment capacities of groups of high 

school students (Austin & Garwood, 1976), violent criminals (Acquaviva, 2000), 

hospitalized psychiatric patients (Mefford, 2010), and psychiatric outpatients (Pomeroy, 

2005). The current study sought to identify slighter differences within a group of 

entrepreneurs who generally scored quite strongly in all indices measured by the HVP. 

Scores attained by participants in this study are on a par with those of Pomeroy’s 

Professional High Achievers (2005). That this study was able to distinguish differences 

between entrepreneurs in a small sample who had exhibited greater or lesser tendencies to 

reflect upon feedback rather than deflect it reveals the discriminating power of the HVP. If 

there existed a valid, published dataset of, say, non-entrepreneurial managers with which the 

mean scores of entrepreneurs in this sample could be compared, it would add to the body of 

entrepreneurship research which has sought—so far inconclusively—to identify what, if any, 

differences in traits, judgments, or cognitive structures distinguish entrepreneurs from 

nonentrepreneurs. That such a dataset does not exist in the public domain is an outcome of 

the fragmented and proprietary ways in which most research using the HVP has been 

conducted to date. The difficulty in comparing studies is compounded by the recent 

proliferation of parallel forms of the HVP and by the lack of a common vocabulary used by 

axiologists in interpreting results. Pomeroy (2005) has set a new standard which, I hope, 

other axiologists will soon follow. Pomeroy has published the results of his research and 

made transparent the methods by which he reached his findings.  

 Researchers using the HVP in their work will benefit mutually from more controlled 

studies of defined groups using sound statistical tools and a common language among 

axiologists. Through its annual conferences and the Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and 
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Practice, the Hartman Institute is poised to make a vital contribution to the study of values 

and human judgment by encouraging transparency in research design and the publication of 

future research studies. 

Implications for Research in Entrepreneurial Cognition and Metacognition 

 In his review of cognitive approaches to new venture creation, Forbes (1999) writes, 

The decision to create a new venture is one of the most significant and 

interesting choices people make in the world of organizations…. Yet 

relatively little is known about what goes on in the minds of the individuals 

who create new organizations. (p. 415) 

 The theory of formal axiology provides a differently focused lens through which 

researchers can explore more fully what goes on in the minds of entrepreneurs. This research 

has been a first step in that direction.  

 Haynie et al. (2010) make a strong argument for the importance of metacognitive 

awareness in entrepreneurial success. They write, “Individuals who are metacognitively 

aware are more likely to formulate and evaluate multiple alternatives to process a given task, 

and are also highly sensitized and receptive to feedback from the environment” (p. 218). This 

begs the questions: How can an entrepreneur become more metacognitively aware? And 

aware of what? 

 The HVP provides a tool for enabling entrepreneurs to become more metacognitively 

aware of the structure of the values they hold and of the proclivities they have towards 

making judgment calls in certain ways. This research has demonstrated how that can 

transpire in one specific aspect of judgment—responses to feedback. It has also pointed 

towards ways in which the HVP may provide additional insight about other aspects of 
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entrepreneurial judgment, including noticing, self-confidence, candor, innovativeness, 

problem-solving energy, and the balance and harmony between worldviews and self-views. 

 Since before the beginning of my graduate studies, I have been captivated by a vision 

that Hartman described in his autobiography, Freedom to Live (1994). He wrote, “It is my 

conviction that through formal axiology the deep, eternal values of life can be made 

intellectually articulate” (p. 80). Since Hartman’s death in 1973, a growing number of 

axiologists have been striving, in a variety of ways, to bring Hartman’s conviction to a 

reality. It is my privilege to be able to join them in this ongoing effort. Through this project, I 

hope that, using formal axiology, some of the judgment capacities of entrepreneurs have, 

indeed, been made more intellectually articulate.    
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APPENDIX A: EXPLICATION OF THE LANGUAGE AND LOGIC OF FORMAL 

AXIOLOGY 

 

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide an introduction to the theory of formal 

axiology for the reader who is interested in learning more about it. Because formal axiology 

was—and remains—largely the work of the mind of one person, Robert S. Hartman [1910-

1973], I will begin with a brief biographical sketch of Hartman’s life so that the reader can 

situate his work in the context of the era during which he lived and wrote. I will then outline 

the major influences on his thought, and will finish with an overview of contemporary 

scholars who are carrying forward the work begun by Hartman, with particular emphasis on 

two of those scholars who have been most influential on my own development as a student of 

formal axiology—Edwards and Byrum.   

Hartman was born and raised in Germany until, like many intellectuals of his time, he 

was forced to flee the country in 1933 when the National Socialist Party took power. It was at 

the time he decided to leave Germany that he resolved to try to answer the question, “If Nazi 

Germany so epitomized the ability of a society to organize for evil, then why can’t we learn 

to organize for good?” (Hartman, 1994).  He realized that an answer to this quest must be 

predicated on an ability to define “good.”  

From 1968 until his death at the age of 63 in 1973, Hartman was visiting professor of 

philosophy at the National University of Mexico and at the University of Tennessee, 

alternately spending one semester on each campus. Both of the books published in his 

lifetime were published first in Mexico in Spanish. These were La Structura de Verdad 

(1959) and Conocimiento del Bien: Critica de la Razón Axiológical (1965).  Only later did he 
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expand upon these and translate them into English. Only the first of his two books was 

translated and published by Hartman during his lifetime, this being The Structure of Value 

(1967). The Robert S. Hartman Institute of Formal and Applied Axiology 

(www.hartmaninstitute.org) was established to further the work begun by Hartman. Since 

Hartman’s death, his papers and unpublished manuscripts have been housed in the special 

collections library of the University of Tennessee. A manuscript for Hartman’s intended 

autobiography was among his unpublished papers. Edited by Ellis, Hartman’s autobiography 

was published posthumously in 1994 as Freedom to Live: The Robert Hartman Story. In 

1999 another unfinished book-length manuscript was found. It was determined to be 

Hartman’s own translation and expansion of Conocimiento del Bien. It was subsequently 

edited by Edwards and Ellis under the auspices of the Hartman Institute, and published in 

2002 as The Knowledge of Good: Critique of Axiological Reason. Hartman also authored a 

Manual of Interpretation for the Hartman Value Profile, now in its second edition (2006), 

which is available to members through the Institute. These three books and the manual of 

interpretation, then, contain the principal published writings by Hartman about formal 

axiology. These are augmented by a number of Hartman’s lectures, given at MIT, the 

University of Tennessee, and to his consulting clients, some of which have been transcribed 

and are available through the website of the Institute. Given the relatively recent appearance 

in print of most of Hartman’s work in English, as well as a recent increase in publication of 

works by other axiologists about this theory and its application, Hartman’s work is belatedly 

being made known to a larger scholarly audience some 40 years after his death. With this 

biographical sketch in mind, it will be worthwhile to look at the two key influences on 

http://www.hartmaninstitute.org/
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Hartman’s thought: the phenomenology of Edmund Husserl and the analytical philosophy of 

G.E. Moore.  

Husserl’s contribution to Hartman’s thought. 

Axiology, as a generic term, refers to the study of values. It is derived from two Greek 

words, axia meaning value or worth and logos meaning reason or logic. Thus, axiology is the 

logic of value(s). It is seldom used in the literature of judgment and decision-making today, 

but will occasionally be found in philosophical literature where it is used most often in its 

generic sense as the study of values, especially in relation to ethics. The term formal axiology 

was coined by Edmund Husserl [1859-1938], but Husserl never completed a formal 

methodology for studying values (Mefford, 1989). That awaited the work of Hartman. In 

developing  the theory of formal axiology, Hartman borrowed from both Husserl’s 

phenomenology and Moore’s analytic philosophy. Hartman makes clear in many of his 

writings his debt to Moore, but is more vague about the influence of Husserlian 

phenomenology on his own thought. 

Hartman was a student of Husserl’s in Germany in the late 1920s, and although 

Hartman mentions the influence of Husserl on the development of his theory of formal 

axiology, the exact influence of Husserl’s phenomenology on Hartman’s work is difficult to 

discern from Hartman’s writings. In his introduction to The Structure of Value, Hartman 

describes the task that he set for himself in writing this book as being “to establish a pure 

theory of value”. He lists four ways in which he will strive to accomplish this goal, and then 

alludes that, “a fifth approach, through Husserl’s phenomenology, is suggested” (1967, p. 

19).  Fortunately for the student of axiology, Mefford (1989, 2010) investigated at length the 
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connection between Husserlian phenomenology and Hartmanian formal axiology. According 

to Mefford, the principal contribution of Husserl’s phenomenology to formal axiology is 

Husserl’s connection of intensional with extensional logic (Mefford, 1989, p. 14). In line 

with phenomenology’s emphasis on lived experience, Mefford also advances the theory of 

formal axiology by focusing attention on man as a valuing subject, whereas Hartman had 

focused more on the structure of values than on the nature of valuations.  

Moore’s contribution to Hartman’s thought. 

 In 1903, the British philosopher G.E. Moore [1873-1958] described what he termed 

the naturalistic fallacy in philosophy (Moore, 1903/2004, p. 10). The naturalistic fallacy is 

the tendency of value theorists to focus on the content of the values that people hold rather 

than on their form, or underlying structure. Philosophers have stumbled into the naturalistic 

fallacy since the time of Socrates in their attempts to define the good. Good has variously 

been defined over the ages as virtue (Plato) , eudaemonia (Aristotle) pleasure (Epicureans), 

or power (Hobbes). It has been defined as a categorical imperative (Kant), as  justice 

(Kohlberg, Rawls), as that which benefits the most people (utilitarianism), and as that which 

generates the most beneficial results (consequentialism). All these schools of thought, 

according to Moore, fall prey to the naturalistic fallacy. They conflate good with some 

property inherent in things that are good. But good, concluded Moore, is not part of the set of 

any descriptors that could be applied to some thing that is called good. This is a paradox 

(Warnock, 2007). Moore concluded that an axiomatic definition of good is the only way to 

overcome this apparent paradox.  But he failed in his lifetime to define good axiomatically. 

Eventually, Moore pronounced it to be indefinable (Hartman, 2002). By describing the 

naturalistic fallacy but not resolving its paradox, Moore ushered the 20
th

 century into an era 
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of philosophical relativism, emotivism, and noncognitivism. Hartman’s theory of formal 

axiology resolves Moore’s paradox and points a way through the fog of relativism, 

emotivism, and noncognitivism.  

Contemporaneous Influences on Hartman’s Thought 

Maslow, also writing in the 1950s through the ‘70s, can be credited with contributing 

greatly to the shift in psychology from a focus on illness to a focus on health (1998). He was 

a leading figure in founding the humanistic psychology movement. He and Hartman were 

friends, and their work influenced each other (Maslow, 1959, 1971). Maslow posited an 

innate human drive towards self-actualization—that is, what it means to become more fully 

human. Maslow credited Hartman with giving him this concept of being-cognition (1971, p. 

27). I hypothesize that this drive to be more fully human is present in many entrepreneurs 

and is one that, therefore, can be identified and described axiologically through hermeneutic 

interpretation  of an entrepreneur’s HVP scores and report. 

Recent Contributors to the Advancement of Formal Axiology 

Hartman died in 1973 with his life’s work incomplete. In The Structure of Value 

(1967), he stressed the mathematical basis of his logic of value. His goal being to establish 

the scientific validity of the logic of formal axiology, he presented this logic to his readers in 

the way that would have the most credence as a science during that era—through math. In an 

era where positivist empiricism prevailed, scientific meant mathematical and mathematical 

meant scientific. Hartman, it seems to me, overstated the case for the application of 

transfinite mathematics to his logic of formal axiology (Hurst, 2011).  He moderated that 

emphasis in his later works.  In The Knowledge of Good (2002), Hartman describes the 



170      

 

logical foundations of formal axiology as being analogous to the mathematical foundation of 

the hard sciences. Whether this represents a maturing of his own thoughts or simply a re-

positioning of formal axiology to an academic audience at a time when post-positivist 

epistemologies were just beginning to be accepted, I do not know. 

Chief among those axiologists practicing today is Rem B. Edwards, professor 

emeritus and former colleague of Hartman’s at the University of Tennessee. Edwards has 

authored, co-authored, edited, co-edited, or he has written the foreword to almost every book 

written about formal axiology since Hartman’s passing. I enumerate at length Edwards’ 

contributions to the field because his explanations of formal axiology have greatly influenced 

my own understanding. For a long time, Edwards has criticized several of the precepts of 

formal axiology, in particular Hartman’s insistence upon the infinite worth of human beings, 

and he debated Hartman on occasion when they were colleagues at Tennessee. Edwards is 

the editor of Formal Axiology and its Critics (1995), where he is one of those critics. 

Edwards also co-edited Hartman’s seminal The Knowledge of Good (2002) and Forms of 

Value and Valuation (1991). The latter is a collection of essays by practicing axiologists, 

many of them former students or colleagues of Hartman’s. Edwards is co-author of 

Dialogues on Values and Centers of Value (Dicken & Edwards, 2001), which leisurely 

unveils a thread of correspondence among old friends in which Edwards takes the role of 

explicator of Hartman’s theory of values and valuation to his correspondent. Edwards is the 

author of Religious Value and Valuations (2000), which uses formal axiology as a lens to 

interpret religious beliefs and experiences. This book also serves as an excellent introduction 

to the precepts of formal axiology. Edwards recently (2010) authored a college philosophy 

text about formal axiology by the title The Essentials of Formal Axiology. Edwards has a gift 
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for explaining formal axiology in a way that is simpler to comprehend than Hartman’s 

writings were. He has served as a long-term associate editor of Rodopi Press’ Value Inquiry 

Book Series and is editor of the newly published (since 2008) Journal of Formal Axiology: 

Theory and Practice. In his writings, Edwards focuses attention on the philosophical and 

ethical ramifications of Hartman’s work. He acknowledges the value of the Hartman Value 

Profile (HVP) as a tool for assessing the structure of a person’s values, but unlike most other 

members of the Institute, does not pay a lot of attention to it. He leaves that task to others. 

Edwards has, however, led the charge for axiological scholars to engage in what I call the 

great math debate, which animates discussions today within the Institute. 

The Great Math Debate 

The major controversy that exists today amongst followers of Hartman’s work relates 

to the correctness of Hartman’s description of transfinite mathematics as the logical basis for 

formal axiology. This debate is currently being carried on in the pages of the Journal of 

Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice, and has been a subject of other works by Edwards 

(1995), Austin (1991), Hirst (2009), Forrest (1994, 2001, 2008), Moore (1995, 2008), Weller 

(2009), and Richards (2008, 2010). To those not involved with the Institute, this might seem 

much ado about little. But the math debate actually raises a very fundamental question about 

the claim of formal axiology to be a science of values. Furthermore, since the validity of the 

HVP depends, in part, on the theoretical validity of formal axiology, then if Hartman got the 

math wrong, the HVP is at risk. I have weighed in on this argument myself (Hurst, 2011), 

and argue that the validity of formal axiology, and hence of the HVP, resides in its 

fundamental axioms, rather than in any form of math that may be useful to describe it.  
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Hartman Value Profile (HVP) 

In the late 1960s, one of Hartman’s students, Mario Cardenas Trigos, suggested that 

the theory of formal axiology lends itself well to an assessment instrument that could be used 

to measure the structure of a person’s values. Thus, the HVP was born. Originally, it was a 

pen-and-paper instrument, which required someone well-trained in formal axiology to score 

and interpret. Instructions for scoring and interpreting the pen-and-paper instrument exist 

today in the form of the second edition of the Manual of Interpretation (Hartman, 2006), 

which is available through the Hartman Institute. 

Today, however, most axiologists who make use of the HVP in their counseling or 

consulting practices use computerized versions of the instrument. A respondent can typically 

respond online, with computerized reports of varying depth and complexity being generated 

instantly for the practitioner. I estimate that today, 8 to 12 computerized versions of the 

Hartman Value Profile are in existence, some of them with names that do not immediately 

reveal that they are based upon the HVP. In this research, I have made use of the Byrum 

method of computerized reporting of results of the HVP and I have also embraced Byrum’s 

methods of axiological hermeneutics as my model for interpreting reports with research 

participants. A more detailed description of what is meant by axiological hermeneutics is 

provided in Appendix D. 

Byrum is author of The Value Structure of Theology (1991), From the Neck Up: The 

Recovery and Sustaining of the Human Element in Modern Organizations (2006), and is co-

author of Spirit for Greatness: Spiritual Dimensions of Organizations and their Leadership 

(Byrum & Kaiser, 2004).  
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Influence of Edwards and Byrum on my Academic Formation 

The reason I highlighted here the works of Edwards and Byrum is that the writings of 

both of these scholars have been instrumental in helping to form my own understanding of 

formal axiology. In addition, Edwards and Byrum have also personally mentored me 

throughout my doctoral studies.  
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APPENDIX B: THE HARTMAN VALUE PROFILE (ORIGINAL VERSION) 

This is a two-part assessment. Each part consists of rank-ordering a set of 18 words or 

phrases. 

The following directions are found in the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) Manual of 

Interpretation, 2nd Edition (Hartman, 2006, pp. 69-70).  

 

PART 1: PHRASES  

DIRECTIONS 

On the right (here below) you will find 18 words or phrases. Each of these phrases (or words) 

representing something on which individuals may place different ‘values’ (good or bad)—

depending on their own feelings about how good or bad it is. 

Read all of the phrases carefully.  

Write the number “1” on the line in front of the phrase which represents the highest (most) 

value as far as you are concerned—that is, the one you feel is the best. 

Write the number “2” in front of the phrase which represents the next best (second best) 

value. 

Number all of the phrases in the same way, to show the order of their respective values to 

you. Use a different number for each of the 18 phrases (3,4, 5 and so on). The number “18” 

should be in front of the word or phrase that represents the lowest (least) value to you—that 

is, the one that you feel is the worst. 

Do not judge the expressions by the importance but only by the goodness or badness of their 

content. 

Decide quickly how you feel about each of the phrases. There is no time limit, but most 

people are able to compete numbering all the phrases in about ten to twelve minutes. You 

may begin.  
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Part I Phrases 

 

_____ A good meal 

_____ A technical improvement 

_____ Nonsense 

_____ A fine 

_____ A rubbish heap 

_____ A devoted scientist 

_____ Blow up an airliner in flight 

_____ Burn a heretic at the stake 

_____ A short-circuit 

_____ “By this ring I thee wed” 

_____ A baby 

_____ Torture a person in a concentration camp 

_____ Love of nature 

_____ A madman 

_____ An assembly line 

_____ Slavery 

_____ A mathematical genius 

_____ A uniform 

 

After you have finished, please CHECK to make sure that you have used all the numbers 

from 1 through 18, without repeating any.(Start with your number 1 and find each number up 

through 18).  

Then, continue with Part II.   
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Part II: QUOTATIONS 

DIRECTIONS  

 

On the right (here below) you will find 18 quotations. Each quotation concerns something on 

which individuals may place different “values” (good or bad)—depending on their own 

feelings about how much they agree or disagree with it. 

Read all of the quotations carefully. The phrase “my work” does not refer to any particular 

job, but rather to what you are doing—your occupation or the kind of work you do. (If you 

are not pursuing an occupation, you may substitute for “my work” the phrase “what I am 

doing”). 

Write the number “1” on the line in front of the quotation you agree with most—that is, the 

one which has the highest (most) value in your own life. 

Write the number “2” in front of the quotation with which you agree next most (second 

most).  

Number all of the quotations in the same way, to show the order of their respective values to 

you. Use a different number for each of the 18 quotations (3,4,5 and so on). The number 

“18” should be in front of the quotation that has the lowest (least) value in your own life—

that is, the one you disagree with most. 

Decide quickly how you feel about each of the quotations. There is no time limit, but most 

people are able to complete numbering all the quotations in about ten to twelve minutes. You 

may begin. 
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PART II: QUOTATIONS 

 

_____ “I like my work—it does me good.” 

_____ “The universe is a remarkably harmonious system.” 

_____ “The world makes little sense to me.” 

_____ “No matter how hard I work, I shall always feel frustrated.” 

_____ “My working conditions are poor, and ruin my work.” 

_____ “I feel at home in the world.” 

_____ “I hate my work.” 

_____ “My life is messing up the world.” 

_____ “My work contributes nothing to the world.” 

_____ “My work brings out the best in me.” 

_____ “I enjoy being myself.” 

_____ “I curse the day I was born.” 

_____ I love my work.” 

_____ “The lack of meaning in the universe disturbs me.” 

_____ “The more I understand my place in the world, the better I get in my work.” 

_____ “My work makes me unhappy.” 

_____ “I love the beauty of the world.” 

_____ “My work adds to the beauty and harmony of the world.” 

 

After you have finished, please CHECK to make sure that you have used all the numbers 

from 1 through 18, without repeating any. (Start with your number 1 and find each number 

up through 18).  
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APPENDIX C: TECHNICAL NAMES AND DESCRIPTIONS OF SCALES USED IN 

THE HVP REPORT: BYRUM METHOD 

 Table C-1 provides a handy reference of the scales, technical names of those scales, 

common language descriptors of the same scales, and a brief description of what each scale 

measures. More complete descriptions are provided by Hartman (2006) and in the reports 

generated by the computerized printouts of the Byrum method. 

Table C-1 

 

Technical Names and Descriptions of HVP Scales used in the Byrum Method 
 

Scale Technical 

Name 

Common Language 

Descriptor 

Description 

Part 1 (Worldview) 

Global 

IES  

(none) Global IES Sums the DIM and INT score for 

each of the 3 axiological 

dimensions. A good high-level 

overview of relative strength of a 

person’s judgment in each 

dimension of Part 1. 

Stage 

Type 

(none) Stage Type Uses a construct by Mefford 

(1989) to describe respondent’s 

scores according to one or more of 

13 axiological “types” according 

to Global IES scores.  

DIF1 Differentiation 

Score, Part 1 

Noticing Measures the capacity to be 

sensitive to that which is “beneath 

the service” in one’s environment. 

DIMI1 “I” Dimension 

Score, Part 1 

Tolerance Measures the capacity to discern 

individuality in others, to see their 

uniqueness with appreciation and 

tolerance. 

DIME1 “E” Dimension 

Score, Part 1 

Trainability Measures the capacity to 

understand practical and 

pragmatic processes. An 

indication of work ethic, 

responsibility, and dependability. 

DIMS1 “S” Dimension 

Score, Part 1 

Big Picture Measures the capacity to see the 

“big picture,” to think 

theoretically and abstractly. 
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DIM1 Dimension Score, 

Part 1 

Problem-Solving Style Measures the initial orientation 

toward judgment on a scale of 

reactive to responsive. 

DIM%1 Dimension 

Percent, Part 1 

Realism/Idealism Measures the tendency to be 

realistic or idealistic. 

INTI Integration of “I” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Relational 

Skills/Empathy 

Measures the capacity to help 

others solve personal problems. 

INTE1 Integration of “E” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Work Ethic Measures the capacity to help 

others solve practical problems. 

INTS1 Integration of “S” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Strategic Planning Measures the capacity to help 

others solve problems of more 

abstract or theoretical nature. 

INT1 Integration, Part 1 Problem-Solving Ability Measures the capacity to see that 

is which is relevant in complex 

situations in the external world, 

and to synthesize that information. 

INT%1 Integration 

Percent, Part 1 

Problem-Solving Energy Measures the amount of positive 

energy a person has to devote to 

problem-solving. 

DI1 Dimensional 

Integration, Part 1 

Focus Measures the ability to focus 

without distraction.  

DIS1 Distortion, Part 1 Follow Directions Measures a person’s tendency 

towards confusion in valuation 

regarding the external world. 

AI%1 Attitude Index, 

Part 1 

Work-Side Attitude Measures a person’s general 

attitude towards the external 

world. 

RHO1 Spearman’s Rank 

Order Correlation, 

Part 1 

Part 1 Validity Measures the degree of correlation 

of a person’s Part 1 scores with 

the theoretical norm of the HVP. 

Part 2 (Self View) 

DIF2 Differentiation 

Score, Part 2 

Self Regard Measures adequacy of self-regard. 

DIMI2 “I” Dimension 

Score, Part 2 

Meaningfulness of Work Reveals the degree to which work 

is meaningful in terms of 

individuality. 

DIME2 “E” Dimension 

Score, Part 2 

Value of Work Measures the degree to which 

work is seen as a positive fact of 

life. 

DIMS2 “S” Dimension 

Score, Part 2 

Organizational Capacity Measures the degree of organizing 

capacity. 

DIM2 Dimension Score, 

Part 2 

Problem-Solving Style Measures a person’s problem-

solving style in the personal side 

of life, on a scale of reactive to 

responsive. 

DIM%2 Dimension Role Identity/Change Measures the intensity of a 
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Percent, Part 2 person’s role identity. 

INTI2 Integration of “I” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Own Problems Measures the ability to solve 

personal problems for oneself. 

INTE2 Integration of “E” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Practical Problems Measures the ability to solve 

practical problems for oneself. 

INTS2 Integration of “S” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Care of Surroundings Measures an ability to explore 

global implications of one’s 

actions. 

INT2 Integration, Part 2 What’s Important Measures the capacity to discern 

what’s important within the 

complex, related to the self. 

INT%2 Integration 

Percent, Part 2 

Self-Criticism/ 

Expectation 

Measures the intensity of a 

person’s self-expectation. 

DI2 Dimensional 

Integration, Part 2 

Assertiveness Measures the ability to 

concentrate on problems that are 

personally difficult. 

DIS2 Distortion, Part 2 Moral Conscience Measures a person’s tendency 

toward confusion about good and 

bad within the self. 

AI%2 Attitude Index, 

Part 2 

Self-Side Attitude Measures a person’s general 

attitude toward the personal, 

internal self. 

RHO2 Spearman’s Rank 

Order Correlation, 

Part 2 

Part 2, Validity Measures the degree of correlation 

of a person’s Part 2 scores with 

the theoretical norm of the HVP. 

Balance Indicators 

BalI1 Emotional 

Balance, “I” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Emotional Balance 

towards People 

Measures the degree to which a 

person has balance of judgment in 

regard to people in the workplace. 

BalE1 Emotional 

Balance, “E” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Emotional Balance 

towards Tasks 

Measures the degree to which a 

person has balance of judgment in 

regards to tasks. 

BalS1 Emotional 

Balance, “S” 

Dimension, Part 1 

Emotional Balance 

towards Decision-

Making 

Measures the degree to which a 

person has balance of judgment 

with regards to decision-making 

in life. 

BalI2 Emotional 

Balance, “I” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Self-Esteem Measures the capacity to think 

well of oneself. 

BalE2 Emotional 

Balance, “E” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Self-Concept Measures the degree of 

satisfaction and fulfillment a 

person is gaining from his or her 

roles in life. 

BalS2 Emotional 

Balance, “S” 

Dimension, Part 2 

Self-Image Measures the degree to which a 

person is motivated to an image of 

who he or she “ought to be.”  
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Secondary Scales 

VQ1 (none) Quantitative Judgment 

in the External World 

Measures the capacity to make 

good quantitative judgments about 

objects, events, issues and people 

in the external world. 

VQ2 (none) Qualitative Judgment in 

the External World 

Measures the capacity to make 

good qualitative judgments about 

objects, events, issues and people 

in the external world. 

SQ1 (none) Quantitative Judgment 

in the Internal (Self) 

World 

Measures the capacity to make 

good quantitative assessments and 

judgments about the self. 

SQ2 (none) Qualitative Judgment in 

the Internal (Self) World 

Measures the capacity to make 

good qualitative assessments and 

judgments about the self. 

BQr1 (none) Balance of Quantitative 

and Qualitative 

Judgment in the External 

World 

Measures the relative balance 

between quantitative and 

qualitative valuing, consideration, 

judgment as it relates to the 

external world. 

BQr2 (none) Balance of Quantitative 

and Qualitative 

Judgment in the Internal 

(Self) World 

Measures the relative balance 

between quantitative and 

qualitative valuing, consideration, 

judgment as it relates to the 

internal world.  

BQa1 (none) Harmony of Quantitative 

and Qualitative 

Judgment in the External 

World 

Measures the sense of harmony 

that a person experiences in 

valuing the external world both 

quantitatively and qualitatively. 

BQa2 (none) Harmony of Quantitative 

and Qualitative 

Judgment in the External 

World 

Measures the sense of harmony 

that a person experiences in 

valuing the internal world both 

quantitatively and qualitatively. 

CQ1 (none) Overall Quantitative 

Judgment 

Measures overall quantitative 

judgment, assessment capacity 

and evaluative consciousness. 

CQ2 (none) Overall Qualitative 

Judgment 

Measures overall qualitative 

judgment, assessment capacity 

and evaluative consciousness. 
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APPENDIX D: BYRUM METHOD OF AXIOLOGICAL HERMENEUTICS 

 C. Stephen Byrum, PhD, is one of a handful of axiologists who have developed 

proprietary methods for computer-scoring the HVP. In addition, Byrum advocates that 

axiologists using the HVP make use of what he terms axiological hermeneutics when 

interpreting the HVP. I use Byrum’s computerized version of the HVP in this project and I 

strive to apply his method of axiological hermeneutics when I interpret reports with research 

participants.  

 What follows is a description of Byrum’s approach to application and interpretation 

of the HVP. For this purpose, I will be extracting at length, with the author’s permission, 

from an undated conference paper delivered by Byrum at an annual meeting of the Hartman 

Institute, either in 2005 or 2006, entitled Axiological Hermeneutics: Interpreting the 

Hartman Value Profile. 

Axiology can look at values (personal, organizational, cultural), the 

actions of valuation, or judgment as it occurs in evaluations. Hartman’s 

categories of systemic value/valuation…extrinsic value/valuation…and 

intrinsic valuation…create a lens—a paradigm—through which life—the 

“phenomenal field”—can be experienced with the greatest of meaning. 

Hartman may not have discovered “truth,” but he certainly has created a way 

for talking about life that prompts highly meaningful conversations and 

dialogues. 

This instrument [the HVP] was never seen by Hartman as a tool to be 

used for the measurement of rational thinking, emotional balance, or 

personality tendencies. Other measuring tools have moved in these directions. 

The HVP is a unique instrument, never to be confused with IQ tests, MMPIs, 

or—most especially—personality inventories. The HVP wants to measure and 

better understand human judgment capacity. The capacity to make good 

evaluative judgments is seen as a “higher order activity” of human beings that 

stands beyond rationality, emotionality, or “thinking.” Good evaluative 

judgment may involve rationality, emotionality, or “thinking,” but it is of such 

a difference in degree that it is different in kind. Good evaluative judgment 

“drives” the way in which rationality, emotionality, or “thinking” are used. 
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Thus, good evaluative judgment is a qualitative factor that stands beyond the 

more quantitative factors of reason, emotion, and thinking. 

It is always a mistake to make a synonymous relationship between 

valuing and thinking. Many people use the term loosely and defy the 

distinctiveness of language and meaning embraced by Hartman. If a person is 

precisely true to Hartman’s concepts, valuing will always stand as a higher 

order activity of human beings that surpasses thinking. There will not be a 

loose, uninformed association of the two terms that implies equivalence. Since 

Descartes, our western bias has been limiting and provincial. There is much 

more to human existence than our ability to logically and rationally think; at 

our highest, we are axiological creatures who are capable of value-

experiences, capable of valuing and evaluating, capable of creating values…. 

The Profile, then, is a highly discerning instrument that is specifically 

adept at understanding and exploring human valuing capacity. At the very 

minimum, while this instrument may not always be able—inexorably—to 

demonstrate these capacities in an absolutely rational and logical manner, the 

conversations and dialogues that it can establish may be among the most 

important conversations that human beings can have.  

The Profile contains over fifty indices that break down evaluative 

judgment into a variety of component parts. The Profile can discern both 

evaluative strength and evaluative balance. A major component of the Profile 

is its duality of focus, the way that it looks at value capacity that can be 

directed toward the external world (e.g. the world of work) and the value 

capacity that can be directed toward the internal world (e.g. the self). In 

additional to the individual indices, combinations of indices can provide 

additional information about valuing capacity. In the end, the mathematics of 

the Profile allows for 6.5 quadrillion different profiles, and this number is 

more than the total of people ever to lie on the planet. In this way, the Profile 

is a measure of individual uniqueness rather than an arbitrary combination of 

right and wrong answers that fit the individual into one assessment ‘box’ or 

another. 

When a person fills out the Profile, there is a rank ordering of two sets 

of eighteen items. Each number in the rank ordering becomes a logarithmic or 

“floating” value that is exponentially impacted by every other number in each 

set of numbers. Then, the relation of the two sets creates further optional 

extrapolations. The numbers that are chosen in the rank ordering by the person 

who takes the Profile are then processed through the scoring program created 

by Hartman. This scoring program—now highly computerized—then creates 

a score sheet, a set of numbers relating to the various indices that make up the 

score sheet. The score sheet becomes a text, for want of a better word, and 

then the various interpreters, consultants, or scholars who work with that text 

must provide an interpretation, an exegesis, an explanation of what the 

numbers mean. At this point, the text becomes a part of a hermeneutical 

process, a process that has been refining itself, growing and developing as an 
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organic entity, since the time that Hartman used the Profile to serve as the tool 

that guided his first interpretation of the human value judgment capacity of the 

first person to fill out the Profile’s rank orderings. 

It is not unusual, when interpretations based on the “scores” are 

provided, for individuals and groups to be literally amazed at the accuracy of 

the information provided. Constantly, the question rises in the midst of this 

amazement about how it is possible to gain such precisely accurate 

information from such a unique—sometimes the word strange is even used—

instrument. One person, in particular, once said to me: “You put the numbers 

we provide into some kind of black box, and then out of the black box comes 

these profoundly accurate interpretations; what is in the black box? Is the 

black box the mathematics through which the scores we provide are 

processed?” 

The answer to the question is both yes and no. Yes, the mathematical 

infrastructure is significant, but no, it is not all that is significant. In fact, the 

mathematical infrastructure is meaningless—I am convinced—in and of itself. 

A simple parallel may be instructive. The oral thermometer that is used to 

measure human temperature has a mathematical infrastructure, the numbers 

inscribed on the glass tube that is filled with mercury. However, in and of 

itself, the numbers are basically meaningless. What the numbers mean—and 

what they will mean when this type of thermometer is used in the future—

depends on experiences that have been gained in relation to the various levels 

of mercury in the glass tubes and the corresponding numbers inscribed on the 

tube to reflect—“measure”—the possible levels of the mercury. Enough 

experiences may lead to the conclusion that the marking “98.6” appears in 

most cases when the thermometer is placed in the mouth of a human being. 

The decision is then made—the interpretation—that such a reading is 

“normal.” Experiences can also teach that levels of mercury notably above—

or below—this “98.6” are usually consistent with illness, inflection, or 

inflammation of some sort. On the other hand, experience can also teach that, 

for some people, readings above or below the “normal” reading do not 

indicate the presence of any sort of malady at all; they are simply numbers 

unique to that person.  

The most significant black box that is incorporated into the Hartman 

Value Profile is the accumulation of experiences with real people and groups 

of people who have taken the Profile. The accumulation of experiences with 

real people ultimately gives the numbers their meanings. When enough people 

with similar numbers on a particular scale manifest the same indicators or 

outcomes, plausible conclusions—or, at least, helpful conclusions—about new 

individuals achieving those same numbers can be made. There is then 

established an endless process in which new experiences will either affirm or 

refine previous conclusions.  

The word enough—as in how many experiences constitute enough 

experiences for the formation of reliable conclusions—is always a plastic, 
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amorphous word. Here, the traditional idea of “science” is challenged a bit. 

However, all “science” is an ongoing process of affirmation and revision. To 

be organic, the Hartman processes always have to open to new refinements 

and revisions. Nothing could be more out of sync with Robert Hartman than 

any conclusion that became dogmatically unbending. On the other hand, there 

must also be the essential understanding that Hartman created the Profile in 

the early 1960s and worked with it only about a decade before his death. By 

now, other Hartman scholars have worked with the Profile for over thirty 

years. Their experiences would have to have “stretched” his initial 

conclusions, building on them and refining them with greater and greater 

specificity. 

These newer-than-Hartman conclusions, if done with a similar tenacity 

and honesty to Hartman’s own integrity of investigation, must have their own 

level of respect. In general, it is anticipated that newer-than-Hartman 

conclusions will have a notable degree of consistency with what Hartman 

originally said and with each other, but specific enhancements will likely 

exhibit growth, development, and divergence depending larger on the areas of 

investigation that newer scholars have pursued. For example, Leon Pomeroy 

has done more with Hartman’s work in the area of personal psychology than 

anyone; his interpretations will most assuredly be reflective of this specific 

domain. The same can be said about what John Austin has done in the 

educational environment or Gary Acquaviva with the penal system. A number 

of scholars and consultants have focused their work in various types of 

business organizations, so their interpretations—their hermeneutics—will be 

reflective of those environments. The key strategy would be not to let any one 

interpretation prevail as a norm—this would be axiological dogmatism, but to 

learn from various interpretations and look for common, supportive elements 

between them—this would be axiological hermeneutics…. 

So, there will never be an absolutely true, singular interpretation. 

There will be creditable interpretations and non-creditable interpretations 

based on whether the underlying brilliance of Hartman’s math is respected 

and whether experiences with real people are respected. The interpreter must 

always be aware of protecting the integrity of the mathematical formulas and 

the basic, working paradigms that rise from them. The interpreter must always 

be aware of the alignment of real-life experiences with scores and scoring 

patterns, and there must always be an accumulation of affirmation and 

refinement that comes from these real-life experiences. In the end, when new 

interpretations are provided, productive and even provocative conversation 

and dialogue will be stimulated. The Profile will become a catalyst and its 

“next step” will be taken, not with numbers on a score sheet or the 

interpretations attached to those numbers, but in the decisions, choices, and 

actions that people make in their lives having been prompted by the Profile’s 

“findings.” The Profile is continuously part of a process, an axiological 

hermeneutics. 
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 Excerpted with permission of the author, from a conference paper entitled Axiological 

Hermeneutics and presented to the annual meeting of the R.S. Hartman Institute annual 

conference on formal and applied axiology (n.d.).  

  



187      

 

APPENDIX E: PILOT STUDY PROTOCOL AND FINDINGS 

 Appendix E describes the protocols I followed when conducting my pilot study and 

reports my findings from it. 

Participant Selection 

 For my pilot study, I was invited to solicit participation in my research from among 

30 entrepreneurs who had enrolled in a newly launched, 12-week, one-night-a-week training 

program, conducted by SVASE, and known as the Fast Track Start-Up.  

The Research Question 

 The research question I had posed at the beginning of my pilot study was intended to 

be the first part of a two-part research question. The question I endeavored to answer in the 

pilot study was 

In what ways do an entrepreneur’s judgment capacities, as measured by a 

proven assessment tool known as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) correlate 

with scores given to his or her business plan pitch as evaluated by a panel of 

experienced early-stage investors? 

 

 My original intent, prior to conducting my pilot study, had been to use a subsequent 

group of participants from a similar pool to answer a slightly different research question. 

This question was to have been 

In what ways does knowledge about one’s judgment capacities allow an 

entrepreneur to articulate and showcase his or her judgment characteristics 

during the business plan pitch in a way that is conducive to a more favorable 

evaluation by a panel of experienced early-stage investors?  

 

 

 For reasons that will be explained, I discovered during the pilot study that the scored 

business plan pitch, as showcased by SVASE,  is probably not a good milestone by which to 
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measure the manifestation of an entrepreneur’s judgment characteristics. Furthermore, the 

opportunity to explore this second question evaporated when the second class of the Fast 

Track Startup was postponed.  

Selection of a Milestone by which to Define Entrepreneurial Success 

 One of the biggest quandaries I faced when designing the research for my pilot study 

was my own expectation of a need to determine an appropriate milestone by which to 

measure the manifestation of entrepreneurial judgment. The ideal measure of entrepreneurial 

success is what is known in entrepreneurial and investor circles as the exit. This is the time 

when company founders and early investors are able to realize a significant financial return 

on their investments of time and money. The exit occurs at the time when the company is 

either acquired or goes public through an Initial Public Offering (IPO). In today’s economy, 

the average time to exit, for those who make it, is 8 to 10 years. That would be a very long 

time to await the findings of a dissertation research project. So, I sought to identify the 

earliest possible meaningful milestone by which to measure success. One shorter-range 

milestone would be the attainment of early-stage capital investments. But, achieving investor 

funding can require a year or two from the time of the initial idea—still a long wait for 

dissertation results. Further compounding the difficulty of using funding as a milestone is the 

fact that only about 5% of start-up entrepreneurs who seek investor funding ever actually get 

it. This would mean I need a large initial sample if I were to have a high likelihood that some 

participants in my sample actually achieve funding.  

 Although few start-ups receive investor funding, many pursue it. For this reason, a 

ritual has arisen in Silicon Valley that serves to bring efficiency to investors’ screening of 

potential candidates for funding.  There are regular opportunities in the Valley for 
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entrepreneurs to present their business plans at various showcase events. These are regularly 

scheduled around the region by organizations including SVASE, Astia, Silicon Valley 

Independent Game Developers Association, Clean Tech Open, and universities including 

Stanford, Berkeley, and Santa Clara, and other venues sponsored by angel groups, industry 

interest groups, and government-sponsored initiatives to stimulate business development. 

Investors attend these showcases to stay in touch with new trends among start-ups and to troll 

for possible investment opportunities. One of the goals of the Fast Track Start-Up program 

was to help enrollees prepare and practice presenting a business plan pitch.  

 The graduation exercise from the Fast Track program entailed a mini-showcase of a 

business plan pitch, presented by each participant before a panel of two investors—either 

angels or VCs—plus the president of SVASE, himself an angel investor. For these reasons, I 

decided that, for my pilot study I would measure each participant’s judgment capacities as 

measured by the HVP against the scores they received on their business plan pitches. My 

hypothesis was that I would find a positive correlation between judgment and pitch score. In 

other words, I hypothesized that this characteristic—entrepreneurial judgment—which 

investors say is so important, would be discerned by them through one of the primary 

mechanisms commonly used to screen investment opportunities—the pitch.   

Scoring of Business Plan Pitches 

 The scoring form used by SVASE to evaluate pitches was not of my own making. It 

has been in use by SVASE for quite some time. It provides weighted criteria for each of the 

10 elements that are taught during the Fast Track program as being important in the pitch. In 
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fact, it is recommended by SVASE that one PowerPoint slide in a pitch be dedicated to each 

criterion.  

The evaluation form used by SVASE is reproduced in Table  E-1. 
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Table  E-1 
 

Evaluation Form used by SVASE  
 

Startup Fast Track Feedback   Company: ____________________ 

Criteria 

Weight 

Questions Comments Score  

Max 10 

Problem 

X2.5 

Have they clearly articulated the 

problem/opportunity? 

  

Solution 

X2 

Do they have a good & growing 

market? Can they capture enough 

share to be a player? 

  

Business 

Model 

X2.5 

Is it clear how they are going to make 

money? Do they understand the 

critical success factors?  

  

Special Sauce 

2.5 

Do they have a defensible Unfair 

Advantage? 

  

Market 

Strategy 

X2.5 

Do they understand who their 

customers are? Do they have a 

realistic plan to acquire customers? 

Do they have existing customers? 

  

Competition 

X2.5 

Do they understand their position 

versus the competition? 

  

Management 

Team X5 

Does the team have adequate, 

relevant experience? Have they 

worked together in the past? 

  

Financials 

X2 

Are the Sales, Profit & Cost forecasts 

realistic? Are they making reasoned 

assumptions? Will the funding be 

used to deliver a meaningful 

milestone? 

  

Exit 

Opportunity 

X1 

Is there a reasonable & timely exit 

strategy? 

  

 

 Given a maximum of 10 points that can be awarded to each criterion, multiplied by 

the weight given to that criterion, the maximum potential score on the business plan pitch is 

250 points. I obtained pitch scores from 13 enrollees who had signed ICFs. Their pitch scores 
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averaged 116 out of a possible 250, or 46%. Scores ranged from a low score of 48 to a high 

score of 177. Of the 9 enrollees for whom I have both pitch scores and HVP scores, their 

pitch scores averaged 121 out of a possible 250, or 48%, with a low score of 48 and a high 

score of 177.  

Findings of Pilot Study 

 My pilot study failed to demonstrate my hypothesis that strong judgment scores 

would be manifested in high pitch scores. I attribute this to six causes: 

1. A lower than expected participation rate, resulting in only nine sets of correlate-able 

data for my pilot study. 

2. Participants in the pilot study exhibited uniformly strong judgment scores, with less 

variation in their HVP scores than I had expected.  

3. Presenters were allowed only 6 minutes to present their business plans; followed by 4 

minutes of questions and comments from the panel. Ten slides in 6 minutes does not 

allow much time for a presenter to manifest his or her judgment capacities to a panel 

of investors. Many presenters simply ran out of time before they reached their slide 

that described their background and their management team. 

4. The scoring of the pitches was casually done, seemingly as an afterthought. Scoring 

was done only by one person, not the entire panel, contrary to my expectations. 

5. Pitches were delivered over two class sessions, with a different group of panelists at 

each session.  

6. One presenter, whose HVP scores are strong, told me later that his pitch was just an 

exercise for him; he did not really care about it, because his business model had 
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morphed since the beginning of the Fast Track program, but he did not have time to 

revise his pitch before the night of his presentation. So, he delivered a pitch for a 

business he no longer had any interest in.     

What the HVP Revealed about Entrepreneur’s Judgment 

 Two of the measures shown in an HVP report that interpreters first look at are the rho 

scores. Spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient, or Spearman’s rho, enumerates the 

degree of correlation between two sets of rank-ordered data.  Rho scores are calculated as 

part of each HVP report. The rho scores on Parts 1 and 2 of the HVP serve as a high-level 

indicator of strengths of a person’s judgment, as they represent the extent of the correlation 

between the respondent’s answer and the theoretical norm. Good rho scores tend to be 0.8 or 

higher. Rho scores below 0.7 are indicators that the assessment, perhaps, ought to be re-

taken. The average Rho1 score for pilot participants (n = 11) was 0.912 and for Rho 2 it was 

0.872.  

 To attempt to answer the research question posed for my pilot study, I compared rho 

scores, Parts 1 and 2, with each person’s pitch scores. I also compared several other primary 

indicators of HVP judgment scores with pitch scores. I used Pearson’s correlation 

coefficient—knowing that, given the small sample size, a fairly strong correlation would 

have to be shown in order to have a low probability (p<0.05) that the apparent correlation is 

due to something other than chance. 

 Using Microsoft Excel’s correlation function, I calculated the correlations between 

pitch scores and Rho 1, Rho 2, DIF1, DIM1, INT1, DIS1, DIF2, DIM2, INT2, and DIS 2. 

Given that Excel’s correlation function does not provide a P value for correlations, I 
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referenced an online table of critical values of Spearman’s rho (two-tailed) given any 

particular small sample size. This table indicates that, for my sample of n=9 that a Pearson’s 

correlation statistic of 0.648 or higher would be required to achieve a P<0.05. None of my 

key indices o the HVP showed a meaningful correlation between HVP scores and pitch 

scores for my pilot study.  

Correlation of pitch scores with Rho1 was -0.098. 

Correlation of pitch scores with Rho 2 was 0.010. 

Other correlations I sought to discern are shown in Table E-2.  

Table E-2 

 

Rho Correlation Coefficients between Scores of Business Plan Pitches and Key Indices of the 

HVP and Participant Demographics 

 

Correlating Factor Corr  Correlating Factor  Corr 

corr of pitch score with Rho1 -0.098  corr of DIF1 with pitch score  0.239 

corr of pitch score with Rho2 0.010  corr of DIM1 with pitch score  -0.516 

corr of pitch score with age -0.519  corr of INT1 with pitch score  -0.004 

corr of age with Rho1  0.233  corr of DIS1 with pitch score  0.168 

corr of age with Rho2  0.766  corr of DIF2 with pitch score  0.081 

corr of bus exp with pitch score 0.039  corr of DIM2 with pitch score  -0.253 

corr of bus exp with Rho1  0.258  corr of INT2 with pitch score  -0.035 

corr of bus exp with Rho2  0.699  corr of DIS2 with pitch score  #DIV/0!
a
 

 

Notes: 
a 
DIS2 scores for all participants in the pilot study were 0. Hence, that cell does not calculate. 

  

 Given my sample size, the only statistically significant correlations that can be 

discerned from this exercise are the positive correlation of age with Rho 2 scores and the 

correlation of business experience with Rho 2 scores. Further investigation of similar 

correlations will require both a larger sample size and a more rigorous method of evaluating 
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business plan pitches. Perhaps it would require a lengthier time allotted to the presentation of 

a scored business plan pitch, as well.  

 Feedback about the Pitch from Participants 

 I specifically asked several questions during my interviews with pilot participants 

about the role of the pitch, including how and to what extent the pitch allows an 

entrepreneur’s to manifest his or her judgment. A frequently mentioned constraint is the 

severe time limit imposed on these pitches. In the  Fast Track program presenters  were 

allowed 6 minutes to present their business plan, followed by 4 minutes of feedback from the 

panelists.  A selection of participants’ comments follows:  

 I think the pitch went pretty well. I crammed in a lot…. Coming in on 

time I thought was an achievement in itself. I think that 6 minutes to describe 

what you’ve been working on so intensely was, you know, a little short, but 

sometimes that’s the constraint you have to work with.  (Robert) 

 A pitch is something sort of artificial. Because even if I am given an 

hour I still have no chance to demonstrate everything. (Qeshawn) 

 So, I think that, in a pitch, when you cover all the things they are 

looking to see in a pitch it shows that you have thought about your business 

well. That usually shows that as a start-up co-founder at least you know what 

you want to do and where you want to go and the question becomes: can you 

execute on it? (Marvin) 

 I would say that, when it comes to what challenges lay before an 

entrepreneur, less than 15% of those deal with funding at all. As for 

milestones, what other milestones could you look at so far as being 

successful? I’d say it’s putting the team together…. Maybe not whether you 

get investors, but do you get customers? (Jack) 

 Another reason that that pitch proved to be a problematic milestone on which to pin 

my dissertation question is that the scoring of the pitches given to Fast Track participants was 

not as carefully done as I had anticipated it would be. The panel was comprised of two angel 

or VC investors and the president of SVASE, himself an angel investor. The pitches were 
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given over a period of two class sessions. The investor panel was different each session. I had 

expected that the investors, as well as the president of SVASE, would each provide a 

quantitative score, which I could then average to determine the score for each pitch. But the 

investors did not score the pitches; they gave only qualitative feedback. The evaluations were 

done singlehandedly by the president of SVASE, and he scored them upon conclusion of all 

the pitches presented that evening.  

 In addition, one of the ten participants (who had a strong HVP) did a really poor job 

pitching his business idea. He remarked during our interview that, over the duration of the 

Fast Track program (12 weeks) he had changed his initial business idea two times. This, in 

fact, was one of the benefits he got from attending; he vetted his original idea, found it to be 

not scalable, and so abandoned it in favor of a new idea. But, he continued to relate to me, he 

did not have enough time to develop the new idea, so he simply pitched the old one he had 

been working on, even though he no longer felt any passion or energy for it. It was, he said, 

merely an exercise.  

 Modifications made to Research Design after Pilot Study  

 Given these outcomes form the pilot study, upon the advice of my dissertation 

committee, I changed my research question and research methods for the dissertation to those 

outlined in Chapters 3 and 4. 
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT, RESEARCH PROTOCOLS, AND 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 Over the course of this research project, I applied for and obtained approval from 

Fielding Graduate University’s Institutional Review Board for three distinct occasions of 

soliciting and working with research participants. The first was for the pilot study, with 

SVASE’s Fast Track Start-Up program, a second was for presenters at Launch Silicon 

Valley, and a third covered participants in SVASE’s SV Academy, if needed, and included 

approval to re-interview participants from the pilot study with my revised focus in mind. 

These are all recorded and approved as FGU IRB No. 11-2991. In this appendix, I provide 

details about the IRB approvals, my solicitation script, solicitation e-mails, demographic data 

captured, and Informed Consent Forms used with each of these three phases of the research.  

 First is the approved IRB application that I used for the pilot study. It was submitted, 

as required by Fielding, in the form of an Appendix to my IRB application.  References to 

appendices in various parts of the following paragraphs formed part of that original 

application. They are not appendices to this dissertation. 

 After that, I show the revisions to the IRB protocol that I requested for use with 

Launch Silicon Valley participants, as approved via Fielding’s Fast Track approval process. 

 Finally, I show the further revisions that I requested and were approved for use via a 

subsequent Fast Track approval process for use with SVASE Academy participants. 
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CITI Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative  
 

Human Research Curriculum Completion Report 
Printed on 10/21/2010  

Learner: Clifford Hurst (username: CliffHurst) 
Institution: Fielding Graduate University 
Contact Information  8777 Toyon Court 

Gilroy, CA 95020 USA 
Department: School of HOD 
Phone: 207-251-0301 
Email: cliff@careerimpact.net 

 Fielding Researchers:  
 
Stage 1. Basic Course Passed on 10/21/10 (Ref # 5124280)  

Required Modules 

Date 
Complete

d 

Belmont Report and CITI Course Introduction 10/18/10  3/3 (100%)  

History and Ethical Principles - SBR 10/18/10  4/4 (100%)  

Defining Research with Human Subjects - SBR 10/18/10  5/5 (100%)  

The Regulations and The Social and Behavioral 
Sciences - SBR 

10/18/10  5/5 (100%)  

Assessing Risk in Social and Behavioral Sciences - 
SBR 

10/18/10  5/5 (100%)  

Informed Consent - SBR 10/21/10  5/5 (100%)  

Privacy and Confidentiality - SBR 10/21/10  3/3 (100%)  

For this Completion Report to be valid, the learner listed above must be 
affiliated with a CITI participating institution. Falsified information and 
unauthorized use of the CITI course site is unethical, and may be 
considered scientific misconduct by your institution.  

Paul Braunschweiger Ph.D. 
Professor, University of Miami 
Director Office of Research Education 
CITI Course Coordinator 

Return  
 

https://www.citiprogram.org/members/learnersII/curriculumreport.asp?strKeyID=7B35ADDD-CEFA-43EA-893A-1525C99D32A7-7134234
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 Note: In my original IRB request, I included here a copy of the HVP assessment and 

instructions for taking it. These have already been provided in this document, as Appendix B, 

so I have not duplicated that portion of the IRB application here. 

 This appendix shows correspondence from Cliff Hurst (researcher) to Chris Gill, 

President of SVASE in which Cliff provided an executive summary of an earlier iteration of 

this research project. It was sent on October 18, 2010. The purpose of this summary was to 

serve as a sample of how the research could be described to potential applicants. It has not 

actually been used to recruit participants. 

The Executive Summary was as follows: 

Discerning entrepreneurial judgment 

An invitation to participate in dissertation research in conjunction with the 

SVASE’s Start-up . 

Your judgment is the most important asset your start-up company has. It pays to know that. 

Here’s why. 

Starting a business is risky. Half of new business start-ups fail within five years. Starting a 

business that can scale to rapid growth and an eventual sale or IPO is riskier still. So is the 

funding of it. Chasing this particular brass ring is not for the faint-hearted. Together, 

entrepreneurs and their early stage investors share stakes in a high risk, high rewards game. 

In order to minimize their risk as much as possible, potential investors will scrutinize every 

aspect of your business concept. They will evaluate the business plan, the technology, the 

market potential, the financial projections, the intellectual property, and most important, the 

skills, experience, and judgment of the entrepreneur/founder of the company and its core 

management team.  

Although there are many unknowns in each of these aspects of the business, the biggest 

unknown—and the hardest to form an evaluation of—is your judgment capacity. Yet, given 

the unpredictability of new business formation, the founder’s judgment is perhaps the most 

important asset that a start-up company has. 
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This is where this research project comes in. A little-known but powerfully insightful 

assessment known as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) can provide you insight about your 

own leadership style and your judgment capacities. This insight may be hugely beneficial to 

you as you put together a plan for your business. Knowing more about yourself is the first 

step in influencing how others know you. It is the first step in deciding who else to bring 

onboard your management team so that their strengths complement your own. 

Some of the characteristics assessed by the HVP include: speed of decision-making and the 

balance and strength of your judgment. It assesses your resilience, which is the capacity to 

bounce back from disappointment. It assesses problem-solving ability and energy for 

problem-solving, your willingness to learn, the ability to conceptualize or see the “big 

picture”, as well as your role identity, assertiveness, and moral judgment. None of these are 

fixed traits. They are learned habits of mind. Like a muscle, they can be strengthened through 

exercise. These traits can be developed through mentoring and practice. 

My hope is that this assessment will bring immediate value to you through the insight it 

provides. Beyond that, my expectation is that this project will add to the scholarship 

surrounding entrepreneurism.  

To Participate 

To participate in this research, here is what I ask of you. First, you are invited to take 20 

minutes or so at a time of your convenience to complete an online assessment known as the 

HVP. Once you’ve done that, I will review your individual results with you confidentially.  

Most people find that a one-hour interpretation suffices to comprehend the gist of their 

report. Throughout the remainder of Start-up U, I will be available to you, if you request, for 

further interpretation of your assessment as you develop your business plan and pitch. Near 

the end of the 12-week program, I will ask you to complete a short questionnaire about what 

value you feel you have gained from the insight provided by the assessment and to what 

extent it helped you as you crafted your business plan and pitch. 

 Your graduation exercise, as you know, will be a pitch of your business plan. Your pitch will 

be evaluated by a panel of experienced early-stage investors. I will compare, anonymously, 

your HVP scores with their evaluations of your pitches in order to identify whether there are 

meaningful correlations between entrepreneurial judgment as assessed by the HVP and 

impressions that are formed by the panel of investors. This will be the focus of my doctoral 

dissertation, beginning with this pilot study. 

I also would like to extend this study longitudinally beyond my dissertation. Approximately 

six months and then one year later, I will be in touch with you to inquire as to whether or not 

you have received the funding that you sought. I will ask you to comment on what insight the 

HVP continues to provide for you in your entrepreneurial endeavors. Approximately one 
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year after your initial enrollment in  Start-up U, I will invite you to re-take the HVP to see if 

and if so, how, your judgment capacities have changed over that time.  

My research has not yet been reviewed or approved by the Fielding Graduate University 

Institutional Review Board. If you have any questions about the fielding Institutional Review 

Board or Research Ethics review at Fielding, please contact Louise Keeler, IRB 

Administrator, Institutional Review Board at Fielding Graduate University 

(kleeler@fielding.edu) or 805-898-4033).  

Cliff Hurst 

PhD student, Fielding Graduate University  

School of Human and Organization Development 

Tel: 207-251-0301 (M) or 1-800-813-8105 

E-mail: cliff@careerimpact.net 

 

Script for Participant Enrollment 

I will present orally an invitation to participate in this research project to a group of 25 

participants who are already enrolled in a workshop known as the Fast Track Start-Up, 

sponsored by the Silicon Valley Association of Start-up Entrepreneurs (SVASE).  

In this presentation I will follow the script outlined below to ensure that I present orally the 

same critical information that is being provided in the Informed Consent Form (ICF). 

Thank you and Introduction 

Thank the SVASE for their cooperation. Introduce myself, doctoral student at Fielding. This 

project is a pilot study for my dissertation. Tell who my chairperson is. Refer to ICF. 

Name of the Study 

Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment 

Purpose and Research Protocol 

Importance to you of your business plan pitch. What investors look for. Importance of your 

judgment. It is also the biggest unknown. The purpose of this research project is to bring 

greater insight and clarity to the process of evaluating the judgment capacities of 

entrepreneurs during this critical stage of the founding of their companies. 

What is Involved 

 Informed consent. 

 You are free to choose not to participate.  

 You are free to withdraw from participation at any time. 

 Respond online to HVP using a coded pseudonym. Requires approx 20 minutes to 

complete. 

mailto:kleeler@fielding.edu
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 One-hour review of results with me either in person or by phone at a date and time of 

mutual convenience. 

 Total time to participate in this research is less than 2 hours. 

 

The research question to be addressed in this pilot study 

Research Question: Do an entrepreneur’s judgment capacities, as measured by the HVP, 

correlate with scores given to his or her business plan pitch as evaluated by a panel of 

experienced early-stage investors? 

Confidentiality 

 Explain use of pseudonym for responding to HVP and online data storage of HVP 

results.  

 Explain paper-based method of cross-identifying pseudonyms with actual participants 

using ICF. 

 How security of the cross-identifier will be maintained by me. 

 Explain other communications will remain confidential as allowed by the 

communication or delivery method used for reviewing your results with you. 

 Explanation of minimal risk 

o Describe nature of phrases used in the HVP. Why they are used. Some are 

intended to make you feel “warm and fuzzy” and positive towards them; 

others are intended to make you feel “uncomfortable” or negative towards 

them. That is why the assigned task is to rank those phrases from “most 

positive” to “most negative.” 

o Explain that I have been using these or similar assessments in my consulting 

work for the past seven years. Invariably, clients have found this insight to be 

meaningful, accurate and helpful to them. On occasion, people’s egos may 

feel a little bit bruised when the results do not reflect as much strength in 

certain areas of judgment as they perceive themselves to possess. Of course, 

self-knowledge is a precursor to self-development. My expectation is that 

entrepreneurs who have enrolled in a 12-week curriculum that is specifically 

designed to help you improve your prospects of entrepreneurial success are 

likely to appreciate and gain far more from this insight than you will be made 

uncomfortable by it. 

Opting Out 

Reiterate that, for any reason you may opt out of participating in this research with no 

detrimental effect on your enrollment in the Fast Track Start-Up. You also may withdraw 

from this research at any time, for any reason. And you may request that previously provided 

information be removed from the study. 
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Due to the way that the HVP is scored, each part of the two-part assessment must be 

completed in full. If, for any reason, you wish not to answer it in full, your alternative is to 

choose not to participate. 

IRB 

The Institutional Review Board of Fielding Graduate University retains the right to access 

the signed Informed Consent Forms and study documents. Point out contact info for IRB in 

the event you have questions or concerns about the IRB. 

Uses of this Research 

The results of this research will be published in my dissertation and possibly published in 

subsequent journals or books or presentations. 

Say that I will be glad to answer any questions you may have about this project at any time. 

Point out my contact information at bottom of ICF. 

Signature of Informed Consent 

 Allow people time to peruse the ICF. Point out where to sign to grant their informed 

consent if they choose to participate. 

 Describe how pseudonyms will be coded.  

Comments or Questions 

 Distribute instructions for how to log-in to MyHVP and respond online to this 

assessment.  

 Solicit comments or questions regarding anything I have covered. 
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Informed Consent Form 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study on Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment. 

This study is being conducted by Clifford G. (Cliff) Hurst, a doctoral student at Fielding 

Graduate University as the pilot study for my dissertation research. This research is 

supervised by Professor Miguel G. Guilarte, PhD, chairperson of my dissertation committee. 

Purpose and Research Protocol 

Potential investors will scrutinize every aspect of your new business that you pitch to them. 

Your judgment is perhaps the most important asset that your start-up company has. Yet is 

also the biggest unknown and is the hardest for potential investors to evaluate. The purpose 

of this research project is to bring greater insight and clarity to the process of evaluating the 

judgment capacities of entrepreneurs during this critical stage of the founding of their 

companies.  

To participate in this research, you will first be asked to respond to an online assessment of 

your judgment capacities known as the Hartman Value Profile (HVP). This will take about 

20 minutes to complete. As you already know, the culmination of Fast Track Start-Up will 

be your opportunity to pitch your business to a panel of experienced early-stage investors. 

They will provide both verbal and written feedback in the form of a scorecard of their 

assessment of your business plan as pitched. I will compare the results of your HVP with the 

evaluations of your pitch to answer the research question which is at the root of my pilot 

study:  “Do an entrepreneur’s judgment capacities, as measured by the HVP, correlate with 

scores given to his or her business plan pitch as evaluated by a panel of experienced early-

stage investors?”  

To say “thank you” for participating in this research, after your pitch has been presented and 

evaluated, I will meet with you either in person or by telephone to review your HVP scores 

with you. It is my hope that you will find this insight about yourself to be useful in 

developing future business plan pitches “for real” after your graduation.  

The total time required to participate in this research, including the review of your HVP 

results, is anticipated to be less than two hours.   

You have been selected to participate in this research because you are enrolled in the SVASE 

Fast Track Start-Up program.  

Confidentiality 

The confidentiality of your HVP results and their correlations with the evaluation of your 

pitch will be confidential as allowed by the communication or delivery method used for 

reviewing your results with you. 
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The confidentiality of your HVP results will be assured in the following way. When you 

respond to the instrument online, you will log-in using a pseudonym.  Only I will have the 

key that relates your log-in name with you. The company name will be simply SVASE. Your 

data will be identifiable only by those two pieces of data and by the fact that you are part of 

this class of the Fast Track Start-Up. Any references made to you or to your business pitch in 

subsequent publications or presentations will be made using this pseudonym or a fictitious 

name. Any descriptions or details about the pitch that could lead to identification of you or 

your company also will be altered before being made public.  

Minimal Risk 

The risks to you for agreeing to participate in this research are minimal. On occasion, when 

asked to respond to the HVP without an explanation of how the instrument is designed, some 

people feel uncomfortable thinking about phrases found on the instrument. However, once I 

give a brief explanation of why such phrases are there, participants have never expressed 

offense or a sense of degradation. For instance, in the assessment you will be asked to rank 

from most positive to most negative a series of 18 statements or phrases such as “a good 

meal,” “a traffic ticket” and “torture a person.”   

On occasion, when we review their results together, people’s egos may feel a little bit bruised 

when the results do not reflect as many strengths in certain areas of judgment as they 

perceive themselves to possess. I do not expect this to be an issue with this group. Self-

knowledge is a precursor to self-development. Entrepreneurs who have enrolled in a 12-week 

curriculum that is specifically designed to help them improve their prospects for 

entrepreneurial success are likely to appreciate and gain far more from this insight than they 

may be made to feel uncomfortable about it.  

Opting Out 

If, for any reason, at any time during this process, if you desire to withdraw from 

participating in this research, you may feel free to do so. Due to the way that the HVP is 

scored, each part of the two-part assessment must be answered in full. If, for any reason you 

wish not to answer it in full, your alternative is to choose not to participate.  

Your participation in this research project is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw from 

the study at any time without penalty or negative consequence. And you may request that 

previously provided information be removed from the study. 

Institutional Review Board 

The Institutional Review Board of Fielding Graduate University retains the right to access 

the signed informed consent forms and study documents.  If you have questions or concerns 

about your rights as a research participant, contact the Fielding Graduate University IRB by 

email at: irb@fielding.edu or by telephone at 805-898-4033.  

 

mailto:irb@fielding.edu
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Uses of this research 

The results of this research will be published in my dissertation and possibly published in 

subsequent journals or books or presentations. 

If you ever have any questions about this project, I will be glad to answer them at any 

appropriate time. My contact information is at the bottom of this form.  

I will provide a copy of this Informed Consent Form to you.  

 

Signature of informed consent 

By signing and completing your name in the spaces below, you consent to participate in the 

study as described above. 

 

Your signature:   __________________________________________________ 

 

Your name (please print):  ___________________________________________ 

 

Your Pseudonym 

This form will serve as the only identifier that links your identity with the pseudonym you 

will use for your log-in to take the HVP assessment.  

When you respond to the instrument, please log-in with the following information: 

 

First Name ___________ Last Name ___________ 

Company    SVASE  Job Title     Entrepreneur 

 

You can reach me, Cliff Hurst, by telephone at: 207-251-0301 or 1-800-813-8105. Or by 

email to: cliff@careerimpact.net Or by mail to: Cliff Hurst, 777 First Street, PMB #275, 

Gilroy, CA  95020.  

mailto:cliff@careerimpact.net
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My faculty supervisor is: Professor Miguel Guilarte, PhD. Fielding Graduate University. 

2112 Santa Barbara Street, Santa Barbara, CA  93105. Telephone 800-340-1099.  

 

 This concludes my original IRB application. For use with Launch Silicon Valley 

participants, I submitted and was granted Fast Track approval for changes made to the 

preceding. The following cover letter describes the changes made. I have not included the 

entire revised IRB document, as there is much there that would be redundant. 

Fast Track Revisions for use with LSV 

Student:  Clifford G. Hurst 

Title of Study:  Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment 

Dissertation Chair: Miguel Guilarte, PhD (on sabbatical) Katrina S. Rogers, PhD (acting) 

Date of Submission: April 1, 2011 

 

Summary of Changes 

I have an opportunity to reach out to a much larger group of entrepreneurs to invite to 

participate in my dissertation study.  Doing so may yield a large enough sample with which 

to do more rigorous quantitative analysis than I had previously planned for this mixed 

methods dissertation. I will plan to solicit participants during May and June, 2011. Reaching 

out to this larger group will require: 

1. That I solicit participation via e-mail rather than through a face-to-face presentation  

2. That I obtain Informed Consent through an online document using Form Fields in MS 

Word rather than by obtaining a signature on a paper document 

3. That I change the wording of  my research question slightly 

In addition to soliciting participation from the SVASE Fast Track enrollees, as already 

approved, I now have an opportunity to solicit participation from entrepreneurs who are 

applying for the SVASE-sponsored Launch Silicon Valley business plan competition. For 

last year’s competition, 400 entrepreneurs applied for the 30 showcase slots. Only those 

selected to present their business plans at the showcase will receive “scores” of their business 

plan pitches. This is what prompts the re-wording of my research question to the following: 
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In what ways does knowledge about one’s judgment capacities, as measured 

by a proven assessment tool, allow an entrepreneur to articulate and 

showcase his or her judgment characteristics in a way that is conducive to 

obtaining funding from early-stage investors? 

The last phrase in the above Question: “…in a way that is conducive to obtaining funding 

from early-stage investors?” replaces the previous wording of the question, which focused 

on one specific measure of success, that is, investors’ evaluation of the business plan pitch.  

If I obtain a 10% to 20% response rate, this will greatly augment the size of the data set that I 

am developing through the pilot and dissertation in the manner already approved. I will track 

participants’ success through the same 30, 90, and possibly 180 day intervals as already 

described in my previous HOD Fast Track IRB submission. I do not intend to conduct in-

depth interviews with this group, only follow-up e-mails requesting an update on their 

progress towards funding.  

Two attachments to my previous IRB application are changed with this Fast Track 

Submission. They are described as follows: 

Attachments 

 I will replace the currently approved  Appendix B: Informed Consent Form with the 

attached version, which makes use of  Form fields in MS Word to confirm consent. 

The cover letter to the ICF is new. Other parts of that ICF form that are new are 

highlighted in YELLOW in the attached ICF.  

 I will replace the currently approved Appendix E: Script for Participant Enrollment 

with the attached e-mail entitled Invitation to Participate in Dissertation Research 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Clifford G. Hurst 

 

 When submitting my third IRB approval, this time for possible use with SVASE 

Academy participants, and to gain permission to re-interview my pilot study participants, I 

submitted another Fast Track application. A summary of the changes requested and approved 

is provided in the following paragraphs.  
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Fast Track Submission for use with SVASE Academy 

Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment by Cliff Hurst 

 

Student:  Clifford G. Hurst  Student ID # 115535 

Title of Study:  Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment (subject to change) 

Dissertation Chair: Miguel Guilarte, PhD 

Date of Submission: September 1, 2011 

 

Summary of Changes 

Based on the findings of my pilot study and a meeting with my committee held at Summer 

Session 2011, I seek to: 

 

1. Re-state my research Question.  

2. Modify the title for the study. 

3. Request IRB approval for soliciting an additional pool of participants from the same 

sponsor that I have been working with—an organization known as SVASE. 

4. Revise the focus of semi-structured interviews during follow-up interviews with 

participants 

 

All changes to verbiage in the Appendix are shown in dark blue font. 

Change to the Question 

My revised research question is: How is entrepreneurial judgment reflected in the ways that 

entrepreneurs respond to feedback? 

 

Modification to the Title 

The revised working title of my research is: Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment as it is 

Reflected in Entrepreneurs’ Responses to Feedback 

 

As a consequence, Paragraphs 2 & 3 of the IRB application have been changed.  
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Solicitation of Additional Pool of Participants 

Because entrepreneurs are so busy and because of the time lapse between my initial review 

of their assessment results with them and the follow-up interviews, I am experiencing 

unexpected attrition from my pool of participants. For this reason, I wish to solicit 

participation from an additional pool of the same type of entrepreneurs who will be enrolling 

in the SVASE Academy: Start-up Advantage. This is merely a re-named and revised version 

of the workshop for which I first received IRB approval to conduct my pilot study last 

winter. It was formerly known as the Fast Track Start-up program. Even if it proves 

unnecessary to include these participants in my dissertation research, their participation will 

be helpful to me in accumulating data for post-doctoral publication opportunities in journals 

that require quantitative empirical studies.  

 

I have prepared the ICF to be able to be completed electronically. This electronic format has 

previously been approved by the IRB. When I solicit participants for at the Start-up 

Advantage workshop, I will also bring printed copies of the same in order to accommodate 

those who make up their minds on the spot and those who prefer to deliberate before 

deciding. Appendix B contains the ICF.  

 

I will solicit these participants in person using a script similar to that which I submitted for 

my pilot study. See Appendix E. 

 

References to date ranges during which I will work with these participants are made in 

paragraphs 3 and 12.  

 

Revised Focus of Semi-structured Interview Questions  

Formerly, I focused during follow-up interviews on the evaluation of participants’ business 

plan pitches and their progress towards obtaining investor funding. Now, my focus has 

shifted to how they respond to feedback… including feedback from this assessment I am 

using, from customers in the marketplace, from team members, and from potential investors. 

 

 Appendix F provides a sample of the sort of questions I now propose to ask during follow-up 

interviews.  

 

The above comments summarize the changes made to the attached IRB application. I submit 

it to you requesting Fast Track approval. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Clifford G. Hurst 

 

 Because the focus of my semi-structured interviews had now changed significantly, I 

provide below a script that guided me during this subsequent round of interviews. 

 

This appendix provides samples of the sorts of interview questions to be asked during my 

follow-up interview with participants. These will be held either in person or by telephone. 

The exact questions I will ask depend in part on: 1) the length of time that has lapsed 

between our review of the HVP and this interview, 2) the participant’s initial responses to the 

insight revealed by the HVP, and 3) the stage and nature of the participant’s start-up venture. 

 

 Ask permission to record. And record their consent. 

 It has been about ___ weeks/months since we last spoke. Catch me up on what has 

been going on with (the business/your idea/your plans) since then?  

 Thinking back to our review of your results on the HVP, what insight from that 

process did you find most revealing? (Prompt with my recollection of our initial 

review, if needed) 

 How much have you thought about this since then? 

 Given the perspective of time, what part(s) of this report still seem most valuable to 

you as an entrepreneur/founder? 

 Were there any surprises in the report? If so, what were they? 

  [If the following is true and if the participant, up to this point, has talked mostly 

about weaknesses] There are a lot of indices in that HVP Report, many of which are 

very strongly developed and a few of which were average or above average in 

development. What particular judgment strengths that you possess do you recall from 

that report? 

 Given how busy you’ve been, what difference, if any, has this report and our 

conversation about it, made in the way you think… 

o …about yourself? 

o …about others? 

o …about leading this business? 

[Re-framing statement] As a result of my pilot study for this dissertation, I have become 

especially interested in how entrepreneurs receive and process feedback… feedback from 

investors, from customers, from team members, from this assessment. 
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 Can you recall a time when you have gotten feedback from potential customers or the 

marketplace about your business idea? Tell me about it…. 

o What did you do with that feedback? 

 How about feedback from investors?  Tell me about it…. 

o What did you do with that? 

 How about from your own team members? Tell me about it…. 

o What did you do with that? 

 How about the feedback I gave you from this assessment? Tell me about it…. 

o What did you do with that? 

o [If not already addressed] What specific ways can you tell me about how the 

insight from this assessment has been of help to you? 

 [Re-framing statement] I’ll suppose that, until this report, you probably hadn’t been 

introduced to these terms of I, E, and S as used in this way. 

. Is that true? [Assuming it is true, then] I’ve come to believe that this report, with its 

descriptions of I, E, and S can provide a person with a logic and a language with which to 

grasp that logic to reveal his or her own habitual thought patterns. They reveal parts of your 

cognitive structure. 

 To what extent have you thought about things in terms of I, E, and S since I 

introduced those concepts to you? 

 In what ways has this language helped you understand your own habitual thought 

patterns? 

[Closing statement] That’s all the questions I have.  

 Is there anything else you would like to say as I pursue answers to my research 

question? 

 Would you be interested in seeing a summary of my findings once this research is 

complete? 

 Is there anything else I can do for you right now? 


