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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to explore the relationship between civil engineers’ demographics
(e.g. age, marital status, education, work experience) and their personal values. The objective was to predict
civil engineers’ personal values based on their demographics.
Design/methodology/approach – A questionnaire survey was administered to civil engineers to collect
data on their demographics and their personal values. Statistical analysis was performed to verify whether a
significant statistical relationship exists between civil engineers’ demographics and their personal values.
Findings – The most important and the least important personal values were identified for civil engineers.
Statistical analysis indicated that civil engineers’ values do vary based on their demographics.
Research limitations/implications – The results of this study cannot be generalized, because individuals’
personal values and demographics are, by definition, local. Location and culture may affect the personal
values of civil engineers.
Practical implications – Team leaders normally have access to information about the demographics of the
engineers they employ; based on the results of this study, they should be able to predict their personal values,
and to make more informed decisions when appointing them to particular positions on project teams.
Originality/value – The research presented in this paper, establishes for the first time, that a linkage exists
between civil engineers’ personal values and their demographics, and makes it easier for team leaders to make
assignment decisions.
Keywords Organization, Project management, Questionnaire survey
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Professional life for civil engineers involves not only technical decisions, but also managerial
decisions. Civil engineers commonly make managerial decisions according to their “personal
values” (McCuen, 1998; Kilby, 1993; Rokeach, 1973). Value is defined by Rokeach (1973) as
“an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or
socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence.”
Values have a profound influence on how individuals perceive things, and consequently how
individuals make decisions. Furthermore, Suar and Khuntia (2010) claim that personal values
have an impact on individuals’ professional choices. Elizur and Sagie (1999) state that values
that an individual emphasize in an organization are a subset of the values that he/she
emphasizes in his/her personal life.

The question of whether there is a linkage between personal values and demographics
should be of interest to project team leaders who deal with assigning team members Engineering, Construction and
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to positions in the team. If there is a linkage between personal values and demographics,
then one could assume that this will be a helpful tool in project team building.
However, there has been no attempt in the literature to explore the linkage between
personal values of civil engineers and their demographics. This study attempts to
fill the gap. The objectives of the study are: to collect and analyze data to understand
which personal values are considered to be important by civil engineers; and to
explore the existence of a linkage between the personal values of civil engineers and
their demographics.

Theoretical background and literature review
The values that a civil engineer considers important should reflect the values that are
important for his/her role in the project team. For instance, if an individual attaches much
importance to courage and broadmindedness while the nature of the project requires values
such as logic and capability, the decisions made by this individual are likely to result in
failure. Project team leaders should be aware that their subordinates attach different levels
of importance to different values, and that the decisions they make may be affected
accordingly (McCuen, 1998). For example:

• Personal values that focus on understanding, appreciation and protection of the
welfare of all people (e.g. logical, broadminded) and the preservation and
enhancement of the welfare of people in everyday interaction (e.g. helpful,
responsible, forgiving, honest) were listed among the most important values in
various studies (e.g. Biber et al., 2008; Lan et al., 2013; Sverdlik, 2012). In addition,
Biber et al. (2008) state that individuals giving high priority to these values put less
importance on values such as “ambitious” and “capable.” The findings of the studies
conducted by Steenhaut and Kenhove (2006) and Lan et al. (2013) reveal that placing
emphasis on these personal values could entail greater job satisfaction, greater social
responsibility, and greater concern for ethical behavior in individuals’ professional
lives. Schmidt and Posner (1982) and Posner and Schmidt (1992) state that personal
values such as broadmindedness, responsibility, and honesty are among the most
important personal values for managers. Therefore, these personal values might be
of importance to civil engineers who occupy management positions with oversight on
a number of subordinates.

• According to Dubinsky et al. (1997), self-direction promotes performance.
Rice (2006) claims that self-direction also supports creativity. Self-direction refers
to personal values such as “intellectual,” “independent,” and “imaginative” among
those listed by Rokeach (1973). Actually, these personal values were found to be
among the most important values in a number of studies (e.g. Lan et al., 2008;
Sverdlik, 2012). On the other hand, Steenhaut and Kenhove (2006) state that the
more an individual places emphasis on these personal values, the more likely an
individual is to behave unethically. Richards (1998) claims that creativity is an
essential component in engineering design. Furthermore, Stouffer et al. (2004,
p. 9.883.10) suggest that “the next generation engineers will require a creative
outlook to approach technical problems in new ways.” In a task committee paper
published by the Structural Engineering Institute of the American Society of
Civil Engineers (2013), it is claimed that self-direction – which supports creativity
according to Rice (2006) – is one of the soft skills that should be possessed by future
structural engineers. Therefore, personal values related to self-direction such as
“intellectual,” “independent,” and “imaginative” might be important for a civil
engineer who deals with design problems that require not only high performance
but also creativity in engineering design.
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• The findings of the study conducted by Rice (2006) suggest that personal values
that intend to restrain actions, inclinations, and impulses that are likely to upset or
harm others and violate social expectations (e.g. “responsible,” “self-controlled,”
“politeness,” “obedience,” and “neat and tidy”) may have a negative impact on an
individual’s creativity. Furthermore, Biber et al. (2008) and Sverdlik (2012) claim
that the more individuals emphasize personal values such as “politeness” and
“obedience,” the less they are interested in being “independent,” “imaginative,”
“courageous,” “ambitious,” and “capable.” However, Steenhaut and Kenhove (2006)
state that the more importance an individual attaches to these personal values, the
more likely this individual is to be idealistic and evaluate ethically questionable
practices as inappropriate. On the other hand, they also state that an individual
who gives high priority to personal values focusing on pleasure and enjoying life
(e.g. loving, cheerful) may hold an unethical disposition. Holding an ethical or
unethical disposition is crucial for civil engineers who deal with technical decisions
as well as ethical issues in their professional life. Ethical issues are of special
importance in the construction industry. In a recent survey of professionals in the
construction industry, 84 percent of the respondents indicated that they had
personally witnessed unethical behavior in the previous year (Survey of
Construction Industry Ethical Practices, 2004).

• Adkins and Naumann (2002), Dubinsky et al. (1997), and Parks and Guay (2012)
state that personal values that are important for personal success through
demonstrating competence according to social standards (e.g. “ambitious,” and
“capable”) are related to the performance of individuals rather than the
performance of the organization. Sousa et al. (2012) state that individuals who
attach more importance to these personal values are more confident in their
capabilities to execute their job well. Lan et al. (2008) and Sverdlik (2012) found that
these personal values were perceived by most employers to be important. In sum,
these studies suggest that individuals who place emphasis on these personal values
are likely to perform better.

Identifying the values that are important for every member of the project team might be
difficult due to the large number of employees and the difficulty in collecting this kind of
information. How can a project team leader predict the personal values of civil engineers so
that an individual civil engineer’s values fit the values desired in the position earmarked for
this civil engineer? It is hypothesized that individuals with different demographics (e.g. age,
marital status, education, work experience) might have different personal values. Since
employees’ demographics are readily available to project team leaders, it should be possible
to predict an individual’s personal values. The knowledge of such a relationship would
allow the team leader to make more informed assignment decisions.

Even though several studies have been conducted to explore the personal values of
individuals (e.g. Karacaer et al., 2009; Lan et al., 2008, 2013; Lee and Trail, 2011), studies
that explore the personal values of engineers are limited (e.g. Johnson and Singh, 1998;
McCuen, 1998; McCuen and Pritchard, 1983). The relationship between civil engineers’
personal values and their demographics has never been investigated. This study was
undertaken in response to the absence of such research. In this study, the personal
values and demographics of civil engineers are studied, and the relationship between
personal values and demographics is investigated. The objective of the study is to predict
the personal values of civil engineers based on their demographics.

Schwartz (2009) states that individual value priorities arise out of adaptation of
life experiences. He also claims that since demographics present different sets of life
experiences, they contribute to explaining individual differences in value priorities.

1339

Civil engineers’
personal
values



Therefore, it is most likely that civil engineers’ personal values and their demographics vary
greatly from one culture to another, from one industry to another, and from country to
country. The relationship between the personal values and their demographics cannot be
investigated in a global perspective. By necessity, such a study has to be conducted in the
context of a location that is preferably non-trivial. The case of Turkey is investigated in this
study by surveying civil engineers working in Turkish construction projects.

Research methodology
In this study, the main hypothesis is that civil engineers’ demographics have an impact on
their personal values. First, an extensive literature review was conducted to identify personal
values and demographics. Subsequently, based on the information obtained in the literature
review a questionnaire was designed and a survey was conducted to seek information about
civil engineers’ demographics and their personal values. Finally, statistical analysis was
performed on the collected data to verify whether a significant statistical relationship exists
between civil engineers’ demographics and their personal values.

Different tests can be used to identify individuals’ personalities and personal values.
For example, the Belbin Self-Perception Inventory is a behavioral test for identifying an
individual’s team roles. The test measures nine team roles including plant, resource
investigator, co-ordinator, shaper, monitor evaluator, teamworker, implementer, completer-
finisher, and specialist (Belbin, 2010; Senior and Swailes, 1998). It is a well-known and popular
test due to its ease of use, but has been criticized on its statistical validity and reliability by
Furnham et al. (1993). Another test is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator that is widely used to
identify individuals’ personality characteristics out of 16 personality types. It uses Jung’s (1971)
personality typology through four scales, namely, extraversion-introversion, sensation-
intuition, thinking-feeling, judgment-perception (McCrae and Costa, 1989; Carlyn, 1977;
Quenk, 2009). Researchers also categorized personality traits through a framework named the
Five Factor Model (a.k.a. Big Five Personality Traits). This is a model that encompasses all
major dimensions of personality traits in terms of five broad factors, namely, openness to
experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Barrick and
Mount, 1991; McCrae and Allik, 2002).

Having reviewed the powerful tools developed over the years for identifying individuals’
personalities and personal values, only the 18 “instrumental values” rather than the
“terminal values” identified by Rokeach (1973) were chosen in this study because they are
one of the most cited values in the literature (e.g. Karacaer et al., 2009; Lan et al., 2008; Lan
et al., 2013; Lee and Trail, 2011) and because they best suit the needs of this investigation.
Instrumental values refer to modes of behavior, while terminal values refer to end-state of
existence that does not reflect the personalities of civil engineers. Even though Rokeach’s
model is one of the dominant methods to measure personal values, it has also received some
criticism from Schwartz (1992, 1994) and Braithwaite and Scott (1991) who claim that the
development of the personal values in Rokeach’s model was based on intuition and on a
research sample composed solely of North American individuals.

The questionnaire consists of seven questions. The demographics of the respondents
such as age, marital status, education, work experience (i.e. number of years in the industry,
type of employer, and the maximum project value) were sought in the first section of the
questionnaire. These demographics are commonly used in research (e.g. Amankwah et al.,
2013; Gaki et al., 2013; Huddleston et al., 2002; Kukanja, 2013; Linz, 2004, Urosevic and
Milijic, 2012; Wong et al., 1999) and is readily available to any employer. In the second
section, respondents were asked to rate themselves relative to the eighteen personal values
that were identified in the literature review. The respondents were asked to use a Likert-like
scale of 1-5; where “1” represents “not at all” and “5” “very much.” The members of the
Istanbul Chamber of Turkish Civil Engineers were the target population in this study,
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because it is the main professional body of engineers in Turkey. The questionnaire was
delivered to the members via e-mail along with a cover letter. They were given four weeks to
complete and return the questionnaire via e-mail.

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS 21) was used in performing the
statistical tests. First, a Cronbach’s α coefficient of reliability was calculated in order to
determine the internal consistency of the questionnaire as it is commonly advised in the
literature for questionnaires that use a Likert scale (Oyedele, 2013). Second, the Mann-Whitney
U test was performed as suggested by Carifio and Perla (2008) and Jamieson (2004) to compare
two sets of data organized on Likert data.

Discussion of findings
Responses were obtained from 394 civil engineers. The respondents were split into groups
on the basis of their demographics. The groups were classified according to age (younger
than 35, older than 35), marital status (single, married), education (bachelor’s degree, higher
degree), experience in the construction industry (less than ten years, more than ten years),
type of firm (contractor, non-contractor organization), value of largest project that the
respondent worked on (less than $50 million, more than $50 million). The term “non-
contractor organization” should be interpreted to include public organizations and
consulting firms. In order to split respondents as evenly as possible, the median was used as
the threshold for age, experience, and project value (Table I). Thus, adequate sample sizes
were obtained within each group to perform statistical analysis.

After the questions about demographics, the respondents were asked to rate themselves
relative to 18 personal values, namely, “ambitious,” “broadminded,” “capable,” “cheerful,”
“clean,” “courageous,” “forgiving,” “helpful,” “honest,” “imaginative,” “independent,”
“intellectual,” “logical,” “loving,” “obedient,” “polite,” “responsible,” and “self-controlled.”
First, the Cronbach’s α coefficient was calculated in order to confirm whether the personal
values and their associated Likert scale are actually measuring the values of civil engineers.

Personal characteristics Percentage of respondents

Age
o35 60
W35 40

Marital status
Single 41
Married 59

Education
Bachelor’s degree 57
Master’s or Doctorate degree 43

Experience in construction industry
o10 years 57
W10 years 43

Type of firm
Non-contractor organizations 47
Contractor 53

The value of largest project that the respondent worked on
o $50 million 42
W $50 million 58

Table I.
Personal

characteristics of
the respondents
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It is commonly suggested that the scale is reliable if the Cronbach’s α coefficient is greater
than 0.8 (Cramer, 1994; George and Mallery, 2003). The overall Cronbach’s α coefficient for
this study was calculated to be 0.834 that indicates good reliability and internal consistency.

Personal values of civil engineers
As seen in Table II, the “instrumental values” identified by Rokeach (1973) were used in this
study. “Honest” and “responsible” are the most important personal values for the respondents.
These personal values were also ranked among the most important personal values in many
studies conducted in different countries and different industries (e.g. Karacaer et al., 2009;
Kotey and Meredith, 1997; Lan et al., 2008, 2013; Lee and Trail, 2011; Schmidt and
Posner, 1982; Posner and Schmidt, 1992; Rassin, 2008; Stackman et al., 2006). Fritzsche (1995)
states that “honest” and “responsible” are likely to significantly influence decision-making
behavior as these values are required to earn trust, honor, and loyalty.

The least important personal values for the respondents are “ambitious” and
“intellectual.” Only one or both of these personal values were also listed among the least
important personal values in studies conducted by Karacaer et al. (2009) and Rassin (2008).
It should be noted that Karacaer et al. (2009) and Rassin (2008) conducted their studies in the
accounting and nursing professions, respectively. Even though these studies are conducted
on different professional populations in different industries, they support the findings of this
study on the least important personal values.

In order to see that all criteria are contributing to internal consistency, “Cronbach’s α if
item deleted” values were also calculated. If there is a “Cronbach’s α if item deleted” value
that is higher than the overall Cronbach’s α coefficient, then the related criterion can be
deleted in order to increase the overall Cronbach’s α coefficient value (Field, 2005). As seen
in Table II, there is no need to exclude any of the personal values, because all “Cronbach’s α
if item deleted” values are lower than the overall Cronbach’s α coefficient of 0.834.

It should be noted that the most important and the least important personal values might
be different in other studies, because personal values are not a one-size-fits-all concept.
This argument is supported by Schwartz’s (2009) study, in which he states that individual
value priorities depend on different life experiences. Therefore, not only do individuals rank

Personal values Cronbach’s α Overall arithmetic mean score

Honest 0.832 4.76
Responsible 0.829 4.63
Logical 0.830 4.46
Obedient 0.826 4.34
Broadminded 0.827 4.31
Forgiving 0.825 4.28
Self-controlled 0.829 4.24
Helpful 0.822 4.22
Capable 0.823 4.17
Cheerful 0.821 4.02
Neat and tidy 0.827 4.01
Polite 0.819 3.84
Independent 0.825 3.81
Courageous 0.824 3.79
Loving 0.818 3.69
Imaginative 0.827 3.66
Ambitious 0.829 3.46
Intellectual 0.829 3.43

Table II.
Arithmetic mean
scores and
“Cronbach’s α if item
deleted” values for
personal values
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personal values in a different order of importance in different industries and countries,
but also one cannot classify personal values as good or bad either. For example, being
responsible is considered as an important personal value in professional life. If a
professional is aware that some team members falsified project documents, being
responsible to society may push the professional toward acting publicly on the information.
Conversely, a professional who considers loyalty as one of his/her responsibilities to the
project team may decide not to act publicly on the information in order to optimize career
expectations (McCuen, 1998).

Impact of demographics on personal values of civil engineers
The Mann-Whitney U test was performed to explore the similarity or difference in civil
engineers’ personal values based on their demographics. The null hypothesis is that there
are no differences in the mean scores of the personal values as perceived by civil engineers
in two groups (e.g. bachelor’s degree vs higher degree, less than ten years of experience vs
more than ten years of experience, etc.). If the null hypothesis is rejected, it means that the
difference between the mean scores of the personal values are statistically significant at
α¼ 0.05, indicated by an asterisk (*) in Table III. The overall arithmetic mean scores of the
personal values are listed in Table III.

The results in Table III reveal that there is a statistically significant difference in some
personal values when viewed by civil engineers who are younger than 35 vs older than 35.
The civil engineers who are younger than 35 attach more importance to “ambitious.”
This result can be explained by the fact that young civil engineers are at the beginning of
their career and therefore more ambitious than older civil engineers in gaining experience
and looking for opportunities for promotion. This finding is consistent with the results of the
study conducted by Rassin (2008), even though Rassin’s (2008) respondents were employed
in the health care industry in Israel. Rassin (2008) states that younger nurses rated
the personal value of “ambitious” higher than older nurses. On the other hand, it should be
noted that civil engineers older than 35 attach more importance to “responsible,”
“self-controlled,” “neat and tidy,” “independent” and “loving.” Older individuals are more
likely to be more mature than younger individuals and may have more extensive family
responsibilities; therefore it makes sense that “responsible,” “self-controlled,” “neat and
tidy,” “independent” and “loving” are important for individuals who are older than 35.
It must however be stated that Rassin (2008) could not find a statistically significant
difference in perception of these personal values by young and old nurses.

It was observed that single and married civil engineers were in general agreement in
their perception of personal values except for “broadminded” and “ambitious.” Single civil
engineers attach more importance to “broadminded” and “ambitious” than civil engineers
who are married. It is likely that single engineers are younger than married engineers.
Young individuals are commonly more open to accept views or beliefs that differ from
theirs. Therefore, it is understandable that single civil engineers attach more importance to
“broadminded.” Married individuals are more likely to be older and to have a settled and
routine life with less travel and a higher desire for stability. It is not surprising that married
civil engineers attach less importance to “ambitious.”

The results also show that civil engineers who have a bachelor’s degree and civil
engineers who have a higher degree perceive “self-controlled” and “independent” differently.
These personal values are more important for respondents who have a bachelor’s degree,
than for those who have a higher degree. Rassin (2008) also found that the educational
background of employees does influence employees’ perceptions of personal values.
Even though Rassin’s (2008) study was conducted in a different industry and country, it is
worth noting that employees with different educational background may attach different
levels of importance to different personal values.

1343

Civil engineers’
personal
values



A
ri
th
m
et
ic
m
ea
n
sc
or
e

A
ge

M
ar
ita

lS
ta
tu
s

E
du

ca
tio

n
E
xp

er
ie
nc
e

T
yp

e
of

co
m
pa
ny

Pr
oj
ec
t
V
al
ue

Pe
rs
on
al

va
lu
es

Y
ou
ng

er
th
an

35

O
ld
er

th
an 35

Si
ng

le
M
ar
ri
ed

B
ac
he
lo
r’s

de
gr
ee

M
as
te
r’s
/

D
oc
to
ra
te

de
gr
ee

E
xp

er
ie
nc
e

un
de
r
10

ye
ar
s

E
xp

er
ie
nc
e

ov
er

10
ye
ar
s

Co
nt
ra
ct
or

N
on
-c
on
tr
ac
to
r

or
ga
ni
za
tio

ns

M
ax
im

um
pr
oj
ec
t
va
lu
e

un
de
r$

50
m
ill
io
n

M
ax
im

um
pr
oj
ec
t
va
lu
e

ov
er

$5
0
m
ill
io
n

H
on
es
t

4.
76

4.
76

4.
81

4.
73

4.
79

4.
73

4.
77

4.
76

4.
71
*

4.
83
*

4.
81

4.
83

R
es
po
ns
ib
le

4.
57
*

4.
69
*

4.
59

4.
63

4.
58

4.
66

4.
59

4.
66

4.
61

4.
63

4.
63

4.
63

Lo
gi
ca
l

4.
51

4.
40

4.
51

4.
44

4.
49

4.
43

4.
50

4.
41

4.
48

4.
44

4.
45

4.
44

O
be
di
en
t

4.
30

4.
40

4.
31

4.
36

4.
36

4.
32

4.
31

4.
38

4.
32

4.
36

4.
36

4.
36

B
ro
ad
m
in
de
d

4.
30

4.
33

4.
41
*

4.
25
*

4.
33

4.
29

4.
31

4.
30

4.
29

4.
33

4.
36

4.
33

Fo
rg
iv
in
g

4.
31

4.
23

4.
29

4.
27

4.
27

4.
29

4.
31

4.
21

4.
21

4.
34

4.
26

4.
34

Se
lf-
co
nt
ro
lle
d

4.
14
*

4.
33
*

4.
24

4.
20

4.
27
*

4.
15
*

4.
15

4.
27

4.
22

4.
19

4.
26

4.
19

H
el
pf
ul

4.
21

4.
22

4.
25

4.
19

4.
20

4.
22

4.
22

4.
19

4.
16

4.
26

4.
23

4.
26

Ca
pa
bl
e

4.
11

4.
22

4.
16

4.
15

4.
15

4.
15

4.
12

4.
21

4.
23
*

4.
07
*

4.
10

4.
07

Ch
ee
rf
ul

4.
07

3.
94

4.
04

4.
00

4.
07

3.
95

4.
07

3.
95

4.
00

4.
04

3.
97

4.
04

N
ea
ta

nd
tid

y
3.
85
*

4.
22
*

3.
99

4.
00

3.
97

4.
04

3.
87
*

4.
16
*

4.
02

3.
96

3.
96

3.
96

Po
lit
e

3.
75

3.
95

3.
82

3.
84

3.
88

3.
77

3.
77

3.
89

3.
81

3.
84

3.
82

3.
84

In
de
pe
nd

en
t

3.
74
*

3.
90
*

3.
82

3.
78

3.
90
*

3.
67
*

3.
76

3.
86

3.
75

3.
87

3.
85

3.
87

Co
ur
ag
eo
us

3.
76

3.
77

3.
85

3.
71

3.
79

3.
73

3.
75

3.
78

3.
72

3.
81

3.
80

3.
81

Lo
vi
ng

3.
60
*

3.
83
*

3.
60

3.
76

3.
72

3.
65

3.
64

3.
77

3.
68

3.
71

3.
70

3.
71

Im
ag
in
at
iv
e

3.
73

3.
52

3.
77

3.
56

3.
65

3.
64

3.
75
*

3.
50
*

3.
60

3.
69

3.
59

3.
69

A
m
bi
tio

us
3.
53
*

3.
26
*

3.
61
*

3.
29
*

3.
37

3.
50

3.
51

3.
27

3.
39

3.
44

3.
44

3.
44

In
te
lle
ct
ua
l

3.
41

3.
53

3.
50

3.
42

3.
44

3.
47

3.
42

3.
52

3.
42

3.
52

3.
38

3.
52

N
ot
e:

*S
ig
ni
fic
an
t
di
ff
er
en
ce

be
tw

ee
n
pa
ir
s
at

α
¼
0.
05

Table III.
Arithmetic mean
scores for personal
values by personal
characteristics

1344

ECAM
24,6



When one considers the years of work experience of the respondents, the results show that
there is a significant difference in the perception of “neat and tidy” and “imaginative.”
The members of project teams who have less than ten years of work experience in
construction projects attached more importance to “imaginative.” This result is
understandable since engineers who are at the beginning of their professional career have
not been extensively exposed to established processes, hence depending on imaginative
solutions. On the other hand, engineers who have more than ten years of work experience
attached more importance to “neat and tidy.” This result is also understandable because
engineers with extensive work experience are likely to be assigned to more responsible
positions in the project team, hence requiring a high level of proficiency in the oversight of a
number of subordinates. The findings of the study conducted by Rassin (2008) support this
result as Rassin (2008) also found a statistically significant difference in the personal values of
experienced and novice nurses, albeit for different personal values.

Civil engineers employed by contractor and non-contractor organizations agreed in their
perception of all personal values except “honest” and “capable.” Engineers employed by
non-contractor organizations attached more importance to “honest,” while engineers
employed by contractors attached more importance to “capable.”

Finally, as seen in Table III, the value of the projects on which civil engineers worked did
not have a significant impact on their personal values. Respondents attached the
same importance to all personal values regardless of the size of the projects they undertook
in the past.

The results of this study can be understood more clearly by considering two respondents
who represent different demographics. For that purpose, two respondents were selected
randomly (Table IV ). The Mann-Whitney U test was performed between these two civil
engineers. When the differences in their ranking were tested, a statistically significant
difference was observed in the perception of personal values by those civil engineers.
The Mann-Whitney U statistic is significant at α¼ 0.05, which proves that the importance
attached by these two civil engineers to different personal values is different. This finding
reveals that individuals who have different demographics might consider different values in
their decisions whether it is related to professional or personal life.

As mentioned earlier, Rice (2006) suggests that personal values such as responsibility,
self-control, and being neat and tidy may influence an individual’s creativity negatively,
while personal values such as intellectual pursuits and imagination have a positive influence

Personal Characteristics Civil Engineer A Civil Engineer B
Age o35 W35
Marital status Single Married
Education Master’s or doctorate degree Bachelor’s degree
Experience in construction industry o10 years W10 years
Type of firm Non-contractor organization Contractor
The value of largest project that the respondent worked on W $50 million o$50 million
Personal values Arithmetic mean score
Honest 3.82 2.88
Responsible 4.50 4.55
Broadminded 4.36 4.25
Self-controlled 4.64 4.31
Capable 4.91 4.81
Neat and tidy 3.73 4.06
Independent 4.36 4.38
Loving 4.55 4.69
Imaginative 4.36 3.94
Ambitious 5.00 4.75

Table IV.
Arithmetic mean

scores for personal
values and personal

characteristics of two
random respondents
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on creativity. In Table IV, it can be seen that “Civil Engineer A” attaches less importance
to responsibility, self-control, and being neat and tidy and more importance to
broadmindedness and imagination, hence influencing creativity positively. Since Richards
(1998) and Stouffer et al. (2004) state that creativity is an important factor in solving
engineering design problems, a design-related position might be more appropriate for “Civil
Engineer A” compared to “Civil Engineer B.”

The results also reveal that “Civil Engineer A” attaches more importance to honesty and
broadmindedness in comparison to “Civil Engineer B.” In the light of Schmidt and Posner’s
(1982) and Posner and Schmidt’s (1992) findings that personal values such as honesty and
broadmindedness are among the most important personal values for managers, it can be
assumed that “Civil Engineer A” may perform better than “Civil Engineer B.”

There is evidence in the literature that the more an individual places emphasis on
imagination and less importance on responsibility, self-control, and being neat and tidy, the
more likely is this individual to behave unethically (Steenhaut and Kenhove, 2006).
Given the differences between “Civil Engineer A” and “Civil Engineer B” in Table IV,
it would not be appropriate to assign “Civil Engineer A” to a position that deals extensively
with ethically sensitive decisions.

Conclusion
The quality of the decisions made by civil engineers plays a pivotal role in the success of
their projects. Professionals commonly make decisions based on their personal values.
Professionals’ personal values should be in balance with the values that are important for
their role in the project team. This study suggests that construction project team leaders
need to pay attention to the personal values of the civil engineers they employ. Considering
only technical or managerial skills is not sufficient in assigning roles to civil engineers.
However, assigning civil engineers to appropriate positions based on their personal values
is difficult in practice because employees’ personal values are not readily available.
This study explored the relationship between the personal values and the demographics of
civil engineers in Turkey. Given that the demographics of employees are readily available in
HR records, a proven statistical relationship between demographics and personal values
would allow reasonable prediction of personal values. Project team leaders can then make
assignment decisions with more confidence.

The findings of the study reveal that civil engineers may rank personal values in a
different order of importance according to their demographics such as age, marital status,
education, work experience, and type of employer. This study provides construction project
team leaders with a new perspective in making assignment decisions. The study provides a
clear understanding of the relationship between civil engineers’ personal values and their
demographics. Armed with such an understanding and knowing a civil engineer’s personal
values, it may be easier for team leaders to assume that the civil engineer would fit well into
a certain role on the project team. Whether such decisions are discriminatory is a matter of
contention. One can argue that if an assignment decision is made based on personal values
that vary with say age (or marital status), one can claim that this practice is discriminating
against older (or married) professionals. However, consciously or unconsciously, team
leaders routinely make this sort of decision based on their perception of their employees’
core personal values, except that they have to guess what these values are for each
individual. The research presented in this paper, establishes for the first time, that a linkage
exists between civil engineers’ personal values and their demographics, and makes it easier
for team leaders to make assignment decisions.

The limitation of this study is that the results cannot be generalized, because individuals’
personal values and demographics are, by definition, local. Location and culture may affect
the personal values of civil engineers. In future studies, a model can be developed to assign
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civil engineers to appropriate positions in a project team by considering not only their
technical skills, but also their personal values and demographics. Future research could also
consider including additional demographics such as gender and position at the company.
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