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Abstract

Covenant is a basic Jewish  religious, communal and political principle, describing the mutual obligations of  God and his people, and of the people to each other. In the times of Noah, Abraham and  Moses different covenants were declared and accepted.  Covenants are free-will, federal kind of contracts that are unconditional and eternal. 

Metaphors, states Morgan (1986) determine the way we perceive and understand our world. Covenant is one of three possible metaphors for the way the mutual  entitlements and obligations of employees and organizations can be understood: the transactional,  market based "balance sheet" metaphor, as in exchange and equity theories, (Blau 1964, Adams, 1965), where accountants' style "quid pro quo" exchange is pertinent. The legal-like "contract" where agreements, promises and tacit expectations about the exchange and the rules of exchange are governing (Rousseau 1992, 1995). And the theological metaphor of the "covenant" where obligations and entitlements are not dependent on the other parties' fulfilling their part, and where the "horizontal" relations between employees and management are complemented by "vertical" obligations to a higher cause (Elazar 1983, Van Dyne et al 1994) .

Few Years ago  I have conducted a research about "psychological contracts " in Israel comprising 625 respondents from different organizations and industries (Setter 1997, 2003). Quite unexpectedly, I have discovered that covenant elements are pertinent in major aspects of the mutual obligations of members of business firms, more so in intensive relations. In my presentation I will show some of these findings. Than I will demonstrate the applicability of the covenant metaphor in the practices of the field of knowledge management, side by side with the more common "marketplace" view (Davenport & Prusack, 1998).  I will conclude by asserting that the covenant metaphor can both describe and explain spirituality in organizational settings. 

Spirituality, together with some other words that are associated with a person's sense of spirit or soul have had, until lately, no place in the business lexicon. The norms of corporate life placed importance on doing and thinking; much less so on feelings and beliefs (Griffin, 2008). 

There are very few organizational images, or metaphors, that place spirituality within an accepted or legitimate conceptual framework. Actually, only the "organic" metaphor (Morgan, 1986) may, indirectly, be tied to it. It is our aim in this paper to expose the underlying assumptions of some dominant metaphors that exclude spirituality, and suggest the validity of an old one – one of the oldest in history- in a new light, so that might include it. Enriching our language with images and metaphors that imply spirituality may invoke a change to the current exclusion of spirituality even from the "soft" OB and management vocabulary.   
Metaphors

Human thought is largely image-based, not language-based (Pinker, 1994). Metaphors, too, are image-based. Although it is true that metaphors involve language, metaphoric language can evoke clear, vivid, visual images. Metaphors provide a means of generating, transmitting, and decoding language using visualization. (Taber 2007).  Sackmann (1989) defines a metaphor as "a figure of speech in which a term or phrase with a literal meaning is applied to a different context in order to suggest a resemblance" (p. 465). 

Metaphor provides a structure to facilitate thinking about abstract concepts found in organizational theory. According to Lakoff ( 1993) for example, "The locus of metaphor is not language at all, but in the way we conceptualize one mental domain in terms of another" (p. 203 ). Knowing what type of metaphor someone is using helps us to understand how they are construing a situation. (Gray 2007). Metaphors do not simply describe an external reality; they also become part of that reality and 'prescribe how it ought to be viewed and evaluated' (Tsoukas, 1991: 570). 

Metaphors simultaneously expose and conceal ideologies (Deetz & Mumby, 1985) while a social reality is created and expressed through metaphors (Deetz, 1986), it is not a neutral creation (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). In other words, other possible means of conducting business or managing become suppressed when an organization or group adheres to a certain metaphor. An examination of alternative or muted metaphors would bring another dimension to these studies, and validate the viewpoint of marginalized stakeholders (Deetz, 1992).

Metaphors interact and come to describe the world in the production of reality where different metaphors inevitably produce different realities (Wood, 2002).  Morgan (1986) argues that traditional metaphors of organization, such as Machines, Organisms, Brains, etc.  reflect distinct, but incomplete, ways of visualizing organizations. When one mental model dominates thinking it tends to force other possibilities into the background. 
Metaphors also have important limitations. Metaphors can oversimplify complex problems and relationships. They may have a deficit of meaning whereby important dimensions of the organization are not represented in the metaphor. Conversely, metaphors also can have surplus meaning in which properties inherent in the metaphor are not relevant to properties of the organization. 
Entitlements and Obligations 

One major domain where spirituality in management can be manifested is the "give and take" interaction between individuals and the organization, or more precisely, the mutual entitlements and obligations of both, taken as a system, or a whole. If an organization is a political system, than both power and justice would determine this system (Elazar, 1991).
Lerner (1987) defines entitlement as an experience of an entire family of human events associated with social justice. "The cognitive component of this generic event is the judgment, often tacit, that someone, or some category of people, is entitled to a particular set of outcomes by virtue of who they are or what they have done. The "entitled to" is experienced affectively and motivationally as an imperative, as sense of requiredness between the actor's perceived outcomes and the person's attributes or acts". Work Entitlements include justice and fair treatment, wages and benefits, tools, work conditions,  security, rich job characteristics, promotion, development, teamwork, support and care, and leadership (Setter, 1997). In the Jewish mystic tradition, the Cabbala, entitlements are the expression of the will to get, to receive (Cabbala = receiving in Hebrew), which is the major force acting upon us as human being. It expresses the egoistic, individualistic motivation to be unique, to grow and develop, to have more both materially and spiritually. 
By the same logic, obligations are the individual's part in the obligations and burdens that stem from membership in the organization.   Obligations, as entitlements, have cognitive, affective and motivational components. Obligations mentioned in the literature are: professionalism, initiative, effort, loyalty, commitment, discipline and obedience, responsibility, willingness to change and willingness to disclose pertinent personal information (Setter, 1997). In the Jewish Cabbala, it is the life principle of altruistic giving, loving, and dedication and caring, that derives form feeling part of a whole. 
Entitlements are mentioned as a distinct concept (Yuchtman-Yaar, 1983, Lerner, 1987) or as part of a general construct (Equity theory, Adams 1965, Equity Sensitivity, Huseman et al, 1985, 1987, Relative Deprivation, Runciman, 1966, Work values, MOW, 1987, Harpaz, 1990). Obligations are also spoken of as part of a general construct (Job theory, Katz & Kahn, 1978, Nature of the Managerial Work, Mintzberg, 1973, Organizational Citizenship behavior and extra-role behaviors, Organ, 1988, Van Dyne et al, 1994, 1995, Honor Principle, d'Iribarne, 1994).  There is abundant literature about particular entitlements and obligations, but what can be the right construct that ties them all to one theory? 
Markets and contracts metaphors
Two dominant metaphors are the market based "balance sheet", and the legal based "contract" or "psychological contract". 
The most prominent metaphor is the transactional, market based "balance sheet" metaphor, as in exchange and equity theories, (Blau 1964, Adams, 1965), where "quid pro quo" exchange is pertinent. Employees and organization are conceived as "Intuitive accountants", who are calculating equity ratio based on inputs and outputs (Folger, 1987). This rational metaphor is very attractive, as it is enabling measuring the quantity of entitlements and obligations, and hypothesizing that the balance or imbalance will bring predictable behaviors.  
However, the market metaphor holds some assumptions, which should be stated and challenged: the first is that there should always be a balance of values between the parties, measured in the short term, emphasizing the bottom line.  The second is that there is a stable environment, enabling calculation of present and future inputs and outputs. The third is that people are capable of making these cognitively complex calculations. All three assumptions were discovered to be invalid. 
The second construct is that of Social or psychological contract. While the first is a classic since Hobbs' Leviathan, The latter has attracted a lot of academic and popular atten​tion lately, when breakthrough work was done by Rousseau (1990, 1995, 1996, and 2001) who distinguished between transactional and relational contracts. Contracts are agreements based on consideration, reciprocity that mutually bind the parties (Atiyta, 1986), and are enforced and remedied if necessary by an external party – the legal system. Numerous articles and books were and are still written in the last decade on the subject. 

The attractiveness of the "contract" metaphor is quite clear: contracts assume good faith and freedom of choice, but they don’t necessarily assume short term equity in the input-output ratio.  As work relations are basically legal, it seems as the logical way of looking at the relations. However, looking at an organization from the point of view of contracts means that there are a huge number of multi-level contracts, with each on of the employees, and that everything is actually implied by the contract, including change and exit options. The contract would not account for people doing more than their share, staying in the organization and performing well when the psychological contract was violated,  and in general, behaving in a non reciprocal way. In short, it does not indicate how the emotional and spiritual facets of human experience are part and parcel of the mutual relations. 
The Covenant 

The two metaphors are, than, pertinent, but do not capture the whole spectrum of the Person-Organization relations concerning their entitlements and obligations. I would like to offer a third metaphor, that of the covenant. Actually, contract is derived from the covenant (Elazar, 1991).  Covenant –"BRIT" in Hebrew - is the basic Jewish religious, communal and political principle, describing the mutual obligations of God and his people and of the people to each other. In the Bible (the old covenant) in the times of Noah, Abraham and Moses, different covenants were declared and accepted.  Although there is quite a controversy over the term, its history and meaning, I would like to base my arguments on Daniel Elazar conceptualization of it. 
"A covenant is a morally-informed agreement or pact based upon voluntary consent and mutual oaths or promises, witnessed by the relevant higher authority, between peoples or parties having independent though not necessarily equal status, that provides for joint action or obligation to achieve defined ends (limited or comprehensive) under conditions of mutual respect which protect the individual integrities of all the parties to it. Every covenant involves consenting, promising and agreeing. Most are meant to be of unlimited duration, if not perpetual. Covenants can bind any number of partners for a variety of purposes, but in their essence they are political in that their bonds are used principally to establish bodies political and social". 

Covenant differs form "balance sheet"  and contracts as it is only broadly, or not at all, reciprocal: the first two covenants in the bible are one-sided: God promises, and there is nothing demanded in exchange (only an expectation, not an obligation, to worship God). Contract is personal is nature, while the covenant is public: no need to have everyone signs it, but it applies to all. Those bound by covenant are obligated to respond to one another beyond the letter of the law rather than to limit their obligations to the narrowest contractual requirements. Hence, covenants are inherently designed to be flexible in certain respects as well as firm in others. As expressions of private law, contracts tend to be interpreted as narrowly as possible so as to limit the obligation of the contracting parties to what is explicitly mandated by the contract itself. 

Another difference is that in a covenant the morally binding dimension takes precedence over its legal dimension. "In its heart of hearts, a covenant is an agreement in which a transcendent moral force, traditionally God, is a party, usually a direct party, to or guarantor of a particular relationship". We can say, than, that the covenant hold two dimensions: the lateral, where two or more parties agree to a  mutually non dependent set of present and future promises,  and vertical, the higher authority who is the witness (though not necessarily the enforcer) of the agreement (usually God, in the Hebrew tradition). This vertical dimension renders the covenant more stable and durable than a transaction or a contract, and less sensitive to local violations. 

Covenant implies equality: the deliberate coming together of humans as equals to establish bodies politic in such a way that all reaffirm their fundamental equality and retain their basic rights. Polities founded by covenant are essentially federal in character, in the original meaning of the term (from foedus, Latin for covenant)--whether they are federal in structure or not. That is to say, each polity is a matrix compounded of equal confederates who freely bind themselves to one another so as to retain their respective integrities even as they are bound in a common whole.
Last but not least; when a party to the covenant does not keep his/her part, it does not void the covenant: As it is based on oaths, and taken before a higher holistic force, obligations are not to the other party, but to the higher power. The Jewish people, when exiled, could have considered God's promise as void, but they decided to keep on their part of the covenant.

The covenant, than, is the "Ideal" complementary metaphor, that brings forward the spiritual element in the mutual obligations and entitlements of employees and organizations. It can explain a lot of terms like "mission, and vision" and altruistic, against-self-interest behaviors.  However, it has a major drawback: there is not a commonly shared belief in the existence of such a higher power as God.   
In the last few years, more and more attention is given to the interconnectedness, interdependence, within and between organizations of the public and business world. Complexity theory and advances in networks research, and scientific advances in physics, biology, ecology and evolution, bring forward the "world as a whole living organism" or "GAIA" perception. The covenant metaphor is linked directly to the "organization as a living organism" one, but replaces the natural forces that coordinate the different parts of the organism with communicated broadly stated agreements. 
In the following example, I will present one issue, that of knowledge sharing, in the light of "market" or "covenant" metaphors. The definitions for the knowledge marketplace were taken from Prusak and Davenport (1998).
Table 1: Knowledge sharing as a marketplace and as a covenant. 
	
	Marketplace
	Covenant

	Knowledge is…
	Property, possession
	Public Good

	Why Share?
	Exchange, reuse
	Cooperation and creation of

 "fountains of knowledge"

	Players
	Buyer, Seller, Broker
	Partners and servants 

	Value in
	Personal Utility
	Development of company

	Rewards
	Tangibles, intangibles
(reputation, recognition)
	Recreation and economy of 
knowledge

	Conditions
	Trust and rules, entitlements
	Trust and faith, obligations


Validity of the "covenant" metaphor – empirical research findings 
A couple of years ago, I have conducted a research in the emerging field of psychological contracts. The first research question was about the appropriateness of the "contract" metaphor to the organizational setting. To my surprise at that time, it did not cover the full spectrum of conditions needed to qualify as an only, comprehensive metaphor. Its seems that only when using both metaphors, the mutual obligations were fully envisioned.  
In the following pages I'm going to present the research, As it is "post hoc" analysis, I will present the different results that are helpful in "building the case" for the covenant metaphor.
Method - Overview

The main goal of this research was to build from scratch an empirical tool to measure the psychological contract and reveal its structure.  The general strategy was first to build a massive reservoir of items that are common to diverse populations. We collected a large number of items of entitlements and obligations from a large variety of employees, from diverse organizations and cultures, using a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods. The second step was to reveal the underlying categories of the content of the contract by factor analysis (and shorten the list of items) by administrating questionnaires that include these items to another set of diverse employees.  Last step was to validate these scales and the emerging questionnaire in yet another sample.
Respondents and data collection 

The major research was conducted in 8 organizations: an electronics company, software, food processing plant, bank, insurance company, Investment Company, medical institute and a home for the aged.  Questionnaires were administered on company time and premises, with the help of company personnel. Feedback was promised (and given) to the management of these organizations. All in all, 625 employees completed the questionnaires. Of all respondents, 60% were females, average age - 36.83, average education 14.15 years, 79.9% married, with an average of 2.44 children. 71.5% were born in Israel, 14.3% in east Europe, 4.9% in Asia and North Africa, 1% in Ethiopia and the rest - in Europe and the Americas. Of all respondents, 59.9% were union members, 41.7% managers and 44.8% low level employees. Average tenure in the organization was 6.33 years, and average years in job 3.88.  84.2% of the sample have full time job, and work an average of 8.47 hours per day.

Measures, Procedures and statistical analyses

In order to arrive at the categories of the contract, a questionnaire comprising 99 obligations and 130 entitlements was used in the pretest. The statistical procedure used was factor analysis, using the software of SPSS for windows. Common factor analysis with oblique rotation was conducted.  The questionnaire used for the final test included 50 entitlements and 44 obligations that loaded high in the pretest, and factor analysis was run to the total sample.

11 categories of entitlement and 9 categories of obligation (that emerged from the factor analysis) were used. Categories are presented in Table 1. (To which I added few more variables). All these were correlated to organizational, unit, personal and attitudinal variables. 
Results
The first finding has to do with the reciprocity and conditionality of the obligations. We asked the respondents – "why are you entitled" or "why are you obligated" to the different categories.
Table 2 – Average, S.D, and Frequency (%) of conditionality of Entitlements scale – 1 -5, (N=325)
	
	Average
	S.D.
	Discretionary

Market
	Conditional  contract
	Unconditional covenant

	Work tools and resources 
	4.71
	0.48
	9.2
	12.9
	77.8

	Leadership
	4.59
	0.46
	12.1
	18.9
	69.0

	Care, "soulful" organization
	4.20
	0.73
	8.0
	23.9
	67.8

	Social benefits
	3.68
	0.90
	14.3
	19.5
	66.2

	Justice, fairness, ethics
	4.75
	0.40
	8.9
	33.7
	57.4

	Information, influence
	3.87
	0.76
	24.8
	20.5
	54.7

	Helpful coworkers
	3.93
	0.79
	11.1
	42.9
	46.0

	Incentives, gifts, 
	3.13
	0.88
	19.0
	41.0
	46.0

	Security
	3.59
	0.86
	7.6
	50.2
	42.3

	Recognition, development
	4.11
	0.76
	19.0
	40.2
	40.8

	Salary
	4.74
	0.52
	18.6
	47.2
	34.2

	Meaningful, "rich" job
	4.28
	0.63
	13.7
	58.6
	27.7

	Promotion
	4.02
	0.71
	21.7
	59.0
	19.3


Table 3 – Average, S.D, and Frequency (%) of conditionality of Obligations (N=325)

	
	Average
	S.D.
	Discretion -  market

	Conditional - Contract
	Unconditional - covenant

	Professionalism, service, responsibility
	4.79
	.38
	4.1
	10.3
	85.5

	Work morality
	4.35
	.53
	7.0
	14.4
	78.6

	Cooperation with coworkers
	4.11
	.78
	13
	20.8
	66.2

	Commitment, Loyalty
	4.25
	.64
	5.7
	29.3
	65.0

	Effort
	
	
	14.1
	27.8
	58.1

	Obedience
	3.94
	.77
	20.0
	31.2
	48.8

	Initiative
	4.11
	.78
	20.2
	42.9
	36.9

	Disclosure 
	4.08
	.76
	31.7
	34.5
	33.8

	OCB
	2.94
	.95
	37.6
	39.7
	22.7

	Willingness for mobility and changes
	3.02
	.86
	32.6
	50.2
	17.2


As can be seem, 6 out of 13 entitlements and 6 out of  10 obligations were considered unconditional – conventional - by large percent of the participants, while only 4 out of the entitlements and 1 of the obligations were condsidered contractual par excellance.  All the others were equally distributed between the two or three possibilities. 
The second finding has to do with the corelations of organization, human capital and attitudes and the conditionality (contract) or non conditionality (covenant) of the variables. 
Table 4 -  Correlations of conditional and unconditional mutual obligations (N=625)
	Covenant – unconditional agreement
	Market – conditional agreement
	

	Unconditional Entitlements
	Unconditional Obligations
	Conditional Entitlements
	Conditional Obligations
	

	-.039
	-.118
	-.084
	.151**
	Org. size

	-.062
	-.179**
	.074
	.306**
	Unit size

	-.031
	-.127*
	.190**
	-.069
	Income

	.128*
	-.007
	.033
	-.104
	Age

	-.124*
	-.173**
	.189**
	.193**
	Education

	.048
	.081
	-.014
	-.105*
	Tenure

	.132*
	.096
	-.025
	-.165**
	Org. satisfaction

	.100
	.085
	-.026
	-.093
	Job satisfaction

	.170**
	.135*
	-.071
	-.171**
	Intention to stay

	.283**
	.244**
	-162**
	.143**
	Intensity of  agreement

	.177**
	.239**
	-.188**
	-.147*
	Individualistic orientation

	.316**
	.215**
	-.144*
	-.197**
	Collectivistic orientation

	.136*
	.256**
	-.188**
	-.108
	Overall entitlements

	.346**
	.143**
	-.076
	-.272**
	Overall obligations

	.379**
	.183**
	-.122*
	-.284**
	Fulfillment of agreement


Generally speaking,  unconditional mutual obligations are correlated to smaller units and organizations, to lower personal  human capital, to higher intensity of both entitlements and boligations, to higer positive attitudes and to actual fulfillment of the agreement
Discussion

Both the market and the contract metaphores suggest reciprocity -  a perception favoring the conditionality of the relationship, whereas the covenant metaphor suggests non conditionality.  The above findings indicate that most of the items – but not all – are not conditional, and that while conditionality may reflect higher personal market value, it does entail negative  attitudes, and lesser fulfillment of the agreement. Covenant, than, is not only the way a large part of the relations are percived, but it has greater positive value on attitudes and behaviour. 
Technocrat – rationalistic – materialistic views, which are reflected in the contract and market metaphores,  are not the actual norm, and are not positively viewed by employees.  We are blinded by these metaphores,  which reflect current ideology of "social Darvinism" . 

It is important to note that stability and security are not among the entitlements considerd as mainly unconditional. it may reflect the peception that personal security is not the main issue in the preference for the covenant. This might rule out the assumption that there is  a demand for a more certain, stable employment environment. 
Market metaphore view the individual as a commodity, with a certain market value. It is favored by more educated people  who earn more, and are more individualistic. It is evident more in large organizations and large work units, where people get lost, their commitment and responsibility is not personal. The covenant metaphor considers both parties as equal partners,  with the commitment to the whole , which is not only lager than the sum of indivituals, but qualitatively different. It should be pointed out that covenant does not mean a collectivistic orientation versus individualistic one: both orientations were significantly positively correlated to the unconditional items and negatively correlated to the conditional ones.  It is not about giving up the individual needs and wants, or the entitlements. It is about the understanding that we are, at the same time, unique individuals and part of a larger , meaningful whole, what Ken Wilber calls "Holons": "reality is composed neither of things or processes, neither wholes or parts, but whole/parts, holons, all the way up, all the way down". (1996, p. 21).
The covenant metaphore, than,  is valid. It does not stand alone – contract and balance sheet are playing their roles too. Organizations are exchange systems where inputs and outputs are reciprocated, and are legal systems with formal and implied contracts that are agreed upon. However, above and beyond, it seems that when seen as social and political systems (Tucker, 1965), there is a basic covenant, that is moral and unconditional, to which all parties, employees and management,  are part of. Ignoring it, as has been done up till now, not only exlude spirituality, but also blinds us to major feelings, values and behaviours that are part of the organizational behaviour world. 
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