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ABSTRACT

THE STRATEGIC ROLES OF MIDDLE MANAGERS, COLLABORATIVE
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TOP MANAGEMENT AND THE MIDDLE, AND THE
IMPACT OF THESE ROLES AND RELATIONSHIPS ON ORGANIZATION
PERFORMANCE,

By Les Bowd

Since 1980, two areas have dominated research into the Strategic Management Process.
First, is the large body of work focusing on the role of the Top Management Team (TMT)
in the strategic process. Much of this research has its roots in Hambrick and Mason’s,
1984, Upper Echelons Theory. Strategic Decision-Making (SDM) is the second element of
the strategic process where researchers have concentrated their efforts, pursuing issues of
content, context and process. While researchers generally sought out those factors that
contributed to SDM effectiveness, there has been a tendency to focus attention on how the
TMT makes strategic decisions. Although improved organization performance has been
attributed to characteristics of the TMT and SDM process, relatively little research existed
prior to 1990 on how strategy was implemented effectively. More significantly, minimal
attention was paid to those being asked to lead the implementation, the middle manager.

Ironically, it was in the wake of dramatic downsizing and re-engineering, in the
early 1990’s, that both practitioners and academic researchers began to recognize the
significance and strategic impact of “the middle” on many phases of the strategic
management process.

This research investigates the roles and relationships of middle managers in the
strategic process and the impact they have on organization performance. A comprehensive
review of relevant literature, including that which addresses strategic decision making,
strategy implementation, top management team and middle management strategic
behaviour, was used to establish the strategic significance of middle managers and act as a
foundation for the research. Replication of the work of Floyd and Wooldridge ( 1990,
1992A, 1997) was undertaken to confirm the strategic roles fulfilled by middle managers
in the formulation and implementation of organization strategy. If, and how, these
strategic roles, and the influence that accompanies them, impacted organization
performance was another focus of this research. How the strategic roles of the TMT and
middle managers interact, to shape and implement strategy, was investigated by
attempting to replicate the work of Hart and Banbury (1991,1992,1994). The replicated
model formed the basis of an investigation of the impact of strategy making modes on
organization performance. Utilizing constructs developed by Miller (1997),

implementation effectiveness was assessed and its relationship with organization



performance evaluated. Lastly, efforts were made to identify possible inter-relationships
between middle management strategic roles, organization strategy making modes and
organization performance.

Data representing the responses of 132 managers, predominantly at middle levels,
in 40 organizations, replicated the strategic roles model outlined by Floyd and
Wooldridge. This gave strong support to the validity and generalizability of the concept
that postulated four key strategic roles. Championing Alternatives and Synthesizing
Information that provide upward influence, and Facilitating Adaptability and
Implementing Deliberate Strategy, which provide downward influence. Correlations and
regression analysis demonstrated a limited relationship between the strategic roles and
organization performance. This was consistent with the original research and suggests a
complex relationship between strategic roles, influence and performance. Perceived
upward influence was greater than downward, and more directly affects performance.
However, this was only a moderate relationship.

The same sample casts some doubt on the generalizability of the Hart and Banbury
strategy modes model. However, although it was not possible to fully replicate the model
produced from their research, the findings of this work do support the conceptual
orientation of their model and proposes a model that has three of five modes in common,
with two others sharing similar characteristics. It appears that situational factors, including
structure of the questionnaire, the managerial group sampled, and the industry and
business environment of the respondents may impact responses. However, in the
conceptual model tested by this researcher, all strategy modes featuring collaboration
between top management and others, including the middle, had a very strong relationship
with performance variables, and the cumulative model shows three of the modes
combining for a strong impact on performance.

Confirmatory factor analysis, using structured equation modeling, supported the
overall structures and relationships between variables and constructs. Similarly, SEM
supported the conclusion that most strategic roles made a weak direct contribution to
overall organization performance, while strategy making modes were strong contributors.
Further modeling was able to show that while virtually no relationships existed to
demonstrate the impact of strategic roles directly into strategy making modes, when
particular strategy modes are active it can be expected that some or all strategic roles will
be present.

Lastly, the research found that the strategic influence measures were good
predictors of implementation effectiveness, and in turn implementation effectiveness
indicators and measures were strongly related and predictive of overall organization

performance.
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1.Introduction to the Thesis

The practical challenges posed by the strategic management process to this
researcher, in his role as a senior manager, and the motivation it provided for the
academic journey that is brought to fruition in this document, are included in the
beginning of this chapter. Following this brief practitioner perspective, an
overview of academic viewpoints on the strategic process and its key actors is
presented. Strategy implementation dilemmas are the jumping off point for a
discussion of the value of middle management involvement in the strategic process
and postulation of distinctive roles for both top management and middle managers.
The chapter concludes with an outline of the purpose, focus and expected
contribution of the proposed research, as well as a graphical representation of the

contents of the thesis.

1.1 Practitioners, Academics, Top Management and Middle Management. An
overview of the processes and actors involved in the strategic management

process.

The strategic roles of middle managers, the collaborative relationships that exist
between top management and other organization levels, particularly middle
managers, and the impact of these roles and relationships on organization
performance, are the prime foci of the research that is presented in this thesis.

It was, however, a different line of inquiry that brought this researcher to
focus on the strategic roles of middle managers. As a senior level manager, I was
responsible for facilitating strategic processes, formulating and implementing
corporate strategy. From a practitioner’s perspective, it was evident that despite
extremely complex strategic planning processes (See Mintzberg, 1990,1994,1998
descriptions of “Design School”), the endorsement by the organization’s top
management team (TMT) of masterful documents outlining a route to the future,
and corporate communication extravaganzas designed to share top management’s
wisdom with employees, very few corporate strategies ever came to fruition.

Frustrated CEOs and TMTs were left asking, “If we had such a wonderful
strategy, why did nothing happen?



The easiest response was to blame the plan. Mintzberg noted (1994:61) that
“decomposition was the order of the day” in reference to the tendency to break
strategies down into ever more finite layers of sub-strategies and tactics. Complex
documents detailing visions, missions, values, competitive and environmental
analysis, and outlining corporate, SBU and department strategies were
intimidating.

However, the industry view is characterized by an observation from Chuck
Knight (1989), then CEO of Emerson Electric who said, “People don’t fail in
planning, they fail in implementation. Why? Well my fundamental belief is that
they fail because of a lack of ability to get people involved and committed.” Hamel
and Prahalad (1994:75) would agree that ”All the foresight in the world, if not
matched by the capacity to execute, counts for little.” However, they also proposed
a challenging counterpoint when they observed, “Many times what are described
as today’s implementation failures are really yesterday’s foresight failures in
disguise.”

The foregoing views suggest that strategy implementation is affected by the
clarity and communication of the strategy, the degree to which implementers are
involved in the strategic process, and the nature of the strategic process through
which strategy is developed. Hrebiniak (1990) identified three factors that make
implementation difficult. The process of implementation is complex because of the
number of variables and decisions involved. Also, there are problems in managing
the interdependence and shared decision making involved. Finally, organizations
are human and social entities with associated inter-relationships, biases and
cognitive maps built in.

Leadership, and where it is exercised, is a key component of the strategic
process. Through the 1960s and 1970°s the work of the Design School placed the
CEO or Managing Director at the strategy apex. Mintzberg (1994) asserts that this
was an underlying premise of the rational-analytical approach developed by these
researchers. However, in 1984 Hambrick and Mason proposed in their “Upper
Echelons” theory that a team of top managers drove the organization’s strategic
process. (TMT). In particular, they suggested that it was this group’s
characteristics and behaviours that were the prime determinant of organization
performance. The “Upper Echelons” theory was premised on the fundamental

belief that top managers do matter. Rather than being swept along by events in the



environment, internal organization dynamics or the whims of an autocratic CEOQ, it
was within the capabilities of the top management team to directly influence
strategy formulation, strategy implementation and organization outcomes. As will
be noted in the literature review which follows, the “Upper Echelons” theory has
guided and confounded strategic researchers from its inception to the present day.

That the Top Management Team members are key actors in shaping and
leading implementation of strategy is not at issue. The degree to which the TMT
“can go it alone” and directly affect organization performance is at question.
Pettigrew (1992), in his classical review of the state of research into management
elites, suggests that “ample empirical evidence” (pp.163) exists to indicate that the
power and influence of those in senior positions is constrained by other actors
inside and outside the organization, as well as by institutional characteristics.
Smith and Kofron (1996) identify that there appears to be a missing link between
strategy and implementation. They suggest that because, in research which flows
from the “Upper Echelons Theory”, there is typically an assumed causal
relationship between TMT characteristics, that affect strategic choice, and
outcomes, the processes by which strategy gets implemented have received liitle
attention. This assumed relationship, they suggest, rests on a second assumption,
that strategies are deliberately implemented.

To address these concerns, the authors identify four areas for future
empirical research on the TMT ‘s role in strategy implementation. “What specific
TMT roles pertain to implementation versus formulation?” ““What characteristics
of TMT structure and process influence strategy implementation?” “How and to
what extent do relationships between TMT characteristics and strategy
implementation influence overall firm performance?” and “To what extent do
TMT structure and process characteristics, that facilitate effective strategy
implementation, vary with different strategies and contexts?”” Such a research
strategy would ensure that the so-called implementation gap or “black hole”
identified by Pettigrew (1992:178) would be filled.

Unfortunately, these four questions do not identify the TMT’s roles from
the first stages of strategy development to successful implementation and resulting
organization performance. More importantly, they do not address how the extent of
TMT interaction with other organization actors, involved in implementation,

affects implementation success and organization performance.



West and Schwenk’s (1996) empirical analysis revealed that many of the studies
linking TMT strategic process and demography to organization performance were
suspect, supporting Pettigrew’s contention that not enough was known about how
strategies were actually formulated or implemented. At the meta-level, Lowendahl
and Revang (1998) noted that, “Descriptive studies of strategic processes in
complex firms have taught us that not all strategies are developed top-down and
authority distributed through the formal hierarchy.” (pp.763). These and other
research works, referenced in the literature review which follows, revealed that the
challenges faced by practicing managers, professionals and operating staff in
implementing strategy were rooted more broadly in the strategic processes of the
organization.

Initially, I straddled the manager practitioner / researcher divide seeking an
answer to the question, “How does the TMT affect the success or failure of
strategy implementation?”” But as my research process proceeded, it became
apparent that it was necessary to examine the roles of the TMT, other strategic
actors in the organization and processes of interaction throughout the strategic
management process.

This emerging viewpoint was reinforced by the contemporary business
management literature. First is the assertion that “strategic difficulties” begin at the
top of the organization. Senior managers are seen as defenders of strategic
orthodoxy. (Hamel, 1996) Top down unilateral direction or laissez-faire
management, where administrative issues over-ride strategic action, provide lower
levels of the organization lack of focus and few opportunities for strategic
development. (Beer and Eisenstat, 2000) There is lack of effective up-down
vertical communication on strategic issues. This results from the top down
management style, causing unwillingness on the part of others to share
information, develop solutions and ideas, or take a leadership role in strategy
creation or implementation. (Hamel, 1996, Beer and Eisenstat, 2000)

The second and more significant observation was that other strategic actors,
particularly middle managers, could and should play key roles in the organization’s
strategic process. The classical view that middle managers lead implementation
and the operating level were the implementers is being openly challenged. At both
levels new roles are proposed. Operators are seen as the source of strategic insight

(Campbell and Alexander, 1997), innovative entrepreneurs (Bartlett and Ghoshal,



1998), participants in strategic democracy, (Hamel, 1996) and cross-functional
team members implementing strategic initiatives. (Beer and Eisenstat, 2000).
However, it is at the middle level that the greatest challenges and opportunity exist
for improving strategic effectiveness.

Far from being resistant to strategic change, many middle managers are
straining to find a productive and creative role in the strategic process. (Hamel,
1996) However, for much of the last two decades their role has been under threat.
Pulled in conflicting directions, traumatized by downsizing, afforded no respect by
top management, and pressured by an operating level seeking greater involvement
(Hamel, 1996, Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1998, Beer and Eisenstat, 2000) it is difficult
for them to assume a key linking role in the strategic process. Making the transition
from a “planning and control’ orientation to one where they act as a coach,
supporting and facilitating strategic processes, requires both support of top
management and the willingness to assume the new role. (Bartlett and Ghoshal,
1998, Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994). None-the less, the ability of middle managers
to significantly impact the strategic process does not seem in question. In
particular, the value of their participation in strategy formulation as a means to
ensure both the relevance of the strategy and its’ successful implementation is
evident.

Hamel (1996) notes that “an open-ended and inclusive process of strategy
creation substantially lessens the challenge of implementation. Implementation is
often more difficult than it need be because only a handful of people have been
involved in the creation of strategy.” (Pp. 82). Campbell and Alexander (1997)
suggest that separating strategy formulation from implementation is not wise, that
operating managers are a key source of strategic insight, and should not be
excluded from the process. They assert that “Tomorrow’s insights arise from
today’s operating experience. Unless implementation is also viewed as being part
of strategy development, tomorrow’s strategy is likely to be short on insights.”

Roberto (2000) confirmed the active participation of middle managers in
key strategic decisions and the processes by which they are made, through a
comprehensive qualitative study. He identified that nearly all key strategic
decisions required input and involvement from individuals at levels below those
reporting to the chief executive. Although professionals and specialists were

included in this group, middle managers were in the majority. He postulates that



the TMT, as characterized by Hambrick and Mason (1984), may not be the
strategic apex of the organization with responsibility for strategy formulation and
implementation. Rather, a set of fluid relationships evolves between top managers,
the middle and operating levels. In a similar vein, Quy Nguyen Huy (2001),
reporting on a six-year multi-method research effort, concluded that middle
managers made valuable contributions to the realization of radical (strategic)
change despite receiving little recognition from top management. Willingness to
contribute innovative ideas, comprehensive informal internal networks, sensitivity
to the needs of the operating level and the ability to balance the need to overcome
organization inertia with the need to avoid organization chaos, are cited as the
capabilities that make middle management effective.

Floyd and Wooldridge (1994) provide additional support, for middle
management inclusion in both strategy formulation and implementation processes.
Drawing upon their own prior research they note that “what differentiated higher
performing organizations...was an arrangement in which middle managers actively
participated in the “thinking” as well as the “doing” of strategy.” (pp.49) Further,
they assert that strategy developed collaboratively will be superior to that which is
the sole product of top management. Also, as organization’s continued to de-layer
and substitute horizontal forms for hierarchical structures, the middle managers
strategic roles would take on added importance. Bringing them into the strategic
communication loop was seen as key. Senior management reluctance and

resistance, as noted above, was the greatest potential barrier.

1.2 Towards a middle management perspective on the strategic

management process.

This researcher started out to identify what actions of the TMT in the
strategic management process contributed to effective strategy implementation. As
summarized above, investigation moved the focus of inquiry to the role played by

middle managers in the strategic process.

While middle managers may have traditionally been viewed as directors
and supervisors of implementation, it appears that they may be capable of
performing much more pivotal and significant roles. Their place in the

organization can allow them to act as a key communication link. They are able to



able to transmit and filter strategic information and decisions to and from top
management. The operating level relies on them to provide a conduit for strategic
ideas and issues, as well as a source of implementation direction. Cross-functional
peer networks and external links, particularly to customers, round out a powerful

strategic presence. (Burgelman, 1983, Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1998)

Floyd and Wooldridge (1992,1994,1996) outline four strategic roles that
middle managers can assume. Championing strategic alternatives and synthesizing
information provide channels of upward influence to top management. Facilitating
adaptability and implementing deliberate strategy allow them to influence and
support the operating level. These four roles are reviewed in more detail in the
literature review and methodology section of this document. However, they
provide the middle managers a spectrum of strategic action alternatives that range
from fully supporting the TMT’s deliberate strategy to ones which screen, incubate
and ultimately raise new initiatives for top management approval. All of these roles
appear to take advantage of the middle manager’s unique position between strategy

and operations.

In the literature review that follows, the classical assumption with respect
to top down direction is challenged by a number of researchers. (Burgleman, 1983,
Nonaka, 1988, Kanter, 1982, Dutton and Ashford, 1993) What emerges is a much
more dynamic and perhaps pivotal role for middle managers in the strategic
management process. What these roles are, and how they affect organization

performance is a major focus of this research.

If the role of middle managers in the strategic process is different than
previously characterized, then it reasonable to expect that the strategic behaviour
of the top management team towards the rest of the organization actors may also
be different than previously proposed. At the least, subject to organization context,

varying approaches could be expected to exist.

A review of the strategic decision making literature will demonstrate that
the inclusion of other organization actors in all aspects of the process enhances
decision quality and performance. (Papadakis et.al., 1998, Simon, 1993) Research

into the strategic decision making process, was focused on developing an



integrated model which linked actors, process and performance. This work resulted
in the concept of strategy making modes that existed within the organization and
had substantial impact on the effectiveness of strategic processes and organization
performance. (Hart, 1991) The most notable aspect of the strategy mode concept
was the relationship that existed between the top management and other
organization actors at the middle and operating levels. Varying levels of interaction
and directions of influence can be expected to change the strategic process and its

results.

It will be postulated that the strategy mode(s) at play in the organization
will affect the ability of middle managers to exercise particular strategic roles.
Subsequently, the effectiveness of strategy implementation and organization

performance will be directly affected.

The rationale provided in the foregoing section places the middle manager
as a key and perhaps pivotal actor in the organization’s strategic process. This is
represented in Figures 1 and 2, initial conceptual models that provide a preliminary
identification of the dynamics and processes that are the focus of this research
project. Model A reflects research and propositions that place the middle manager
as a key participant in the communication and influence networks that develop and
decide upon strategic direction. (See for example Nonaka, 1988, Simon 1993). It
also reflects their role of as conduits of information to and from the top and
operating levels. (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994:50) Model B demonstrates the
pivotal role that middle managers play in linking top and operating levels. More
significantly it implies that they are able, because of this pivotal role, to have a
great impact on strategy implementation effectiveness and subsequently
organization performance. Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982) were amongst the
first to suggest that middle managers were central to the strategy formulation
process. After a stream of research which will be reviewed in the literature review
that follows, Floyd and Wooldridge (2000:39) asserted that middle managers were
uniquely positioned between top management priorities and operating level

realities.



Figure 1. Initial conceptual model A: Influence and communication through

the Strategic Management Process

Initial Conceptual Model A
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Figure 2. Initial conceptual model B: Relationships and influence
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1.3 Purpose of the Research

The material above has focused and framed a research study that will seek to

pursue six objectives. Specifically the research will:

- Review the literature to establish the strategic significance of middle
managers. This will require a review of literatures encompassing
research into strategic processes / strategic decision making, strategy
implementation, top management and middle management strategic

behaviour.
- Identify and confirm the strategic roles played by middle managers.

- Identify and confirm if, and how the strategic roles of middle managers

impact organization performance.

- Demonstrate how the strategic roles of the Top Management Team and
middle managers interact to shape the strategic context of the

organization and give rise to specific strategy-making modes.

- Identify the impact of strategy making modes on organization

performance.

- Investigate the inter-relationships between middle management
strategic roles, organization strategy making modes and organization

performance.
1.4 Research Questions

The research objectives above are targeted on two key questions that this study will
attempt to answer:

First: What do middle managers actually do in an organization’s
strategic management process and what impact does this have on
performance?

Second: How does the interaction between top managers and others,
primarily middle managers, effect the strategic process and impact

organization performance?

10



(A more detailed elaboration of these questions, benefiting from the literature

review, is found on pages 133-134 of the Research Methodology chapter.)

1.5 Expected Contribution

By replicating two proven bodies of research work, the research will attempt to
confirm the strategic roles that middle managers undertake and identify the
strategy making modes that exist within organizations. Subsequently, the research
will first demonstrate the impact on organization performance of middle
management strategic roles. Then, it will identify how collaboration between top
managers and middle managers can result in improved organization performance.
In sum, this research study will add to a stream of inquiry that supports the
strategic importance of middle managers.

As noted above, much of the research into the strategic behaviour and
performance of the organization has emanated with the Upper Echelons theory.
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984) While the importance of top management in the
strategic process cannot be denied, this emphasis has blurred or minimized the
impact of research which has sought both to clarify strategic processes and identify
other actors, both internal and external to the organization. Despite admonitions
from leaders in the field, (Pettigrew, 1992, West & Schwenk, 1996) and meta texts
which have laid out a much more complex strategic arena, (Mintzberg, Ahlstrand
& Lampel 1998, Pettigrew, Thomas & Whittington, 2002) the simplicity and
appeal of linking TMT characteristics directly to performance is sustained.

Similarly, the 1990’s were characterized by practicing managers seeking
simple solutions for corporate challenges. As “cost cutting”, “de-layering”, “re-
engineering” and other bottom line driven initiatives swept the business landscape,
the middle manager was in the line of fire. Only later would organizations realize
that corporate memory, internal networking, management succession, and strategic
facilitation had suffered. (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996)

Fortunately, as the literature review will reveal, research into the strategic
importance of middle managers has grown into a significant body of work. By
synthesizing the results of this prior research, a foundation for confirming the
strategic roles of middle managers will be established. As noted above, the middle

managers’ strategic role will also be positioned within the context of the strategic

11



management process, strategic decision making and strategy implementation as
well in relation to the strategic roles of the top management and their interaction
with the middle.

Tables 1 and 3 highlight key aspects of each of these areas and a sample of the
research that address them.

The foundation literature pointed towards two theoretical concepts that
accounted for and reflected much of the research and theory development that had
gone before.

First was the notion that middle managers could affect strategy formulation
by exercising upward influence towards top management, while affecting strategy
implementation through downward influence on the operating level of the
organization. Both of these patterns of influence resulted in positive impacts on
organization performance. This was refined and empirically proven in the work of
Floyd and Wooldridge, (1992,1994,1996) who modeled and empirically validated
the four strategic roles of middle managers noted above.

Patterns of interaction between top managers and other levels, particularly
the middle, form the basis for the second over-arching concept. The development
and existence of strategy making modes that affect organization performance
resulted from Hart’s (1991,1992) attempts to integrate and synthesize prior
research into strategic decision making. He was able to establish, and empirically
validate, five distinct modes of strategy making and their individual or combined
impact on performance.

This study will attempt to replicate and extend the results of these two
seminal pieces of research. The research will initially confirm the distinct strategic
roles of middle managers and their impact on performance, and the existence of
strategy making modes with subsequent effects on performance. Thereafter, the
study will investigate and attempt to establish the culminating or parallel impacts
of middle management strategic roles and top management’s involvement in
collaborative strategic processes as reflected in the existence of particular strategy

making modes.

1.6 Thesis Outline.
Figure 3, on page 14, provides a graphical representation of the key elements that

make up this thesis. First, a comprehensive literature review will span five key

12



areas / perspectives of the strategic management process. Implications draw from
this review will provide the basis for refining the research questions and
structuring the research hypothesis. The fourth chapter will review the research
methodology that gave rise to the results presented and analyzed in the next
chapter. In the final chapter conclusions and recommendations for future study are

presented.

1.7 Chapter Summary

This introductory chapter provided an overview of a number of key issues
surrounding the strategic management process. These included strategic decision
making, strategic planning, implementation, and key strategic actors including top
and middle management. The traditional role of middle managers, leading
implementation under direction from the top, was contrasted against a possibly
pivotal role between the top and operating levels of the organization.

It was identified that the research involves a broad literature review across a
number of areas relating to the strategic management process, identification of the
strategic roles of middle managers and their impact on performance, and the

outlining of strategy making modes and their performance impact.
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Figure 3 THESIS OUTLINE
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews five major areas and / or perspectives on the strategic

management process. Figure 4 summarizes the elements and flow of the literature
review.

Figure 4.

LITERATURE REVIEW OUTLINE

Strategic Decision
Making

v

Top Management Team Perspective
(On the Strategic Management Process)

v

Strategy Implementation

v

Middle Management Perspective
(On the Strategic Management Process)

v

Collaboration between the TMT and Middle
(Strategy Making Models)

v

Implications for Research into Strategic Roles
of Middle Managers

Strategic Decision Making, is reviewed from the perspectives of those
researchers who have sought to develop integrated models and frameworks and in
order to highlight contents, processes and participants that contribute to decision
making effectiveness.

The Top Management Team Perspective undertakes a comprehensive
examination of a range of areas that affect the TMT’s contribution to the strategic

process. Evolution of the TMT role from the initial interpretation of the Upper
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Echelons Theory (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) and as leaders of a rational-
analytical approach to the strategic process, emerge from this section’s review.

The review of Strategy Implementation provides the opportunity to
highlight research that has focused on how strategy gets translated into action.
Roles of the TMT, middle managers and the operating level are highlighted in
order to identify those characteristics that contribute to implementation
effectiveness and result in improved organization performance.

Involvement, influence and impact of middle managers in the strategic
management process are a key aspect of the literature and research reviewed in the
Middle Management Perspective section. Roles played by middle managers in the
strategic process are a major output of this section.

Starting with the work of Bourgeois and Brodwin (1984), the next section
reviews strategy-making models, which feature collaboration between top
management and middle managers.

It should be noted that throughout all sections of this literature review,
evidence of involvement, influence and impact of middle managers are
highlighted. This will aid in building a complete picture of their existing and
potential participation in the strategic process.

Finally, a summary section highlights the key findings, and a selection of
the researchers that identified them, from the review that have the potential to
affect the research study which is outlined in the next chapter.

Table 1: “MAJOR ELEMENTS OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW, Topics,
concepts, and selected references.”, commencing at page 17, provides an overview
of research and key findings in each of the major topic areas. Each of these areas is

comprehensively reviewed in the relevant sections of this chapter.
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2.2 Strategic Decision-Making.

“Strategic Decision Making” (SDM) is only one element of an overall strategic
process in an organization. However, the literature review in this area will follow
the path laid out by a majority of researchers who have placed SDM, and its impact
on organization performance, at the pinnacle of strategic process research. (See for
example Papadakis et.al., 1998, Schwenk, 1995)

This approach requires caution, as strategic process in an organization is an
extremely fluid concept. While some organizations cling to the formal rational
analytical processes that Mintzberg (1990,1994) characterized as the Design
School, others have incorporated varying degrees of emergent processes to offset
their intentional / deliberate strategies. Mintzberg et.al. (1998) identified ten
strategic process models, which described how organizations approach
development and implementation of strategy. Dimensions such as the nature of
strategy, process characteristics, leadership behaviour, and the actors involved in
the process differentiate the models (Mintzberg et.al. 1998:354-359)

Decision-making can occur through structured processes of analysis,
alternative generation and weighted decision making. (See Simon 1993:134)
However, in some business sectors, the rate of change and need to respond quickly
and flexibly to a shifting external environment requires organizations to make
“decisions on the fly”. Ironically this situation requires that organizations have
access to more relevant data, greater integration between strategy and action, and a
higher level of cross level collaboration than in a classical organization process.
(Eisenhardt, 1989, Brown and Eisenhardt, 1998)

The way that one views strategy formulation is very much dependent on
one’s assumptions about the decision context and the characteristics of the process.
As many researchers have linked the strategic decision process directly to
organization performance outcomes, it is important to understand the relationships
that have been postulated.

Six different models or perspectives of strategic decision processes and
strategy making will be reviewed.

Rajagopalan, Rasheed and Datta (1993) propose three sets of contextual
antecedent factors; environmental, organizational and decision specific that

significantly influence strategic decision process characteristics. The
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environmental factor includes such attributes as uncertainty and complexity.
Internal power structures, organization slack, past strategy and performance are
significant organization influences. The third set of attributes addresses the reality
that individual decision processes vary significantly in organizations. Urgency,
corporate impact, and available resources are among elements that can change the
process. These three sets of characteristics shape the process that, in turn, impacts
both economic and non-economic outcomes, such as ROI, sales, commitment and
decision speed. Figure 5. reproduces their integrated model.

Papadakis et. al. (1998) supports the view that an integrated model of decision
process is required. They confirm that decision specific, environmental and
organizational factors are required but add management factors as a fourth
element. They also found that decision specific factors, such as magnitude of
impact, threat or level of capital investment, have a much greater influence on the

Figure 5. Strategic Decision Processes: An Integrative Framework

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS:
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS *Past performance & Strategies DECISION-SPECIFIC FACTORS
sUncertainty sOrganization Structure «Decision Impetus/Motive
e«Complexity sPower Distribution sDecision Urgency
sMunificence *Organization size *Outcome Uncertainty/Risk
sTop Management Team eDecision Complexity
Characteristics

DECISION PROCESS CHARATERISTICS
sComprehensiveness
«Extent of Rationality
sDegree of Political Actlvity i
sParticlpation/involvernent -

v

eDuration/Lengih
«Exlent/Type of Conflict

A
v

po e —————— e e ]

R —— P PROCESS OUTCOMES -l
eDecision Quality
sTimeliness
+Speed
sCommitment
+QOrganizational Learning

h
ECONOMIC OUTCOMES
*RoI/ROA
sGrowth in Sales/Profit
eMarket Share
sStock Price

Strategic Decision Processes: An Integrative Framework
(Adapted from Rajagopalan, Rasheed and Datta -1993)

A 4

decision than the other three elements. Surprisingly, most characteristics of the top

management team had little impact on the decision, except where greater
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participation from other levels, particularly middle management, was required.
Figure 6 outlines the key elements of the model.

Following an exhaustive review of the strategic change literature, Rajagopalan and
Spreitzer (1997) proposed an integrative framework that has many similar
foundations to the previous two models. They build it after applying three
theoretical lenses to the literature. The rational lens perspective draws from the
early days of strategic planning when strategic change was based on planned,
sequential searches for the optimum solution. Environmental and organizational
factors were considered to be objectively determined, directly influencing change
as strengths or weaknesses. One significant weakness in the rational perspective to
strategic change is that most of the organizational outcomes focus on financial
outcomes alone, and research results have been decidedly equivocal. In the second
perspective, the learning lens approach, strategic change is an iterative process.
Managers take actions that may incrementally impact the environment and the

Figure 6. Factors influencing strategic decision-making processes

TOP M A NAGEMENT
C E O TOP MANAGEMENTTEAM
: g‘ijsul;:triizensity » Level of Education
g Al  Aggressive Philosophy
NATURE OF SD DECISION PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS

* GENERIC CHARACTERISTICS (e.g))
« Magnitude of Impact
sThreat Crisis

Rationality / Comprehensiveness
Financial Reporting
Formallzation

*Frequency Hierarchical Decentralization
Lateral Communication
* TYPE OF D (s.9.) Politicizatlon

¢ New Business Investment Problem Solving Dissenslons
e  Investment in Capital
Equipment

. Investment in Marketing

B ROADETR
EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT

s Heterogeneity
¢  Dynamism
o Hoslility

CONTEXT
INTERNAL CONTEXT

sInternal Firm Characteristics {eg: planning formality)

-Performance (return on assets, growth)

»Comorate Control/Ownership Type (eg: SOE, private Greek
company, subsidiary of Multinational

«Size (number of employees)

Factors influencing strategic decision-making processes
(Papadakis, Lioukas and Chambers) - 1998

organization and subsequently cause major or minor shifts in company strategy. In

this perspective managerial actions are accorded a central role and the relationship
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with the environmental factors and the organization context is dynamic. Managers
attempt to understand and anticipate the environment, shape the organization and
have a direct impact on strategic change. As will be noted in future sections, the
learning orientation to strategic process results in an evolutionary and dynamic
model. Rather than strategy content being fixed, deliberate and the major
determinant of outcomes, managers are able to build and influence new directions
and outcomes. (Burgelman, 1983, Simon, 1993, Mintzberg et.al 1998: 176-231) In
the third perspective the “thinking patterns “ of managers enter as an explicit
determinant of managerial actions and strategic change. While managerial
cognitions have been accepted by researchers as implicitly influencing actions
which impacted upon strategic change, this perspective demonstrates that
knowledge structures, core beliefs, cognitive maps etc. have an explicit role to play
in strategic processes. The authors suggest that managerial cognitions, through
which they interpret organization conditions, may have a more direct influence on
strategic change than the objective measures used in the rational lens perspective.
While the three perspectives reviewed by Rajogopalan and Spreitzer are based on
differing theoretical assumptions and each has limitations, they combine them into
one master model (Figure 7.) The integrated framework overcomes the limitations
of the individual perspectives and allows the significance of managerial processes,
the antecedents and consequences of strategic change and the impact of managerial
cognitions and actions on strategic content to be assessed within both the
organization and environmental context.

The fourth model reviewed was that of Strategic Decision-Making
Effectiveness developed by Dean and Sharfman (1996). The fundamental
assumption underlying their work was that different strategic decision making
processes lead to different strategic choices that result in different outcomes. Their
model focuses on “strategic decision effectiveness” which they define as “the
extent to which a decision achieves the objectives established by management at
the time it is made.” (1996:372) Selecting constructs that would be incorporated
into the model, Dean and Sharfiman identified items that were central to the
decision-making literature, and were logically and empirically distinct. Also, they
were consistent with their argument that strategic decision processes take place

within an environmental context and result in outcomes that are affected by the

30



Figure 7. Strategic Change: A Multi-Lens Framework:

A

——

Environmental
Conditions &
Changes

Managerial
Cognitions

! A

Changes in the

Organizational

Content of Strategy Outcomes

Managerial
Actions

Organizational Conditions
& Changes

A A

Strategic Change: A Multi-Lens Framework
{Rajagopolan and Spreitzer)- 1997

strategic choices. Based on these criteria the following model was postulated.

(Figure 8)

Direct Links ——
Learning Links ~===-- >

Figure 8. Strategic Decision-Making Effectiveness Model

Environmental
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Strategic Decision-Making Effectiveness Model®
(Dean and Sharfman) - 1996
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Procedural rationality was defined as the extent to which the decision process
involves the orderly collection and analysis of data and was expected to have a
positive impact on decision effectiveness. Decision making rationality appears to
be a consistent element of SDM models, and generally is found to support effective
decisions and subsequently organization performance. In contrast, political
behaviour is found to be a negative influence on effective decisions. The authors
argue that effective decisions are based on organizational goals, complete and
accurate information about the relationship between choices and outcomes, and
recognize environmental constraints. Political processes, common to most
organizations, tend to focus on individual or group self-interest, distort information
and are introspective. Two environmental factors are included in the model.
Environmental instability measures the degree of change in the markets and
technology of the industry in which the firm operates. As noted above, dynamic
environments have a greater need for information collection on which to base
strategic decisions and action. Rational processes seem to support decision-making
effectiveness under these conditions. Environmental favourability was included as
a control factor to recognize that environmental conditions may support
implementation after a strategic choice is made.

Dean and Sharfman’s final construct, quality of decision implementation,
was included to recognize that how well a decision is implemented can have a
significant effect on decision effectiveness. The authors assert that without this
control factor one does not know whether an ineffective decision results from poor
decision process or poor implementation.

The Strategic Decision-Making Effectiveness Model was empirically tested
in an extensive field study which confirmed the significance of all the constructs
and validated the assumptions identified above. In essence, the authors were able
to assert that decision process matters and that managers have the power to
influence the strategic success of their organizations through these processes.

A model that attempts to both integrate and balance the two schools of
academic thought on the strategic decision processes was the subject of Khatri’s
doctoral dissertation. (1994) He sought to develop a model that would address the
concepts advanced by those who view strategy development as synoptic formalism
and those who adopt logical incrementalism as their base. Synoptic formalism is a

highly rational, proactive decision process that involves establishing goals,

32



monitoring the environment, assessing internal capabilities, outlining alternatives,
and establishing an explicit business strategy. Logical incrementalism, in contrast,
implies that strategy cannot be predetermined. Consistent with his view of
emergent strategy, Mintzberg (1994: 108) defines it as “a process of gradual
evolution of strategy driven by conscious managerial thought”. The author’s view
was that one’s assumptions about the strategic process dictate patterns of decision
making and implementation. Synoptic formalism leads to a highly explicit
approach, whereas logical incrementalism furthers informal an intuitive processes.
After a review of past research he selected three constructs, of six
identified, as independent variables which would serve to allow a manageable
study that investigated the effectiveness of strategic decision processes in light of
the two strategic schools. ”Strategic rationality” refers to the formal, systematic
and analytical approach to decision making. ”Intuitive synthesis” is defined as
expertise or experience that is based on deep knowledge of problems that
continually come up in a job or the environment. “Formulation-implementation
dichotomy “ denotes the idea that formulation and implementation functions are
sequential or separated from each other. This last construct has potentially great
significance for the relationship between TMT members and other organization
members, particularly middle managers, who are called upon to adopt strategy and
implement it. In the synoptic orientation thinkers (the TMT?) are separated from
doers through top down management. Incrementalism, in contrast, brings about a
process where formulation and implementation merge in a fluid process of learning
and strategy creation. The role of the TMT is to integrate the simultaneous
incremental processes of strategy development and implementation. In contrast to
the uni-directional synoptic orientation, shared involvement of the top, middle and
operating levels is key. Mintzberg notes that “the power over the process must rest
with the people who have an intimate sense of the context in which strategies have
to work™. (1994:274) “Environmental complexity and dynamism” is viewed as a
moderating variable in this model. Complexity refers to the number, diversity and
breadth of environmental factors and dynamism refers to the rate of change or
uncertainty of the factors. The two figures below demonstrate how the major

constructs relate and indicators that can be used to measure them. (Figures 9. & 10)
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In pursuit of an integrated framework for strategy making processes Hart (1992)
evolved a significantly different approach, after reviewing a literature base not
unrelated to those referenced by the researchers whose work has been cited
previously in this section. Hart’s framework is constructed around the
complementary roles that top managers and organization members play in strategy
makiné\}le uses as his parameters the spectrum of roles / relationships that top
managers and organization members can assume during strategic activities. On one
extreme he notes that top managers can develop strategy at the top and pass it
down for implementation. This role, which he calls the commander, is contrasted
with the role of sponsor where the TMT recognizes and supports strategy that has
emerged from below. Similarly, organization members assume roles ranging from
the good soldier, where they implement plans as directed by the TMT, to that of
entrepreneur where they are free to pursue self-directed strategic initiatives.

Figure 9. Relationships between strategy process constructs and organization

Strategic
rationality

Strategy assumptions Intuitive Orga.mzatlonal
(synoptic or incremental) | > synthesis performan ce

\

performance

Formulation-
Implementation
dichotomy

Strategy assumptions ——> Strategic decision processes — Organizational performance

Relationships between strategy process constructs and organizational performance
(per Khatri)
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Figure 10.

I Analytical techniques The Operational Model: (per Khatri)
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\ Managerial knowledge
[
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Impl tati
I Feedback from market dr:]c];] (ftn(: ::; jlion

| Flexibitity

The Operational Model (per Khatri)

Using these complementary relationships as the basis, Hart defines five strategy-
making modes. (See Figure 11) In the command mode a strong CEO and TMT
exercise total control over the firm. Strategy is deliberate, the result of rational
analysis, and employees are expected to implement it without question. A
compelling vision and clear mission created by the TMT are central to the
symbolic mode. Strategies and tactics flow from the vision and mission. The
TMT’s role is to motivate and inspire employees to achieve these. The rational
mode is much more comprehensive and features shared data gathering, analysis
and strategy formulation. Employee participation is highly formalized, within
defined structure and processes. Progress in implementing the strategy is carefully
controlled and monitored by management. In the transactive mode formal
processes are replaced by dynamic interaction and learning. Strategy formulation
requires broad interaction with stakeholders. Internally, cross-functional
communication is key. The boundaries between strategy formulation and
implementation are blurred. The autonomy of organization members is at its
highest in the generative mode of strategy making. TMT members encourage risk
taking and sponsor high potential ideas that are developed from below. In contrast
to the deliberate, rational / analytical strategy making featured in both the

command and symbolic modes, the generative mode exhibits many of the
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characteristics of the emergent form of strategy identified by Mintzberg. (1994).

Ongoing adjustment of strategy occurs as new innovations emerge from

employees. (Table 2)

The six models above provide a good overview of integrative perspectives

on strategic decision making processes. However, a number of researchers have

studied the impact and / or significance of specific factors or forces on the process.

Given the acknowledged importance of strategic decision making to strategy

implementation and organization performance, a summary of this research makes a

valuable contribution to future research. The remainder of this section highlights

specific items.

Figure 11. Strategy Making Modes and Firm Performance
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Table 2.

An Integrative Framework for Strategy-Making Processes (per Hart)

Descriptors Command Symbolic __ Rational Transactive  Generative
Style (Imperial) (Cultural)  (Analytical) (Procedural)  (Organic)
Strategy Strategy Strategy Strategy Strategy
Driven by Driven by driven by driven by driven by
Leader or mission formal internal organizational
Small top and a structure and  process and  actors’
team vision of  planning mutual initiatve
the future  systems adjustment
Role of Top (Commander) (Coach) (Boss) (Facilitator)  (Sponsor)
Management
Private Motivate  Evaluate and ~ Empower Endorse and
direction and control and enable support
inspire
Role of (Soldier) (Player) (Subordinate) (Participant) (Entrepreneur)
Organizational
Members
Obey orders  Respond  Follow the Learn and Experiment
to system improve and take risks
challenge

2.21 Strategic Planning, Decision-Making Effectiveness and Organization

Performance.

Strategic Planning has had a checkered history, both as a corporate vehicle and as a
subject of academic research. Generally associated with the formal, structured
process that supported the rational-analytical approaches of the Design School
(Mintzberg 1994, Mintzberg et.al. 1998), strategic planning has often been seen as
cumbersome, complex and slow to respond.

However, for many corporate organizations it remains the central element
of their strategic management process. It is the means by which new strategic ideas
are surfaced and evaluated, and the key input to strategic decision-making /
strategy formulation. Three questions appear to guide contemporary research in
respect to strategic planning. “How does it occur?” focuses on the elements of the
processes utilized. “Who is involved?” identifies the participants and the leaders.
“Does it matter?” addresses the impact of strategic planning on strategic decision-
making effectiveness and organization performance.

Reducing the classical decision making to a process of choosing from pre-
determined alternatives, Simon (1993:134) identifies three skill sets that are

essential for participation in a contemporary strategic planning process. The ability
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to anticipate the shape of an uncertain future. Skill at generating alternatives
required for operational success in changed environments. Capability to implement
new plans rapidly. While, as noted below, these are consistent with the needs of an
effective strategic process in a dynamic environment, Simon proposes that these
are the basis for a flexible, inclusive and comprehensive process. He also argues
against specialized planning groups on the basis that they have a tendency to be
wrapped up in responding to short-term TMT demands and also become isolated
from the mainstream organization. Simon (1993:139) asserts that “ participation of
many organization members in a strategic planning process is the surest way of
securing the dissemination of ideas that is the basis for implementation.” Further,
he proposes that there should be broad organization involvement in problem
identification and alternative generation, “the crucial components of strategy”
(pp.141), as making strategic decisions, generally a TMT responsibility, is only the
last and not necessarily most important step. Also, immersion in the strategic
process leads to effective implementation.

While Simon represents a number of researchers (Kanter, 1982, Pettigrew
and Whipp, 1991, Miller, 1997) calling for more extensive involvement beyond the
top level, and reflects much of the argument of Mintzberg in respect to emergent
strategy and the learning school (1994,1998), there are those who do not accept
that the key TMT role should be left to maintaining balance between operating and
planning imperatives.

Although he accepted the need for the strategic process to remain fluid,
and for strategic direction and implementation to be flexible, Lorange (1985)
supported a much greater degree of control and coordination from the corporate
centre. The top-down / bottom-up dialogue that he recognized was essential for
both new and established businesses, was none-the-less focused on satisfying
corporate needs. Integrating the business units into the corporate strategy, rather
than modifying the strategy to meet local needs, was predominant. Also, the
recognition of and acceptance of advice from specialists and leaders at the
corporate level was the norm. This places the TMT as the source of strategic
wisdom and operational advice. It must be noted that Lorange did not advocate an
authoritarian style, as the value of business unit level input was clearly
acknowledged, particularly when there was a great deal of operating level

uncertainty.
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Anderson (2000) in an empirical study of the traditional strategic planning and
autonomous actions, the foundation of emergent strategic processes, arrived at an
apparently dichotomous conclusion that might support both Simon’s and Lorange’s
arguments. He found that “ strategic planning is associated with superior
performance in all of the industrial settings investigated, and exists in tandem with
autonomous actions to enhance firm performance in dynamic industries.” (pp.185)
This conclusion is more significant, given his definition of strategy. That is, long
term goals and objectives determined by the corporate leadership, and the
corporate strategy process as a hierarchical process where the TMT outline an
overall plan based on corporate goals, after which general management develops
goals and plans which are then cascaded to middle managers.

His study did indeed confirm that organizations utilizing a strategic
planning approach consistent with this traditional paradigm of corporate strategy
obtained superior performance. However, he also found that autonomous processes
existed side by side in the same organization with classical strategic planning and
did influence organization performance. But, the impact of strategic planning
processes and autonomous actions appear to be largely independent of each other,
and do not seem to reinforce each other.

“ The existence of autonomous actions imply that managers below the top
management level can make decisions with strategic implications without prior
approval from top management. The autonomous actions of managers provide fast
and adaptive responses and facilitate strategic experimentation that can allow the
organization to update its knowledge about the environmental conditions and
devise adaptive responses.” (Anderson, 2000:190). If this mechanism does not
feed into the more formal strategic planning process, but co-exists in parallel, then
there are significant challenges involved in managing the strategic process across
the organization.

Broader research seems to support the view that strategic planning does
matter, in respect to its ability to influence organization performance. Although
some empirical research was equivocal, (West and Schwenk, 1996), two meta
studies supported the positive orientation. Both reviews looked at studies done
during the past two decades and attempted to assess the overall effects of Strategic
Planning on performance. Miller and Cardinal (1994) asserted that after reviewing

26 separate studies they were able to show a strong relationship between planning
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and growth and profitability. Firm size, capital intensity and turbulence were
introduced as contingency variables and the researchers adjusted for
methodological error. Superficially the analysis conducted by Boyd (1991) does
not appear to offer as much strength to the argument. Aggregating the results of 29
studies he found that the effect of strategic planning on firm performance to be
very weak. However, he also uncovered considerable measurement errors that lead
him to conclude that the findings significantly underestimate the true relationship

between planning and performance.

2.22 Involvement and Strategic Consensus

Although the bulk of research into the strategic management process has focused
on the role and impact of the TMT, it has been recognized that the quality of
decisions and their translation into operational outcomes depends on middle and
operational level managers. (Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982), Rajagopalan,
Rasheed, Datta and Spreitzer (1997))

Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982) suggested that organizational decision
making practices could be categorized on two continuous variables. The degree of
agreement on preferences for outcomes, and the degree of uncertainty about cause
and effect relations. Effective resolution of this dichotomy requires input and
involvement at all levels and not necessérily in a way which conforms to classical
hierarchy. The authors were one of the first researchers to assert that the middle
manager played a critical balancing role in the strategic process, occupying the
organizational ground between top management and the operating level.

While research supports the value of strategic consensus amongst TMT members,
(Bowman and Ambrosini, 1997) other recent research supports the view that
agreement with and / or alignment to strategic decisions across organization levels
has a major influence on organization performance. (Hart 1991, 1992, Floyd and
Wooldridge, 1992, Fiegenbaum, Hart, and Schendel, 1996)

Floyd and Wooldridge (1992B) define consensus in a much broader
organization context that has its foundation in the dual premises of shared
understanding and commitment. They define strategic consensus as “agreement
among top, middle, and operating-level managers on fundamental priorities of the
organization. This agreement shows itself in the actual decisions taken by

managers, and its strength can be assessed along both cognitive (shared
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perceptions) and emotional (commitment) dimensions”(pp.28). The authors argue
that extending the concept of consensus to include other than TMT members is
essential to effective strategy implementation. If middle and operating level
managers are ill informed or not supportive of corporate or SBU level strategy then
failure to execute strategies is quite likely.

Fiegenbaum, Hart and Schendel (1996) in proposing the concept of
Strategic Reference Points (SRP) predict, that in addition to the nature and
frequency of SRPs, the level of consensus between top management and other
organizational members in respect to SRPs will affect organization performance.
The authors assert that recognizing and responding effectively to strategic
reference points requires the balancing of paradoxical capabilities, broad vision
with attention to detail, an external and internal focus, and flexibility with stability.
This is best achieved when all organization actors are all aligned. Involvement in
framing the strategic issue and in decision making is clearly the way this is
achieved. Without this, strategic divergence and counter-productive divergent
action is likely. Guth and MacMillan, (1986) identified that this can occur when
the TMT overlooks employee involvement and ignores upward input.

Papadakis and Barwise (1997), summarizing the themes of current
research, suggest that involvement and efforts to establish consensus have two
major benefits. First, it contributes to a better organization performance through
shared goals, shared effort and smooth implementation. Secondly, it recognizes
that middle managers may have a better sense of emerging threats and
opportunities and that delegating the power to make strategic decisions will also
result in improved performance.

Commenting on the work of Wooldridge and Floyd (1989), Bowman and
Ambrosini (1997) note that it is likely that middle managers have a different view
or perception of strategic priorities than the top. Subsequently they are more likely
to shape realized strategy. These perceptions may be out of line with those of top
managers and espoused corporate strategy. Intended and realized strategy will not

confirm to a top-down model of decision making or planning.

2.23 Strategic Decision-making in a Dynamic Environment
As demonstrated with respect to the integrated strategic decision models discussed

above, factors within the organization’s operating environment play a significant
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role in the decision-making process, strategy implementation and firm
performance. This is particularly true with respect to organizations that are
developing and implementing strategy in dynamic environments.

Characteristics of a dynamic environment are a high rate of change,
uncertainty and / or unpredictability of the environment. In these circumstances top
management must exhibit greater adaptability and high-speed decision making.
This has the potential for creating significant differences between intended and
realized strategy,

Two competing perspectives have been advanced with respect to the impact
of environmental dynamism on rational strategic decision-making. One suggests
that unstable environments are not conducive to rational processes because they
require comprehensiveness, time and integration. Priem, Rasheed and Kotulic
(1995) in their review of the contrasting literature, draw attention to the research of
Fredrickson and his colleagues in respect to this position. (For example, in
cooperation with laquinto (1989) he concludes that fast decisions are usually made
using a less thorough decision process with limited information, analysis, and
participation.) In contrast, Eisenhardt (1989) concluded that decision-makers in
dynamic environments actually gather more information, consider more
alternatives and engage a higher percentage of organization leaders in the decision.
What is different is that they accelerate their processes dramatically. However,
despite the speed, the processes used are highly rational and integrated. Her
position was supported by Papadakis and Barwise (1997:281)) who noted in their
concluding remarks that in dynamic environments “successful strategies tend to
emerge both from formal plans and from a series of decisions, often initiated by
mid-level managers close to markets and technologies. The strategic decisions that
form the building blocks of this kind of “emergent” strategy usually involve
resource allocation often including substantial capital investment. (Therefore)
strategic decisions are also the building blocks through which deliberate strategy is
implemented.”

Kahtri (1994) pursued a “middle ground” with respect to the impact of
strategic rationality on organization performance in complex and dynamic
environments. He hypothesized that “strategic rationality will have a curvilinear
relationship with organization performance. That is, a moderate level of strategic

rationality will be associated with high performance; high and low levels of
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strategic rationality will be associated with low organization performance.”(pp.23)
His research identified that high performance might be associated with all three
conditions. Results from the stable environment conformed with the view of
Fredrickson et. al., that strategic rationality is positively related to organization
performance. As expected, results drawn from the total study sample showed that
for companies with higher complexity and dynamism, higher emphasis on strategic
rationality resulted in lower performance. However, a specific sample drawn from
the computer industry identified that better performance resulted from greater
amounts of rationality. It would appear that highly dynamic, “high-velocity”
environments might benefit from rational strategic processes.

The results of the study undertaken by Priem, Rasheed and Kotulic (1995)
strongly supported the notion that environmental dynamism was a moderator of the
rationality-performance relationship. However, it found that the moderating impact
was in the opposite direction to that suggested by Fredrickson and colleagues. The
relationship was highly positive when firms faced highly dynamic environments
and non-existent in medium or low levels of dynamism. Eisenhardt and Brown
(1998: 27-56) suggest that the challenge facing managers in dynamic environments
is to balance the requirements of formal structure / process with innovation and
improvisation while avoiding the dual “sins” of bureaucracy and chaos. As with
her previous work, Eisenhardt acknowledges that managers do follow a rational
and inclusive process, gathering more data at high speed. However, the research of
these authors shows that the strategic processes of successful, highly dynamic
companies are less structured, inclusive at all levels of the organization, and

feature diverse networks of simultaneous strategic communication.

2.3 Top Management Team (TMT) Perspective

2.31 Introduction

The significance of the top management team (TMT) in providing guidance and
direction to the strategic management process of the organization has been well
established in the literature for at least 15years. Hambrick and Mason (1984), in
their seminal presentation of the “Upper Echelons Perspective of the Organization”

suggested that the characteristics of the TMT act as determinants of strategic
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choice and, because of these choices, organization performance. In the intervening
years there has been a great deal of research focusing on these characteristics and
their impact on performance, as well as the processes which occur within the TMT
and between it and elements in the external environment and the organization.
Although Hambrick (1994) later questioned whether the TMT was as focused and
cohesive as he had earlier implied, he did reassert that any researcher wanting to
predict or explain organization outcomes should pay particular attention to the
characteristics, interactions and experiences of the executives at the top of the
organization.

However, the relatively straightforward model which Hambrick and Mason
had proposed to delineate the relationships between TMT characteristics, strategic
choices and organization performance posed significant challenges to researchers.
As a precursor to outlining an integrative framework for strategy making
processes, Hart (1992) summarizes a detailed literature review of the strategy field
by identifying three major themes. First is the focus on rational-analytical strategic
process, which dominates both academic and practitioner approaches to strategy
formulation. The symbolic role of the TMT in providing strategic leadership to the
organization is the second. That “implementation problems” emerge as the third
major theme, suggests an area of concern and potential challenge to the implied
causal relationship between TMT strategic choice and organization performance.

While much of the research supports the relationship between particular
TMT characteristics and performance, there are a number of inconsistencies
between research on similar factors. Schwenk (1995), in a review of strategic
decision making research, identifies both the tendency of researchers to translate
strong relationships between TMT characteristics and organization performance
into propositions that the characteristics cause the performance, and that the results
of much of the research are “weak”. He implies that as much of the research relies
on public data sources, the weakness is a result of a failure to identify other factors
that affect performance besides the quality of the decision making.

Implicit to the acceptance of the Upper Echelons theory and much of the
research that has cascaded from it is the notion that “the performance of an
organization is ultimately a reflection of its top managers” Hambrick, 1987:88. As
a foundation to the original theory the authors premised their argument on the view

that top executives mattered and could shape the strategic future of the
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organization, rather than be swept along by it. (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) By
extension, much of the research into the TMT’s strategic roles has focused on the
link between characteristics such as composition, demographics, process, and
relationships on organization performance.

In the following sections, research which details the roles undertaken by the
TMT in the strategic management process, is reviewed. Topics covered include the
composition of the TMT, TMT characteristics and their effect on performance,
TMT roles in SDM including internal and external communication, and the impact
of conflict, consensus, dissonance, managerial discretion, and organization

structure on SDM effectiveness.

2.32 Who is the Top Management Team?

Hambrick (1995) observed that the emergence of the TMT in the academic
literature after 1980 represented a significant shift in the focus of thinking about
executive leadership. Prior to that time there had been a bias towards the “all
powerful” role of the CEO, despite the dominant coalition concept advanced by-
Cyert and March (1962).

Defining the TMT as “the relatively small group of the most influential
executives at the apex of an organization”, Hambrick draws upon his work with
CEOs to identify that the TMT usually includes all who report to the CEO.
Although he drew on a good cross sectional sample of CEOs and organizations, to
establish that on average the TMT consisted of nine members evenly split between
line and staff, the variability in responses only served to highlight the dilemma
confronting TMT researchers. It is the inconsistency in defining who the top team
is that Pettigrew (1992) attributes to contributing to the variation in empirical
results.

One common approach is to ask the CEO. Here the focus is on the
“exclusive” or “active TMT subset” (West and Schwenk 1996), the group of
executives that make “key decisions”. Similarly Smith, Smith, Olian & Sims et.al.
(1994) polled CEOs to identify the members of their “real” management teams.
Their finding that an overwhelming majority of those named were also officers of
the corporation is consistent with Haleblian and Finkelstein (1993) who selected
their TMT samples on the basis of “all corporate officers who were also board

members”. Implicit in the selection of the TMT sample in both cases is the
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dominant coalition concept which accepts that a small inner circle of top managers
make the critical decisions. In a more specific approach, Amason (1996) asked
CEOs to identify a small number of the most recent key strategic decisions and
then to identify the top managers involved in these decisions.

Regardless of the method chosen to define the TMT, there is one common
reason that threads throughout the literature. The inclusion of executives and
managers who do not have a great impact on strategic decisions may distort data
and reduce the credibility of the results. (Miller, Burke & Glick 1998). Wiersema
and Bantel (1992) attempted to avoid this by defining the TMT as the top two tiers
of the organization regardless of titles. They acknowledged that the arbitrary
selection of everyone with the title “Vice-President” and above could take the
researcher five levels down in some organizations. “By defining the top
management team as the two highest executive levels, regardless of titles used, we

achieved greater consistency across the sample of firms than have other studies”

(pp.104)

Although the survey instruments used later in this research allowed self-selection
by the respondents of “top management” or “middle management” roles, this
latter definition provided overall guidance and appeared to provide a valid and

acceptable base line.

If the role of the TMT in strategy development and implementation is to be
credible it must reflect what actually happens and who actually participates. The
majority of research in this area is based on questionnaires, retrospective
interviews and /or industry data sources. Pettigrew (1992) asserts that only through
some combination of observation and interviewing of top management teams in
action can a true perspective be obtained. (See Eisenhardt 1989).

Another limitation emerges from research that suggests that the TMT may
not always exist as a tight cohesive body. Hambrick (1994) although reasserting
the value of the top management group that exercises strategic leadership, raises
the specter that TMTs cease to be teams over time, being pulled apart by
“centrifugal forces”. Roberto (2000) provides another confounding perspective by
suggesting that critical organization decisions are made by different teams,

consisting of representatives of top management and other levels.
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2.33 TMT Characteristics That Impact the Strategic Management Process.

Hambrick’s “Upper Echelons” paper (1984) outlined a number of possible
“observable managerial characteristics” such as age, tenure in the organization,
education, corporate function, socioeconomic background and financial position.
In a 1989 article he further builds on this list of items as he identifies the key
characteristics of strategic leadership. Team tenure, team size and team
heterogeneity, as well as knowledge, skills, aptitudes, personalities, values and
cognitive styles are additions to the key characteristics.

Individually or collectively many of these factors have formed the basis of
research over the last decade. The role of age, organizational tenure, top
management team tenure, education level, and educational specialization, in
corporate strategic change were examined by Wiersema and Bantel (1992). Top
management team size was a key variable studied by Haleblian and Finkelstein
(1993) in respect to firm performance in stable and turbulent environments.
Heterogeneity and tenure were both key variables in Boeker’s (1997) model
relating the TMT, CEO and firm performance to corporate strategic change. A
1990 study saw Finkelstein and Hambrick research the effect of top management
team tenure on strategy and performance, while examining the moderating effect
of managerial discretion.

While much of the “early” research focused exclusively on the
demographic diversity of the TMT, more recent work focusing on the effectiveness
and results of the strategic decision process has developed a broader perspective.
Cognitive diversity has been postulated to impact firm performance, (Miller, Burke
& Glick 1998). “Degree of aggressiveness” of the TMT as well as CEO traits
related to achievement and risk taking were factors researched by Papadakis,
Lioukas and Chambers in respect to the role of management in the strategic
decision making process. In a 1996 study, Martell, Gupta, and Carroll further
added to the evidence that personal characteristics and abilities of individual TMT
members impact organization outcomes by asserting that “we would expect that
the skills and behaviours of the TMT are especially important to the successful

implementation of a firm's strategy and to firm performance”. Their work
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examined the impact of 16 TMT human resources management practices on
performance.

Hambrick (1994) concluded a decade of study of the top management’s
impact on organization strategy by outlining a model that defines “the conceptual
elements of the top management group”. He proposes five key elements:
composition, structure, processes, incentives and the group leader (usually the
CEO or SBU general manager). He asserts that, “Ultimately, all elements of a top
group influence each other. The composition of the group will affect its processes,
its structure will affect its incentives, the group leader’s personality will affect
structure and so on.”(pp.180) This interaction, between elements in the internal
TMT model and with the actors and processes external to it, is a key to solving the

implementation problem referred to earlier by Hart.

2.331 Do TMT Characteristics Influence Organization Performance?

The research, quoted above, shows that organization performance is influenced by
a broad range of variables, forces and processes.

In his review of current approaches to strategic decision making research,
Schwenk (1995) acknowledges that research on TMTs (upper echelons) sometimes
shows significant relationships between TMT characteristics and performance. But
he takes issue with arguments that suggest differences in TMT characteristics are
the cause of differences in performance. An example of this is provided in the
concluding remarks to Haleblian and Finkelstein’s (1993: 859) study of TMT size,
CEO dominance and firm performance. They note, “although we stated our
hypotheses in associational terms, the logic behind them implies that team size and
CEO dominance “cause” performance. Unfortunately, even with multiple years of
data it was not possible to completely disentangle causal direction....our discussion
focused on their effects on decision quality and firm performance. However, we
did not explicitly consider the implementation process, which may affect
outcomes.”

Although many characteristics do not have a direct impact on performance
they do influence other constructs or process variables which may impact
organization outcomes. This was noted with respect to the work of Miller, Burke
and Glick (1998) who identified that the impact of executive diversity on

performance was achieved through two highly significant process variables,
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comprehensiveness and extensiveness. Yet, while previous research (Frederickson
and Jaquinto, 1989) had shown that these two process variables generally had a
positive relationship with performance, cognitive diversity was shown to have a
negative effect despite overwhelming theoretical arguments to the contrary.

Similarly, Smith & Smith et. al. (1994) identified the complexity of the
relationships between TMT demography, team processes and performance. For
their research they tested three alternative models. In one, TMT demography was
predicted to have a direct significant effect on performance without an impact by
process variables. A second model proposed that TMT processes directly effects
performance, while demography will also have a direct and independent impact on
performance. Process will account for variation left unexplained by demography.
A third model, which the authors designate as the intervening model, suggests that
team demography influences organization performance entirely through team
process and it has no direct effect on performance.

The results of their research, which had utilized a broad range of demographic and
process variables including TMT heterogeneity, tenure and size, social integration,
and communication informality and frequency, provided partial support for the
intervening and process models and no support for the demography model. One
clear general conclusion that emerges from this study is that process factors have a
significant impact on performance outcomes and that TMT demography has a
much more complex effect on performance.

The contradiction and uncertainty, that may result from studies that
examine similar relationships from different perspectives, was highlighted in a
review of research that examines the effects of different process characteristics on
both process and economic outcomes. (Rajagopalan, Rasheed, and Datta (1993))
The authors observed that “not only do different combinations of environment and
strategic decision process characteristics have different performance effects, but
within a given environment, different combinations of decision processes and

organizational contexts may also give rise to different performance implications.”
2.34 Top Management Team Roles in Strategic Decision Making

If one accepts Hambrick’s view that an organization’s performance is a reflection

of its top management then one must explore just how this occurs. What
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characteristics of the SDM processes involving the TMT allow them to occupy this
predominant position and to be effective?

The concept that an organization’s strategic choices were made by an
“elite” group was established long before Hambrick and Mason advanced their
conceptual framework. Miles and Snow (1978) build on the concept of the
dominant coalition (Cyert and March, 1963) by defining it as a group of decision-
makers who shape the organization’s environment, assign strategic responsibilities
and resources to sub-units, set the tone for environmental scanning, and adapt
strategic responses to the constraints imposed by past and present strategy,
structure and performance. Very clearly the SDM activity of the dominant

coalition is intended to support their leadership role.

2.341 Internal Communication Processes

Smith & Smith et. al. (1994) note that process variables had been left out of earlier
studies because it may have been difficult to obtain them from senior managers.
Yet, their research revealed that team process explained much of the variability in
outcomes that demography left unexplained. In fact they were able to empirically
show that while team demography has both direct and indirect effects on
organization performance, team process had a direct impact on performance. This
led them to assert that, “ the relationships between team demography, team process
and organizational performance are not as straightforward or as simple as scholars
have previously believed.” (pp.428)

While reviewing the research into executive diversity, Miller, Burke and
Glick (1998) noted that the results were inconsistent in respect to whether this
diversity had a positive or negative effect on the amount of communication,
effectiveness of decision making and organization outcomes. As one possible
explanation, they suggest that the mediating effects of process variables have not
been examined in most studies of executive diversity and organizational outcomes.
Communication and collaboration between team members and the existence of
cohesion within the team are clearly significant TMT variables related to internal
processes. Smith and Smith et. al. identify informality of communication,
communication frequency and social integration as key process variables
interacting in a TMT environment where team heterogeneity, team tenure and team

size were significant demographic variables.
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The notion that an organization will perform poorly when the TMT fails to operate
as a coherent, collaborative information processing and decision-making unit is
advanced in two Hambrick articles. (1994,1995). He asserts that top management
should strive for behavioural integration, * the degree to which the group engages
in mutual and collective interaction.” He identifies that often, in contrast, the TMT
is not a team but a group of senior executives pursuing their own agendas, with
very little collaboration or communication. “Fragmentation” can be caused by
organization success, but may leave the former team unable to respond effectively
to strategic challenges. Hambrick, in these later works, identifies that there is a set
of centrifugal forces that gradually breaks down the cohesion of the TMT. (Most
significant were organization size, domain breadth, business strategy,
organizational slack and environmental dynamism.). It seems reasonable to
conclude that if the TMT is prone to “breakdown” when these forces are at play,
then maintaining effective internal processes is a major need if they are to lead an
organization through successful strategy development and implementation.

Other researchers have supported the key role of the TMT in various stages
of the strategic management process. In concluding their research on decision
making processes, Papadakis et.al. (1998) refute the argument that management
only plays a secondary role in such processes. “So contrary to the allegations on
the significance of environmental determinants, management seems to play an
important role.”(pp.136) Their research identifies that certain characteristics of the
CEO, (risk propensity, education and tenure) and TMT aggressiveness are
important determinants of decision process determinants including rule
formalization, financial reporting, hierarchical-decentralization, and lateral

communication.

2.342 External Communication Processes

Top management does not function in a vacuum. They are neither isolated as a
team within their own firm or as part of an organization that is remote from its
industry or marketplace. The “external environment” and the forces that it brings to
bear on the TMT are an integral part of strategy development and implementation
models.

Much of the early work in the strategy field focused on the interaction of

strategy and environment. One school of researchers had suggested that the
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environment was the overwhelming determinant of strategy and that managers had
little influence on it. (See for example Hall (1977)). Although this view has been
generally discounted, it is evident from the structure of the strategic decision
models reviewed above that environmental factors remain powerful influences on
both the strategy processes and TMT members.

The external environment is both a source of strategic opportunity to be
exploited and threats to be mitigated. Subsequently, the external relationships of
TMT members, within and outside their industry, have the potential to significantly
influence both strategic choices and performance. Information and perceptions of
the external environment are critical to allow TMT members to make effective
strategic choices. Senior managers invariably gather a lot of that data themselves
through contacts they have built up over long periods of time. Geletkanyez and
Hambrick (1997) made two observations based on a review of literature used to
establish the theoretical base for a longitudinal study of external TMT ties in the
computer industry. First, external ties serve as conduits for information that shape
managerial views of the environment and contribute to the set of alternatives from
which strategic choices are made. Secondly, they also serve as conduits for social
influence that promote the diffusion of views and practices across firms.

Their research studies the effect of two sets of external ties on strategy
development and organization performance. Links within the same industry were
found to contribute to a condition defined as strategic conformity, where the
organization’s strategy tends to very similar to the central themes of strategy for
the industry at large. Conversely extra-industry ties bring a totally different
perspective to the organization. This contributes to diversity of beliefs and
knowledge amongst TMT members and also results in innovation and different
strategic responses. The extra-industry ties tend to pull the organization away from
strategic conformity.

These two sets of ties can have specific and complementary impacts.
Reaching similar conclusions to Eisenhardt (1989), the research confirmed that
strategic conformity had a positive impact on organization performance in
uncertain environments. As might be expected, the combination of strategic
deviance and strong TMT extra-industry ties did result in higher performance,
whereas the combination of strategic conformity and intra-industry ties only

demonstrated weak support for performance.
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While the impact of external ties appears to vary, depending on the organizations
strategic posture and / or the industry in which it operates, it is clear that these
relationships have an important role in how TMTs make strategic decisions and
implement them. Later in this review, research will be summarized that indicates
that middle managers can play an important part in ensuring that TMT members

get access to the environmental information they require. (See for example, Floyd

and Wooldridge, 1994, and Liedtka, 2000)

2.343 Conflict, Consensus and Strategic Dissonance

Decision quality, successful implementation and organization performance are
heavily influenced by what appears to be a TMT paradox. Organization success is
linked to the ability of the TMT to act as a team, communicate a consistent picture
of corporate strategy, and demonstrate a shared commitment to its implementation.
Yet, if the interactions of the TMT are characterized by easily obtained consensus,
little or no disagreement and no debating of strategic alternatives, it is highly likely
that their decisions will be of poor quality and that there will be very little
commitment to action.

As Eisenhardt, Kahwajy and Bourgeois (1997:43) assert, “ Conflict is not
only likely within TMTs, it is usually valuable.” Without constructive conflict
about alternative strategic directions, effective strategic choice is unlikely. These
authors suggest that conflict may contribute to positive organization performance
because TMTs that engage in thorough and creative discussions are likely to have a
richer understanding of the strategic issues. Implementation is enhanced because
the TMT members who have engaged in conflict are likely to understand the
strategic choice and what it takes to achieve it.

Amason (1996) states that decision quality, consensus among TMT
members, and affective acceptance by TMT members, are all needed to sustain
high performance. However, he notes that cognitive conflict during SDM appears
to contribute to decision quality. Again, the contesting of diverse perspectives is
thought to result in superior decisions to which TMT members have a greater
implementation commitment.

Both groups of researchers acknowledge that the challenge is to avoid
creating dysfunctional conflict. This tends to be emotional, interpersonally focused

and foster an environment within the TMT that will destroy consensus, positive
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relations between members and threaten decision quality. Establishing diversity,
encouraging “role-playing” by TMT members and frequent meetings /
opportunities for interaction are common themes for creating positive conflict.

While positive conflict will contribute to increased decision quality, it
appears that consensus may also be a critical element for ensuring that the TMT
can successfully implement a decision. Consensus has been defined as “the extent
to which managers...share similar perceptions of strategic priorities” and “shared
understanding” (Bowman & Ambrosini, 1997:244) and much more than simple
agreement or compliance to the decision. Amason (1996) extends the definition to
understanding and commitment. However, both studies do little to provide a
definitive role for consensus in the strategic management process. Bowman and
Ambrosini observed that consensus amongst the TMT was invariably present when
they were implementing a positive strategy but noted that the results of their own
study only support a weak link between consensus and performance. By utilizing a
research methodology that assessed perceptions of strategic priorities in an
organization, they asserted that “the results offer only a qualified support for the
consensus-performance relationship, but they do not provide overwhelming
evidence for the benefits of consensus”. (pp.252)

Another study that set out to prove a positive relationship between TMT
consensus, TMT homogeneity, and performance, totally failed to gain any support
from the study’s results. West and Schwenk (1996) reported they were
“resounding non-findings”. Perhaps the most significant element of their work was
that they were unable to replicate the results of previous researchers. They were
left to conclude that dependent variables were inadequately measured leaving the
true relationship between independent variables and firm performance unknown.

Strategic dissonance would appear to be a force that tends to “destroy” a
prior strategic decision, occurring when strategic intent and strategic action are no
longer in alignment. Burgelman and Grove (1996) suggest that in extremely
dynamic industries it is inevitable that strategic action will lead or lag strategic
intent. However, rather than creating disarray in an organization’s strategy, the
authors identify that this actually creates an opportunity for re-birth and a new
beginning. They note that dynamic organizations encounter “strategic inflection
points” where there is a need for new strategy. An organization’s success rides on

the ability of management to recognize these critical points and respond to them.
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“Strategic recognition” is a critical skill of top management in a highly
dynamic organization. They must try to anticipate evolving inflection points by
recognizing divergence between espoused corporate strategy and actions being
taken by managers. After suggesting such a point has been reached they must
facilitate debate and encourage the development of new and sometimes radically
different strategies.

Together, strategic dissonance, strategic inflection points and strategic
recognition are tools that allow companies to manage major transformations
brought about by unpredictable change. TMT members are key to the effective use
of these tools. They must ensure that effective information is available inside the
organization to allow an accurate assessment of external competitive
environments. In addition to asking awkward questions themselves they must
encourage constructive dissent. Emotional fortitude to accept the need for major
strategic change and to encourage others to follow is essential. Finally, faced with
the traumatic change that inflection points represent, can TMT members develop a
picture of the industry and the company after the new strategy has taken effect. It is
others at the middle and operating levels of the organization that will wait for this

insight. (See for example Dutton and Ashford, et.al., 1997)

2.344 Managerial Discretion

The ability of TMTs to shape strategy and to influence performance outcomes will
depend on the freedom they are afforded.

Finkelstein and Hambrick (1990) looked at the relationship between
strategic conformity, strategic persistence and organization performance in the
context of managerial tenure. They focused on the ability of discretion to moderate
the relationship between tenure and organization outcomes. The authors define
managerial discretion as “a means of accounting for the differing levels of
constraint facing different top management groups.” Where discretion is low, the
TMT role is limited. When it is high, managers can shape the organization, and as
a result managerial characteristics will impact organization outcomes.

Quoting from their own previous work, (1987) the authors note that
discretion is determined by three sets of forces. It is influenced by the degree to
which the environment allows variety and change, the organization considers

multiple alternative actions and allows the TMT to formulate and implement them,

55



and individual TMT members are free to envision and create alternate courses of
action.

The research confirmed the importance of TMT tenure as a key construct.
Long tenure teams were risk adverse, engaged in little strategic experimentation
and pursued strategic initiatives in line with industry trends. These teams also
achieved performance outcomes that were close to industry averages. In contrast,
short-tenured teams deviated significantly from industry norms with respect to
strategies and performance. The authors’ hypotheses with respect to the role of
managerial discretion in strengthening the impact of TMT tenure on strategies and
performance were strongly supported. It was also found that in high discretion
industries, such as the computer industry, managers really mattered .In contrast, in
low discretion industries, such as natural gas, the TMT had very little bearing on
organizational outcomes. Similarly, in organization that afforded their TMT
freedom, there was a direct relationship between tenure and outcomes such as
strategic persistence and conformity. In more restrictive organizations, generally
larger with little slack, there was no link between managerial characteristics and
outcomes.

Managerial discretion is clearly a useful concept in accounting for
differences in strategic decisions and organization outcomes that are caused by
some organizations affording TMT members more opportunity to make an impact

than others.

2.345 Organization Structure

Classical theory, per Chandler et.al. (1962), is emphatic that structure should
follow strategy. This view was supported by Miles and Snow (1978) who
characterized “organizational adjustments”, the combination of structural and
process changes, as a primary strategic tool used by organizations. In particular,
the more dynamic and growth oriented of organizations, which they labeled
Prospectors, tended to use these adjustments frequently as a strategic tool. (pp.223)
However, once a structure is in place it seems logical to suggest that it will
influence an organization’s decision process and subsequently its strategy.

As a premise for his review of the impact of key structural elements on
strategic processes, Fredrickson (1986:281) argues that “the characteristics of the

firm’s strategic decision-making process are affected by the overall dominant
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structure.” His work focuses on three dimensions of structure; centralization,
formalization and complexity. In respect to centralization he proposes that the
strategic decision process will be controlled by the TMT, features consistent
strategic action towards relatively stable strategic goals, and has relatively high
integration of decisions. In the case of formalization, the process is initiated when
variables monitored by the formal system encounter difficulties. Actions result
from standardized organization processes and focus on remedial goals and
incremental change, and decision integration is intermediate. Organizations that
tend towards complexity make it more likely that the signals that should initiate
strategic decision-making will be ignored. In a complex organization environment
strategic action will result from internal political bargaining and feature
incremental change directed towards unit rather than organization goals. Low
decision integration is an expected outcome of the complexity.

Fredrickson observes that the three dimensions pose different limitations on
the comprehensiveness of the strategic decision process. The TMT’s cognitive
limitations, detail design features of the standardized processes and managers’
parochial perceptions are linked respectively to centralization, formalization and
complexity.

If these three dimensions predominate in organizations, then Frederickson’s
(1986:294) conclusion that “a balanced view of the strategy /structure relationship
must acknowledge that the strategic decision process and its outcomes can be
facilitated, constrained, or simply shaped by structure’s direct effects”. While the
classical view accepts that structure is a tool to implement strategy, this stance
would see structure as either a positive or negative force influencing the

effectiveness of both strategy formulation and implementation.
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2.4 Strategy Implementation

2.41 Introduction

The foregoing has shown that many characteristics, forces and elements that come
into play during the strategic decision process may influence organization
performance. However, the immediate product of the SDM process is the
formulated strategy or strategic plan. While much can be done to improve the
quality, relevance and acceptance of that plan, it is only of value if it can be
translated into action and results. There is consensus amongst strategic researchers
that the transition from strategy formulation to implementation can be very
difficult. As Burgelman and Grove (1996:21) noted, “ Seeing, imagining, sensing
the new shape of the company is only one step. Getting there requires more
wrenching action.” They suggest that strategic plans, which identify strategic
intent, are abstract and afford managers too much flexibility. Implementation
requires focused strategic action. The need for dedicating as much TMT effort and
attention to implementation as tends to be addressed to formulation was stressed by
Hrebiniak (1992) in his review of the dynamics of global strategy implementation.
He suggested that the greatest possibility of successful company performance
occurs when both strategy formulation and implementation are taken seriously and

ample resources are devoted to each task.

2.42 The roie of the TMT in strategy impiementation: styies and taciics.

In many organizations the early development of strategic management featured
TMTs spending days of effort, supported by staff functions, to prepare excellent
strategic plans. When the results were not left to gather dust on an executive shelf,
the plans became an edict from on high to the staff who were expected to
implement them. Yet, invariably very little happened. Mintzberg (1994:284) refers
to a 10% success rate as optimistic.

A critical aspect in making the transition from developed strategy to
strategy implementation, across the organization at large, is the level of direct
involvement of the TMT. Nutt (1989) notes that implementation short cuts and
tactics, which minimized their involvement, were key causes of failure. In a similar

light Hrebiniak (1992) emphasizes that the commitment and support of top
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management is critical to successful strategy implementation. The CEO in
particular can provide an example to follow by actively communicating with and
supporting those charged with implementing strategy. It is significant in the model
developed by Hart (1992), discussed above, that the three modes of strategy
making that individually have a positive impact on performance all feature
significant interaction between TMT members and other organization members.
Both Nutt and Hrebiniak also identify that the manager must deal with
resistance that is created by the political and cultural systems of the organization.
(For a more detailed description and analysis of “defensive routines” which may
underlie this phenomenon, see Argyris (1985) discussed below) Taking steps to
ensure support, cooperation and compliance with strategy is a key TMT role.

How managers bring about the communication, involvement, commitment
and participation, identified above, is situational and contingent. Nutt
(1989,1993,1995) identifies that there are distinct patterns of implementation
tactics that managers respond to particular circumstances. He initially (Nutt, 1989)
defines these as intervention, persuasion, participation, and edict. Intervention
occurs when the manager adopts a stance as a change agent in order to help the
implementers see the benefit of the strategic initiative and facilitate the
development of a plan. (Similar to the “process consultation school”, Schein
(1964) et. al.) In contrast, persuasion features extensive “selling” of the strategic
plan by experts and / or consultants, who were involved in its creation, with tacit
support(@_nﬁthe manager. Participation involves the manager delegating the
structuring of the implementation plan to a selected group of employees. The
manager generally sets the boundaries for action but then leaves the group free to
design lhe r%?own tactics, Edict occurs when managers opt for power over process.
Providing formal directives may be appropriate when the strategic direction has
high organization priority.

Empirical results from this study showed that while intervention was the
tactic most often appropriate and successful, managers tended towards approaches
which were more expedient and generally less successful, such as persuasion and
edict. The author suggests this shows that senior managers have a tendency to
devote too little time to implementation and that they prefer low involvement

approaches.
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While his later studies refine the concepts of strategic processes and tactics,
there is considerable overlap.

Four process models are defined in his 1993 work. Idea process features
solution ideas imposed on the formulation process by the decision-maker. Issue
processes support analysis that results in options being introduced into the decision
process. Objective-Directed processes use specific and general targets to guide
development. Reframing Processes require the decision-maker to carefully justify
actions by proposing solutions or identifying problems that need responses;.) 1.
Intervention tactics, noted above, support this approach to decision-making.

It is worthy of note that the “Transactional Representation of Decision
Making” model outlined in this study requires significant involvement of a
“support team” throughout all stages of the strategic process. (Nutt, 1993:229-230
and Fig.1) Regardless of the process / tactic style used, the involvement of others
in providing advice, ideas, options and decision input was a common theme. It is in
the re-framing style that this integration is its greatest. Not surprisingly, decisions
made in this style had the highest probability of success.

Nutt’s 1995 work, where he attempts to match implementation style with
approaches available to them, defines these approaches as accommodation,
bargaining, incentives, and argumentation. He notes that both incentives and
argumentation attempt to coax stakeholders, the former using rewards to entice
acceptance and the later sells the ideas. Accommodation and bargaining both seek
compromise. Reflection and adaptation are the means by which accommodation
identifies and manages potential conflict with minimal participation. In contrast,
bargaining seeks compromise by involving all the stakeholders.

Utilizing a Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) Nutt postulated four
styles that managers could use for implementation. Tuner, where the managers
prefer reflection and adaptation and would use an accommodation approach
because success was likely, resistance low and action ethical. Influencer, where the
manager will regulate and control with minimal people contact and prefer to use
the incentives approach for implementation. Broker, where managers promote
compromise by creating forums for people to openly discuss their positions and
will prefer a bargaining approach. Persuader, where the manager attempts to appeal

to reason and values and will use an argumentation approach.
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Using a case simulation approximately 160 senior managers were assessed
for their MBT1 / implementation style and asked to participate in the simulation by
rating the chances of success of each approach and the prospect of resistance. The
findings that emerged from this study, combined with those noted above, may have
profound implications for the study of the TMT ‘s role in implementation. First, it
confirmed that top managers have very different beliefs about which approach
should be used to implement a strategic plan. Secondly, regardless of
implementation approach chosen, the more senior of TMT members are likely to
be less optimistic about chances for implementation success and tend to anticipate
greater resistance.

Overall, an accommodating approach seems to be viewed positively by all
levels of the organization. This would suggest that TMT members, when dealing
with other organization actors, might want to use this approach. The same is true of
bargaining, which Nutt’s results identified as being less favoured by TMT
members but accepted by middle managers and staff.

It is clear that matching the implementation approach to the situation
increased chances of success. The results of all three studies suggest that TMT
members should be aware of their implementation preferences and the implications
of these on implementation situations. They should be willing to abandon
approaches, such as argumentation, that are prone to failure.

Waldersee and Sheather (1996) hypothesized and found support for the
proposition that the nature and content of the strategy that TMTs are implementing
will influence the implementation styles that are used. Th& at dds with the
personality based foundation in Nutt’s third study cited above. However, itis
intuitively appealing that the manner in which a TMT might implement a
conservative strategy, such as maintaining lowest cost production, will differ from
its actions in the case of an aggressive strategy which might focus on an assault on
a competitor’s home market.

Utilizing case simulations, managers were asked to assess the leadership approach
to change and\pla'nned functional involvement. Seven styles were proposed,;
Command through éxercise of power and control; Secure control over
organizational resources, Communicate and persuade by appealing to reason or

emotions; Study the history of the organization; Bargain through economic
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exchange; Form joint decision making teams; Establish pilot projects. Locus of
control, risk aversion and background were control variables.

The results of the study did identify that managers intended to use very
different strategies when faced with entrepreneurial or conservative strategies. In
the case of entrepreneurial strategy, persuasion, pilot projects, joint decision
making, study of the organization and restructuring were key. In contrast,
conservative strategy stimulated command, control, bargaining, involvement of
line and union staff, and focus on finance and monitoring. In addition to supporting
the proposition that strategy type does have an impact on managerial selection of
implementation action, the authors asserted that managers do have the capability to
recognize differences between strategies and their implications for implementation.
The stark differentiation between the collaborative / involved approach to the
entrepreneurial strategy and the autocratic tone taken towards the conservative
strategy appears inconsistent with prior research. The authors do acknowledge that
the cases used epitomized the most commonly encountered strategic situations. As
a result, they may have triggered cognitive scripts that were clearly embedded in

the subject managers’ minds, and caused an exaggerated response.

2.43 Structure and Process: Strategic Levers for the TMT

While the researchers cited above have focused their work on strategic processes
and the strategic styles adopted by TMT members, others have recognized that two
paths are available to initiate implementation. Processes, both organizational and
individual, and frameworks, both structures and organization systems, may come
into play.

Hambrick and Cannella, Jr. (1989) while acknowledging that resources,
structure, rewards and people were amongst the substantive implementation levers
available to the organization, exhorted TMT members to “sell, sell, sell the strategy
to everyone who matters-upward, downward, across, and outward.” (pp.278).
Although this implicitly recognizes that the TMT requires the support and
involvement of other organization actors, it more significantly shows how top
mangers can use established communication channels to forward the strategic
agenda.

Skivington and Daft (1991) propose a business strategy implementation

model where framework and process are dual modalities. Framework is divided
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into structure and systems. Structure reflects division of labour through two
variables. Formalization, rules and procedures that guide behaviour and
Specialization, identifying task differentiation. Systems are the formal means by
which top managers may operationalize strategy. This includes budgets,
information and operating systems. In contrast, organization processes “pertain to
actions or events that are episodic and attributable to individuals rather than to
systemic organization wide activities.” (pp.49) Interactions, one element of the
process side of the model includes both formal and informal communication. The
authors also introduce the concept of “idea champions”, individuals who take
responsibility for promoting strategic initiatives they believe in. They suggest that
they are generally senior managers that work to create shared meaning and
consensus towards the new strategy. In the review of the middle management
perspective, which follows, it is apparent that the champion role is a relevant and
highly effective role for middle managers to assume. (Burgelman and Grove, 1996,
Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990) Sanctions constitute the other element of the process
dimension and include managerial replacement, monetary and symbolic rewards.

The most significant result that emerged from this study was that managers
utilized both levers, framework and process, often simultaneously. Formal
approaches to structure and systems did not predominate. Interactive approaches
were used frequently on more complex strategic tasks and Championing emerged
as the most frequently used approach across all strategic situations.

After reinforcing the structural view of implementation levers, within the
two elements of organization structure and control systems, Noble (1999) asserts
that interpersonal processes are an important part of strategy implementation. He
identifies strategic consensus, autonomous strategic behaviour, (to be reviewed
below), diffusion or “trickle down” process, leadership and implementation style,
and communication / interaction processes as the major process elements available
to the organization.

Simons (1994) proposed four major levers that new top managers could use
to control business strategy. These were belief systems, boundary systems,
diagnostic control systems, and interactive control systems. Consistent with the
discussion above, he found that the two sets of management control systems were
used extensively by new managers. Specifically they were used to (i) Overcome

organizational inertia, (i) Communicate the substance of their new agenda, (1ii)
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Structure implementation timetables and targets, (iv) Ensure continuing attention
through incentives and (v) Focus organizational learning on the strategic
uncertainties with their vision of the future. (pp.186) The research also reinforced
the contingency perspectives noted above. Managers in turnaround situations
tended to utilize a command orientation until the new strategy was installed and
functioning. Even then interaction was top-down. It generally took a year before a
truly interactive style was in effect. In contrast, top managers inheriting
evolutionary strategic situations were often able to adopt a fully interactive

approach shortly after assuming control.

2.44 Middle Management and Implementation
Strategy implementation has been described by some researchers as a “great
theoretical leap of faith”, a black hole and grand casual assumption. This writer has
noted before, the tendency of other researchers focusing on strategy formulation or
TMT traits to virtually ignore what happens between development of the strategy
and organization performance outcomes. As a result, little research exists on the
specific role and behaviour of the TMT in implementation. (See also Smith and
Kofron (1996) for a broader discussion of the implementation research gap.)
However, in recent years there has been more attention paid to the role of other
organization actors in both strategy formulation and implementation. The
foundation of the integrated framework for strategy making proposed by Hart
(1992) was that the TMT and other organization members engage in various levels
and types of interaction. In the case of the three productive modes the ultimate
ends of the decision process were effective implementation and high performance.
If TMTs are indeed handing off much of the implementation task to others,
then who is assuming the key role of “linking pin” between the TMT and the
organization members at large? In defining the requirements of shared organization
leadership, Harrison and Pelletier (1997) note emphatically that, “the commitment
of middle managers is essential to ensure that the results of strategy correspond
with its objectives. Middle managers provide the critical link between the strategic
decisions made at the top of the organization and the implementation of such
decisions in the operational areas.” (pp.303) Floyd and Wooldridge (1992) asserted

that the bulk of unsuccessful strategy implementation is caused by middle and
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operating level managers who are either ill informed or not supportive of the
chosen strategy.

Similarly, Papadakis, Lioukas and Chambers (1998) note that while testing
their integrated decision model they found that performance, as expressed by
return on assets, was positively related to hierarchical decentralization. They note
that increased participation, particularly by middle managers, is likely to have a
positive impact on performance because of two sets of causes. First, involvement
of more people in decision making (and subsequent implementation) is likely to
increase consensus, common understanding, shared effort and smooth
implementation. Secondly, middle managers because they are tuned in to the
threats and opportunities in their own environments are able to act as information
monitors. This is a critical role as TMT members are stretched to the limit in
contemporary business environments and yet are expected to anticipate strategic
issues.

Floyd and Wooldridge (1992) had also identified the value of the
monitoring and communication roles. They identified that the best performing
firms had middle managers who assertively communicated alternative strategies to
top management. Later (1994) they confirmed that middle managers’ strategic
roles remained crucial to organization success. Building upon the notion that long-
term economic performance is related to the organization’s ability to build new
capabilities, the authors defined four possible roles for middle managers in
establishing dynamic capability. These were; Championing Strategic Alternatives;
Synthesizing Information; Facilitating Adaptability; Implementing Deliberate
Strategy. It is interesting to note that the first three roles could be characterized as
“up against the organization” as they imply the ability to bend, adapt and even
refute elements of the TMT established strategy. Such behaviour was thought to
give rise to an implementation gap in some organizations. However, in
organizations looking to sustain innovative growth in turbulent environments they
are fundamental linking behaviours. (Floyd and Wooldridge’s framework of
middle management roles is reviewed more thoroughly in the section dealing with
the middle management perspective as well as in the Research Methodology

chapter.) Figures 12, 13 and 14 provide a graphical representation of the model.
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Figure 12.

Middle Management Involvement’s Four Strategic Roles
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Journal, 1992, 13, 153-167

Figure 13.

Simplified Model of How the Four Roles Combine (Floyd & Wooldrige, 1996)
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In the case of the process model, represented in Figure 14, two fundamental
elements are evident. First, the middle managers’ strategic roles act as a bridge and
mediating factor between top management’s deliberate strategic intent and
emergent strategy surfaced from the operating level and external environments.
(Mintzberg, 1994) Secondly, the model opens the window to the complex nature of
the interactions between the four middle management strategic roles. Floyd and
Wooldridge (1996:107) note that “There is a great deal of interdependence among
the four roles, and effective middle managers move from one to the next in an

almost seamless series of activities.”
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Figure 14.
Middle Management’s Strategic Roles and the St rateEic Process
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The existence of an “implementation gap” is widely reported in both academic and
business literature. (Smith and Kofron (1996), Floyd and Wooldridge (1992))
Simply stated it identifies that there is a divergence between intended strategy and
realized implementation of that strategy. Often middle management has been
blamed for this breakdown. However, the fault usually lies at the top. Hamel and
Prahalad (1996:63) note that middle managers are often tossed five or six strategic
initiative “balls” at once by top management. They are then expected to both
juggle them and to figure out which are priorities for action. The failure does not
lie with the middle manager, but with the top manager who failed to sort out and
communicate strategic priorities.

In the classical view of strategy, top management is responsible for
formulating the strategy and middle and functional management for implementing
it. But this does not work in contemporary organization reality. Even in stable
environments, priorities and tactics need adjusting. Floyd and Wooldridge
(1994:51) note that “ implementation is best characterized as an ongoing series of
interventions which can only be partly anticipated in TMT plans and which adjust
strategic directions to suit emergent needs.”

The dichotomy between views of functional managers (middle managers)
and the top was acknowledged in Bowman and Ambrosini’s (1997) work on the

consensus -performance relationship. They noted that it was likely that the view of

67



strategic priorities held by the TMT would align with the intended strategy and that
perceptions of functional managers would be a more true reflection of the realized
strategy. This gap, between intended and realized strategy, has the potential to both
minimize and deflect organization performance. Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A:
37) assert that “shared strategic understandings and commitments, not top-down
delegation, are the basis for coherent action and effective strategy”. Defining this
strategic consensus they argue is the role of the TMT. Bringing it about requires a
full and complete role for middle management in strategy formulation and

implementation.

2.45 Human Resources and Strategy Implementation

Surprisingly, very little explicit research exists on the quality and abilities of
human resources in the strategic management system. Perhaps Hrebiniak (1992)
expressed it best when he noted that he had made no formal reference to human
resources because qualified people are central to implementation success. Despite a
significant amount of discussion in the popular business press about the
contribution of skilled managers to organization performance, there is little to
define the impact of strategic human resources initiatives on strategy
implementation.

The work of Martell, Gupta and Carroll (1996) is an attempt to identify
what human resource management practices, applied to the TMT, have a direct or
indirect positive impact on performance. H.R practices in staffing, training,
performance appraisal and compensation were assessed for their impact on firm
performance. In all, 16 variables were examined. In the staffing area three types of
selection criteria were associated with superior performance. The attributes
contained in the measures of personal characteristics, managerial skills and
executive tenure led the authors to suggest that the TMT should be staffed with
aggressive, creative individuals capable of dealing with uncertainty, with strong
traditional management skills and organizational experience in order to achieve
strong firm performance. Only two of six compensation practices yielded a
positive relationship. It appears that TM/T members, in top performing
organizations, relate to market driven considerations rather than internal equity to
establish compensation. Also, while top performing organizations are invariably

compensation market leaders a strong causal relation between compensation and
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performance does not exist. In contrast, four of five variables related to
performance appraisal were positively related to performance suggesting a key role
for both formal and informal appraisal mechanisms in supporting strategy
implementation. The authors suggest that top performing firms take managerial
evaluation seriously and make greater use of the results for such uses as merit
increases, development and staffing. As a result, TMT members will be more
sensitive to what kinds of performance the firm wants emphasized. In the case of
training the results, which showed no universally positive relationship between
training and organization performance, were confounding to the researchers. They
had expected that levels of training participation were an indicator of corporate
commitment to long term upgrading of managerial skills and excellence. This in

turn would translate into improved organization performance.

2:46 Thinking as a Foundation to Doing: How Cognitive Processes Support or
Hinder Implementation

Hurst, Rush and White (1989) argue that the classical strategic decision models are
not wrong, just incomplete. They suggest that, in a traditional SDM process,
intuition, insight and feelings are suppressed, and that conformity and the status
quo preservation are enhanced. In order to succeed in the future, organizations
“capable of creating tomorrow’s businesses while maintaining today’s will require
a diverse group of senior managers, able to perceive the world differently, yet able
to participate in a process that transcends these different views to enact a complex
organizational reality”. (pp.89) Their creative management model (CM) is based
on four cognitive levels; Intuition, Feeling, Thinking, and Sensing. Classical
decision models, based only on the latter two levels are unable to provide insight
into how organizations develop radically new approaches to doing business and
how they learn. Two distinguishing characteristics of the CM model are worthy of
note. First, rationality is brought about by the reflections and logic developed after
action has occurred. That is, strategy is “formulated” after implementation. (This is
not particularly far removed from Mintzberg’s concept of realized strategy.)
Secondly, because there is no need for pre-justification, radical innovation can
proceed swiftly without the structured thought and traditions that accompany

classical models.
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The CM model has a number of implications for the structuring and
conduct of the TMT. It proposes that individuals will have distinct cognitive
preferences and that a blend is necessary for the TMT to function effectively.
Deliberate efforts should be made to ensure that cognitive diversity is present in
the team. All four modes should be present. Secondly, the approach to
communication and relationships in the TMT are based on a formal power
hierarchy in the classical strategic process. In contrast, the CM model stresses rich
multi-routed communication patterns and relationships in a “neural network”. This
allows the broad distribution of influence within the TMT and beyond that is
needed for effective organization renewal.

Almost a decade before Hurst, Rush and White’s model of creative
management, Chris Argyris had identified the potential impacts of cognitive
orientations on strategy implementation. In the introduction to his definitive work,
“Strategy, Change and Defensive Routines” (1985:3) he provides a warning for
those who believe that just involving individuals in developing and implementing
strategy will necessarily lower resistance or bring about commitment. “Defensive
routines are probably the most important cause of failure in the implementation of
sound strategy regardless of the approach used.”

Argyris’s concept of defensive routines is premised on the belief that
implementing new strategic initiatives often implies significant change and are
perceived as threatening to many who are asked to implement them. It is this threat
that triggers pre-programmed behaviours known as defensive routines. Both for the
individual and the organization they pose a unique paradox. They are an attempt to
block the pain that results from threatening change. However, they subsequently
block out the ability to learn and correct the causes of the pain.

Defensive routines are triggered by a number of circumstances; Not
agreeing with the strategy but not wanting to be seen resisting; unreasonable
expectations of a superior; a desire to be supportive of peers; or a desire to bypass
a challenging interpersonal or inter-organizational situation. What makes them so
nefarious is that they are triggered automatically, not discussed openly and
stimulate conformity “to the way it’s always been.”

Argyris later (1989) blamed these routines for organizations designing in
errors into the implementation process which cause it to fail. This is particularly

true in the strategy implementation process. Companies often develop routines for
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implementing strategy that tend to be taken for granted. To question them is to
invite criticism. Subsequently, the implementation process may decay but no one
will have the nerve to question it. Organizational defensive routines become part of
the formal infrastructure. They are “any policy, practice or action which prevents
the people involved from being embarrassed or threatened, and, at the same time,
prevents them from learning how to reduce the causes of embarrassment or
threat.”(Pp.7)

Dealing with these routines is a challenge. It must start with attempting to deduce
what is wrong with the implementation design. It is critical not to place blame with
either the TMT or lower levels. The problem is rarely one of right or wrong.
Interrupting the defensive loops that make the situation worse is the prime
challenge. The TMT must take a lead by providing an example for others to
follow. They should also have the opportunity to learn that, under certain
conditions, they should expect resistance and lack of commitment stimulated by
defensive routines. (See Guth and MacMillan, 1986 for an investigation of middle
management resistance)

The cognitive orientation of both TMT members and other strategic actors
can clearly impact organization performance in both a positive and negative way.
Unexplained shortfalls in organization performance, resulting from
implementation, may have a hidden cause in the minds of the organization leaders

or implementers.

2.5 Strategy Implementation / Formulation Dichotomy

Early evolution of strategic planning / strategic management established a
dichotomy between the two major elements of formulation and implementation.
Development of the strategy was undertaken by an elite few and passed down for
implementation by the organization (See the Command mode in Hart’s model
above.) Neither process impinged on the other, information flow was uni-
directional, and very little interaction occurred between the actors at each level.
While the strategic management process has become much more sophisticated,
more inclusive and less autocratic, the separation of formulation and

implementation remains.
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Quinn (1980) mounted the first significant challenge to this dichotomy. In
addition to advancing the concept of logical incrementalism as a basis for strategic
change, he proposed that integration of strategy formulation and implementation
was the central art of strategic management. Mintzberg (1990), in his critique of
the Design School, attributed the dichotomy to this group. He attempted to
demonstrate the absurdity of the separation by challenging the assumptions on
which it was based. For example, “Information can be aggregated and transmitted
up the hierarchy without significant loss or distortion. (pp.185) is an assumption
that often fails, destroying carefully formulated strategies in the process. In “The
Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning.” (1994:285) Mintzberg proposes that although
formulation can be ill conceived and implementation badly executed, real blame
cannot be placed on either. The real difficulty lies in the very separation of the two
elements. “It is the disassociation of thinking from acting that lies closer to the
problem.”

It has been noted above how Khatri (1994) proposed a model of the
strategic process that attempts to integrate the formulation / implementation
dichotomy as a fundamental construct. Four operational variables were used to
assess the level of dichotomy or integration. Involvement of field staff in strategic
decisions, provided an index of integration (or lack of separation) of formulation
and implementation. Senior managers knowledge of lower level activities, may
indicate the extent of their involvement in implementing strategic decisions .The
more knowledgeable about lower level activities TMT members are, the less
separated formulation and implementation are likely to be. The number of
revisions to an original strategy may suggest the importance that senior managers
attach to information received from the field. A large number of revisions would
imply greater integration of formulation and implementation. Lastly, flexibility in
decision making was likely to be present when there was not a formal separation of
the two elements. An experiential, interactive approach to strategy will result in
formulation and implementation being more interconnected.

The most notable finding of the quantitative portion of Khatri’s research
was that, “no matter what the nature of the business environment, a
dichotomization of formulation and implementation functions in the strategic
process has an adverse effect on organizational performance.”(1994:94) This is

particularly significant as it indicates that separation of formulation and
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implementation will have a detrimental effect on performance even in a stable
environment where it had been assumed that such separation would not affect the
flow of data across an organization hierarchy.

Khatri concluded that the challenge was to find more effective ways to
achieve integration between the formulation and implementation functions in
strategy making. His work and the literature cited above and in the next section of
this review, led this researcher to the position that integrating the strategic efforts
of the top and middle levels of the organization will contribute significantly to
overcoming the dichotomy.

Hewlett-Packard provides a striking example of how it is possible to
develop a dynamic strategy environment where formulation and implementation
are not only integrated but also inseparable! (Feurer, Chaharbaghi, and Wargin
(1995)) The H-P situation accepts as its premise that, “In the face of a high level of
uncertainty and change there is a need for a dynamic approach in which strategy
formulation and implementation are carried out simultaneously.”(pp.4) This is
achieved by the use of strategic processes that provide complete decentralization,
total involvement, and both level and functional integration. Two observations
from the authors are particularly revealing; “it is apparent that corporate strategy is
not centrally formulated but reflects the culmination of aligned business level
strategies that have been formulated throughout the organization.”(pp11) “H-P
achieves dynamic strategy formulation and implementation by making every
individual a strategy owner.”(pp.15) The company does have a structured review
system, to ensure that strategies are constantly reviewed, changed, communicated
and aligned, and there is still separation of roles and focus across levels. However,
the organization has achieved a seamless and iterative process in which no

dichotomy exists between strategy formulation and implementation.

2.51 The “Implementation Gap”

Despite the acceptance of the differences between intended and realized strategy,
acknowledgment of the existence of intervening processes between the TMT ‘s
role in strategic decision making and organization outcomes, and the delineation of
the critical roles of other organization actors in implementation, a gap in our
understanding still exists. Smith and Kofron (1996) who outlined the “leap of

faith” that many researchers engage in, from TMT characteristic(s) direct to
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outcome, have suggested that the definition and operationalization of effective
strategy implementation is the first priority for future research agendas. They
believe that there is a need to define measures that differentiate how well
implementation was carried out (effectiveness) from the results achieved through
effective implementation (superior organization performance).

The inadequacy of economic measures of performance (ROA, RO],
earnings, sales, etc.) to fully measure the results of strategic processes has been
raised by a number of researchers. Rajagopalan, Rasheed, and Datta (1993) called
for a broader conceptualization of outcomes of process effectiveness that would
incorporate both process related measures as well as economic performance related
measures. They note, “that given the variety of organizational and environmental
influences on economic performance, cause-effect relationships are much harder to
assess in the case of economic outcomes than in the case of process
outcomes.”(pp.380) Khatri (1994) makes a similar observation with respect to the
weakness of accounting or financial measures. He argues that in addition to
economic measures, operational measures such as product quality, quality of
customer service, and operating efficiency should be used to reflect overall
performance. This has an interesting implication for implementation as the control
over operational measures invariably rests with the organization members at large,
not the TMT.

Researchers suggest that strategy implementation is the missing link
between strategy and performance. Dean and Sharfman, (1996) noted how they
had originally defined quality of implementation as a control variable but the
strength and pervasiveness of its relationship with strategic decision making
effectiveness suggested further research. Pettigrew (1992:178) asserts, “ the black
box in TMT research contains the assumed but unobserved mediating process
which are purported to link demographic characteristics with organizational
outcomes.” He argues that further “close-up” research is necessary to define the
processes that result in successful implementation, and link formulation, SDM, the

key actors, implementation and performance.
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2.6 Transition to a Middle Management Perspective

Throughout the discussion of the strategic decision-making process and the review
of the TMT roles in the strategic management process, undertaken above, it is
apparent that the influence of other actors is significant. (Papadakis, et.al 1998,
Simon, 1993, Mintzberg, et. al. 1998) In particular, the concept of the middle
manager acting as a pivotal link or intermediary between top management and the
operating level emerges from a number of studies cited. (Mintzberg, 1994, Hart,
1992, Anderson, 2000). As the next section of this literature review will
demonstrate, this concept did not emerge as a recent phenomenon amongst either
practitioners or academics. Yet it would appear that a wide range of valid
indicators were suppressed or over-ridden by the attention paid to the TMT
perspective on strategy formulation and implementation.

In attempting to explain this situation, Floyd and Wooldridge (2000) noted
that the work of some researchers, such as Bower (1970) and Kanter (1982), had
provided valuable data and indicative interpretations but had failed to provide a
theoretical foundation to move on from. However, and importantly, they identify
three fundamental assumptions that obscure middle management’s importance in
strategic process research and literature. “Strategic choice results from a process of
hierarchical ordering”; “Information from the environment and organization is
encountered by top management, who process it and formulate the organization’s
strategy” and “Once the choice has been made, top management decisions lead
directly to organization outcomes. (pp.22) One can see the relationship between
these key assumptions and concepts that are embedded in the TMT theory and
research discussed previously.

Ironically, it fell to the architect of the Upper Echelons theory to be one of
those who raised cautions about the absolute application of these assumptions to
strategic process research. Hambrick, (1994), referring to the research which had
linked TMT characteristics with group characteristics, (Wiersema and Bantel,
1992, Frederickson and Iaquinto, 1989) noted that very little attention had been
paid to the mechanisms that actually caused organization outcomes. Values,
thought processes and relationships were lost in a “black box”. In respect to one

construct, group composition, he notes that “connecting group composition,

75



processes, structure, and incentives-all elements of the (TMT) group-would seem
important for achieving a complete understanding of the effects of the top groups
on performance.” (pp.186) Implicitly, Hambrick was acknowledging the need to
move beyond the TMT to gain a full picture of the strategic management process
in action.

Pettrigrew’s (1992) harsh indictment of the state of TMT research also
highlighted the existence of the “black box”, created by “arms length”
methodology and assumed but unobserved mediating processes. He highlights “the
limitations of studying managerial elites several paces from the actors, processes
and issues facing those elites.” (Pp.117)

Lawrence (1997) provides a more theoretical counterpoint against these
assumptions by postulating that the “black box” is actually populated by an array
of weak variables, intervening constructs and potentially non-linear or uni-
directional relationships. At the very least, the notion that there is a direct
relationship between TMT action and organization performance is open to
question.

The desire of researchers to find straightforward and simplistic
relationships between the TMT and organization performance, may be a reflection
of commonly held views of the TMTs’ place in the organization’s strategic
process. Analyze input —develop alternatives-make strategic decisions —
communicate strategy — oversee development of action plans and budgets —
monitor implementation — initiate revisions as required. Although somewhat
reduced to basic steps, this process path is reflected in many organization’s
strategic reality. That strong leadership at the top can set direction, in isolation of
other organization actors, communicate that direction from the top down and cause
there to be positive organization outcomes, is still strongly reflected in research.
After a meta review of strategic leadership literature, Nahavandi and Malekzadeh,
1993, conclude emphatically, and reflect in a research model (pp.414), that
leadership style reflects directly on strategy formulation and many leaders need to
exercise control over implementation. Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 1992, summarizing
the “political” model of SDM, suggest that because varying levels of conflict over
choices occur within organizations, “strategic decision making is ultimately
political in the sense that powerful people get what they want”. The authors

suggest that this often achieved through political tactics such as coalition building.
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More significantly they advanced the notion that both research and real world
experience supported this assertion over data that supported the existence of
classical bounded rationality approaches.

In the conclusion of their classic treatise on strategic change, Pettigrew and
Whipp (1991) make two fundamental observations that bear directly on the
emerging perspective. First, “...strategic change is an organization wide activity,
with all that implies for the commercial, social and political nature of the firm. It is
not the preserve of the executive suite, even though so many behave as if it were.
Attempts to write about strategy ignoring such considerations is rather like those
management groups who go off-site for a meeting in the hope of ridding
themselves of their preconceptions as easily as barring interruptions of the
telephone-it simply does not reflect reality.”(pp.276) Based on longitudinal case
studies of large UK. companies, the authors’ research clearly showed that in
successful organizations the strategic processes were broad based, integrated and
inclusive. Secondly, “ The evidence from this study points to the need to avoid
undue reliance on a single source of leadership. Instead, creation of leaders at
different levels in the organization is more helpful in managing the process of
change.” (pp. 291) This was particularly true in respect to the strategic turnaround
at Peugeot Talbot, UK., where “multiple levers at multiple levels” required a wide
and deep involvement in strategic leadership. (pp.166)

Floyd and Wooldridge, (2000), suggest that much of the research that
supported the TMT perspective was premised on the traditional views of
organization structure and process, accepted the “Upper Echelons” orientation,
tended to be oriented towards rational- analytical strategic processes, and was
premised on one or more of the assumptions identified above.

As has already been cited, a number of researchers had raised the spectrum
of a significant role for middle managers prior to 1983. However, it was the work
of two pairs of researchers towards establishing strategy typologies and the case
work of an organization ecologist that were to provide a firm theoretical
foundation for future study.

In both the research of Bourgeois and Brodwin, (1984) and Mintzberg and
Waters, (1985) models are proposed that balance TMT involvement with middle
management involvement. The former’s Crescive model suggests that “strategies

are rarely created by single individuals; usually they are developed by
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groups...”(pp.259). These groups form across levels. The authors identified this as
a cause of a blurring of the distinction between strategy formulation and
implementation and strategic responsibilities across levels. Shared involvement
between TMT and middle managers was also reflected in two of the eight strategy
types proposed by Mintzberg and Waters, the Process and Consensus approaches.
The Process type features control of the strategy process by the top, but strategy
content or details is left to other organization actors. In contrast, Consensus type
reflects most closely the concept of emergent strategic process. Strategic
convergence does not result from any previous input or direction from
management. Rather, “the consensus strategy grows out of the mutual adjustment
among different actors as they learn from each other and from their spontaneous
responses to the environment and thereby find a common, and probably
unexpected, pattern that works for them.” (pp.267)

While conceptual in nature, both of these studies clearly identified the
potential for higher levels of middle management involvement in strategy. The
work also raised the possibility that classical separation of strategy development
and implementation could be ended if other organization actors assumed an
integrating or linking role. Mintzberg and Waters additionally imply that it is
possible for middle managers to both stimulate and support an emergent strategic
process in the organization.

Burgelman’s comprehensive, qualitative casework at Intel, USA, was to
prove that this was the case in the real world. (1983) While observing that top
management still controlled the decision-making processes that shaped the
organization’s strategic context, he uncovered that middle managers could
determine that context through influence. His work discovered the concept of
“autonomous strategic behaviour”, or internal entrepreneurial activity by operating
level actors. Simply stated, operating staff undertake new directions or variations
of existing strategy using existing resources. As a result, new ideas, opportunities,
and approaches emerge way below the TMT. The emerging strategic context
“reflects the efforts of middle level mangers to link autonomous strategic
behaviours at the product / market level into the Corporation’s concept of
strategy.” (pp.66).

Rather than the traditional concept of middle managers as supervisors and

monitors of implementation, the three studies cited above characterize them as

78



learners, strategic links, influencing agents, and potentially strategic leaders. In the
section that follows, research over 32 years is referenced to explore the strategic
roles of middle managers in more detail. A quote from Floyd and Wooldridge,
(2000:39) provides an apt springboard into this review. “Middle level managers are

uniquely positioned between top management priorities and operating realities.”

2.7 A Middle Management Perspective on the Strategic

Management Process.

The foregoing review of Strategic Decision-Making processes and outcomes, TMT
roles and actions, and the Strategy Implementation processes and outcomes have
shown that middle mangers clearly play a much greater role than that of the
organization’s (director) of implementation. The data and ideas that they input are
critical to SDM effectiveness, TMT members must cultivate relationship with the
middle or face isolation from the operating-level, and the power of the middle
manager to bend or “veto’ deliberate strategy is well documented. This section of
the review will build upon the evidence revealed previously to identify the breadth
of the strategic roles of middle managers and mid-level professionals and suggest
their strategic importance to the organization.

One fundamental assertion, underlying the concept of the middle manager
as a wide ranging influential strategic actor, is that they possess the capability and
are afforded the opportunity to perform a portfolio of roles in the strategic process.
Although some researchers still argue that the prime emphasis should be placed on
senior corporate managers, (Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992) a significant body of
research is pointing towards the vital and complementary roles that the middle
managers can play.

After noting that their position in the middle of the organization required
them to be sensitive towards imperfections in strategy, Bower (1970:297) asserts
“They are the only men in the organization who are in a position to judge whether
issues are being considered in the proper context.” Three decades later, Floyd and
Wooldridge (2000) supported the validity of this view by noting that middle

managers and mid-level professionals have greater access to information in their
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linking roles. Subsequently, they are able to develop a good understanding of the
organization’s strategic context and may possess insights not available to the TMT.
Suggesting that the middle has broad awareness and capability in the
organization’s strategic process does not mitigate the significance of the TMT.
Rather, it changes the classical relationship. In the following, it will be apparent
that the links across the top, middle and operating levels are not necessarily
premised on strategy having been initiated at the top. Floyd and Wooldridge,
(2000:41) observe that a lack of top-down direction does not eliminate the top from
the strategic equation. “Top managers do, of course, have a conception of strategy,
but-and this is the important point-so do middle- and operating level actors.”

This researcher discovered that a rich literature exists and is evolving with
respect to middle managers strategic capability and influence. A significant portion
of it is summarized in Table 3.”Middle Management Roles in the Strategic
Management Process”, at the end of this section at pages 101-113. The references
contained within it will be incorporated into much of the material that follows.
However, a synthesis of the results / conclusions presented identifies a series of
strategic behaviours / actions that middle managers can and do adopt. Table 4.
“Middle Management Roles: Research Highlights” highlights these roles and
researchers who have elucidated them.

In the next section seven composite roles of middle managers, and the
research that supports them, are reviewed. These roles are expressed in generic
terms, in order to capture and synthesize key elements of research that spans the

roles.

2.71 Agent of Strategic Change
Classical approaches to management and strategic process, reviewed previously,
support the view that significant organization / strategic change emanates from the
TMT. That implies that without top-down direction and initiative there will be no
major strategic changes developed or implemented. However, leading researchers
have shown this position to be less than absolute.

In her seminal book, “The Change Masters”, Kanter (1982) asserts that
middle managers are a key source of strategic change and should be encouraged to
develop and surface new strategic initiatives. She identified that because middle

managers “have their fingers on the pulse of the operations, they can conceive,
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suggest and set in motion new ideas the (top) managers may not have thought of.”
(pp.96)

Pettigrew and Whipp (1991) go beyond the idea that middle managers can
be involved in strategic change to imply that their participation must occur for their
to be any hope of effective strategic change in large corporate organizations. The
authors’ view that leadership must be dispersed across the organization is quoted in
the previous section. Further, they suggest that because leading strategic change
requires “dealing with interwoven problems and dilemmas at all levels of the
organization” (pp.281) leadership and involvement at all levels is important. This
is further accentuated by the fact that strategic and operational changes are
occurring within a framework that features intentional and emergent processes at
all levels. Organization success is dependent on people at all levels having the
skills and knowledge to contribute strategically.

In a similar vein, Huff, Huff and Thomas, (1992), reinforce the position
that major changes in organizational strategy cannot occur solely through top
management initiative. They suggest that top management’s role is to support
linkages across the organization hierarchy and respond to stresses generated by
other levels. In particular, they conclude that organizational units isolated from the
top will (and should?) initiate new strategic directions before they are formally
adopted by top management. The conclusion that middle managers will, and
should, initiate strategic initiatives autonomously was strongly endorsed by
Burgelman. (1994) Evolving from his research into how Intel made the strategic
transition from a company focused on semi-conductor memory to a microcomputer
company, were findings that pointed directly to the strategic behaviour of middle
managers. Specifically, he found that middle managers were able to play a much
greater role in influencing change in business direction than had been thought
possible. In fact, they were responsible for the new initiatives that caused Intel to
change direction. Burgelman credits the middle managers’ links to both internal
and external networks as giving them broader awareness of environmental /
competitive shifts. Top managers must encourage middle managers to challenge
the status quo and involve them in changing strategy in response to environmental

signals.
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Table 4. MIDDLE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIC ROLES;

RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS
Strategic Roles Source Reference Key Observations
Strategic Change Agent Kanter, 1982 Middle managers are able to

conceive and implement new
ideas that TMT members may
not have thought of.

Pettigrew and Whipp, 1991 Strategic change is an
organization wide activity, not
exclusively an executive
activity. It requires linking
together people at all levels.
Leadership and involvement at
all levels is important

Burgelman, 1994 Middle managers are able to
play a much greater role in
influencing change in business
direction than originally

thought possible.
Developing Strategy Van Cauwenbergh and Cool, Middle management must be
1982 capable of integrating

proposals from the front line
with strategic guidelines from
the top.

Thakur, 1998 Middle managers are able and
desire to make a significant
contribution to strategy
making. Top management
must be prepared to facilitate
this involvement.

Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000 Because of their unique
position between top
management priorities and
operating realities, middle
managers are able to frame and
advance new strategic

initiatives.
Integrating the Top and Floyd and Lane, 2000 Middle management is the hub
Operating Levels. through which most strategic

information flows. Middle
managers require technical and
organization knowledge to
relate to the operating level. A
good understanding of the
organization’s strategy and
political context are required to
work with the TMT.

Nonaka, 1988 Middle managers are in a
position to create organization
information. By managing
upward flow to the TMT and
down to the operating level,
they are able to lead strategic
renewal.
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Strategic Roles

Source Reference

Key Observations

Bartlett and Goshal, 1993

In respect to the integrating
process in organizations, it is
the middle manager, acting as
a horizontal information broker
and integrator of capabilities,
that is in the best place to link
top management to the front
line.

Upward Influence

Dutton and Ashford, 1993

Middle managers have the
capability to raise strategic
issues. Top management must
facilitate the process and be
prepared to respond to the
information and ideas.

Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A

Upward strategic influence
through Championing
Alternatives and Synthesizing
Information may have more of
an impact on organization
performance than
implementation activity.

Mintzberg and Waters, 1985,

Organizations should attempt
to blend elements of deliberate
(TMT’s strategic intent) and
emergent (from the
organization at large?) strategy
making. Middle mangers have
the potential to act as
gatekeepers and facilitators of
strategic communication.

Burgelman, 1991 and
Burgelman and Grove, 1996,

Middle managers play a key
role in surfacing, promoting,
and implementing autonomous
strategic initiatives, which
have the ability to shape new
strategic directions.

Broad Involvement

Guth and MacMiillan, 1986

Middle managers are
motivated more by self-interest
than by organizational interest
unless they coincide.

Westley, 1990

Middle managers want to be
included in the strategic
conversations of the
organization. The degree to
which they are included or
excluded will determine their
orientation towards the
organization and its strategic
process.

Schilit and Paine, 1987

Middle managers can and wish
to play a part in the
identification of strategic
issues and the generation of
alternatives. They must be
afforded the freedom to
communicate broadly, generate
solutions independently, and
obtain the resources necessary
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Strategic Roles

Source Reference

Key Observations

to implement effectively.

Liedtka, 2000

Inclusion of middle mangers in
strategy making results in
better environmental
sensitivity, customer
intelligence, commitment and
wider dissemination of ideas.

Effective Implementation

Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996,
1997

Implementation is a series of
interventions designed to align
organization action with
strategic intent. Facilitating
Adaptability and Implementing
Deliberate Strategy are roles
that focus on working with the
operating level.

Bourgeois and Brodwin, 1984

Crescive Model of strategy
implementation integrated
strategy formulation and
implementation into an
organization wide activity. The
creativity, knowledge and
energy of an organization can
only be tapped when the
middle and operating levels are
involved in the strategic
process.

Strategy Making Modes

( TMT — middle
collaboration)

Mintzberg and Waters, 1985

Process and consensus models
both feature involvement by
both the TMT and other actors.
In the former strategic details
and implementation are left to
the middle and operating
levels. Consensus features
wide spread development of
and dialogue about strategic
issues, evolving into a coherent
strategy.

Ideniiiied a specirum of five
strategy making modes
featuring varying degrees of
top management involvement
and other actor participation.
At one end almost total top
control is characterized as the
Command mode, at the other
the Generative mode borders
on organization anarchy. The
Symbolic, Rational, and
Transactive modes feature
varying levels of TMT and
other actor involvement and
process leadership.
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Strategic Roles Source Reference Key Observations

Impact on Performance Hart, 1991 and Hart and Strategy modes that

Banbury, 1994 incorporate TMT leadership
with participation of other
actors will result in superior
organization performance.

To achieve the highest level of
performance firms should
develop the capability to use
all five modes flexibly.

2.72 Developing Strategy

Contrary to the view that strategy formulation is the exclusive purview of top
management, (see Pettigrew and Whipp, 1991: 276), there is extensive research
quoted in the literature that identifies that middle managers are significant players
in the formulation process. As noted previously, Van Cauwenbergh and Cool
(1982) boldly proposed that middle managers occupy the central position in the
strategy formulation process. They were amongst the first researchers to advance
two propositions that are fundamental to an acceptance of the middle manager’s
key strategic roles. First, they identify that middle managers face the challenging
role of integrating input from both top management and operating line
management. Balancing strategic directions against the operational / technical
change ideas requires them to operate in both the TMT and operating level spheres
of influence. What Bower (1970) identified as resulting from the unique position of
mid-level general managers, the ability to act as a pivotal facilitator, is reflected
throughout the contemporary literature that will be reviewed in the following
section.

The ability of middle managers to work across levels strategically is the
second key element that Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982) outline. Strategic
management is an organization wide activity. Internal and external linkages allow
middle managers to gather and share information and ideas in a way that brings
order and balance to the strategy formulation process. Specifically their
“judgement, opinion, values, and evaluation affect the strategy formulation and
implementation in a decisive way.” (pp.253)

Although Burgleman (1983) concluded that top management usually

controls the choices that determine the structural context of strategy making in an
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organization, his reflection on his research into internal corporate venturing
highlighted the critical role played by middle managers in the strategy formulation
process. Developing a model which helped to place the concept of autonomous
strategic behaviour in the strategy / structure context, he observed, as noted above,
that the determination of the organization’s strategic context is a reflection of the
efforts of middle managers to link these behaviours at the operating level to
corporate strategy. Posing a dichotomous view to the classical “structure follows
strategy” concept (Chandler, 1962), Burgelman suggests that if an organization has
the right structures and processes in place middle managers can integrate the
results of the autonomous strategic behaviour into the organization wide strategy
process. Here again, the middle manager’s key role results from the ability to link
across the organization hierarchy.

Bourgeois and Brodwin, (1984) in their classic foundation to the study of
strategy implementation, proposed a Crescive model as one in which strategy
formulation and implementation were integrated activities. As noted previously,
strategic decisions resulted from group processes and required the distinctions
between levels to be dropped or at least blurred. The authors asserted that in order
to gain broad involvement from all levels it was necessary to share responsibility
and authority beyond the ranks of top management. In a manner that was the
portent of the concept of emergent strategy, at a time when the exalted role of the
CEO was in vogue, the authors suggest that commitment may outweigh
accountability as a cause of implementation effectiveness. Also, that initiatives
championed from below may have more positive impact on performance than
those directed from a TMT driven perspective. Fundamental to this model is the
notion that the knowledge, creativity, and energy that a large organization must tap
into will only be accessible when the strategic process engages both middle
management and the operating level.

Thakur (1998) also places responsibility on top management to facilitate
middle management’s involvement in strategy formulation. He states that they
need to provide “forums where the reflective monitoring of strategic events is
possible.” (pp.738). In contrast to the once a year process that involves the TMT,
Thakur found in his empirical study that middle managers are involved in strategy
making as a day to day activity. As aresult, they are able to see the big corporate

picture and should be able to participate in formulation of the corporate strategy.
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The ability to communicate across levels, gather information both internally and
externally and subsequently develop the big picture view, is the third key aspect of
middle level participation in strategy formulation.

The combination of the ability to go across levels, to integrate the
aspirations and directions of operating and top management levels, and to develop
a big picture view provide the underpinnings for the position stated by Floyd and
Wooldridge (2000) in the introduction to this section. Supporting their concept of
“unique positioning” for middle managers, they identify that linkages to the
external environment through exposure to customers, suppliers and peers are
strong. Also, social interactions give middle managers a great deal of influence

both upwardly and downward.

2.73 Integrating the top and operating levels: A pivotal role

We have already seen that in order for middle managers to influence strategy at the
corporate level they must have the capability to link across levels. The manner in
which the organization facilitates this interaction determines its effectiveness. It
requires a combination of competencies, processes and structures to support this
effort.

Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982:252) observe that in order to undertake
the integrating task, middle managers require a “sufficient technical competence”
to deal with the operating level and “high skills in interpersonal or political
behaviour” to work with the TMT. This observation was elaborated by Floyd and
Lane (2000) who identified that “in order to interact with operating management,
middle managers must maintain a degree of technical competence and a detailed
understanding of the organization’s capabilities. To interact with top management,
they must also understand the organization’s goals and competitive strategy, as
well as the political context in which these are developed.” (pp.164)

The concept of ensuring that middle managers have the skills and
knowledge required for their key strategic roles was reinforced by Nonaka (1988).
Recognizing that the middle manager occupied the core position in the strategic
process, he noted that executive selection could make or break organizational
effectiveness. This is because in Nonaka’s concept of “middle-up-down
management” the middle manager manages the flow of information, acts an agent

of strategic renewal, and plays the key integrating role by balancing TMT
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visionary expectations and implementation needs of the operating level. “Middle
management occupies a key position, it is equipped with the ability to combine
strategic macro (context-free) information and hands-on micro (context-specific)
information. In other words, middle management is in a position to forge the
organizational link between deductive and inductive management.” (Pp.15)

In both this article and a subsequent review of longitudinal case studies at
Honda and Matsushita (Nonaka, 1991) he concluded that middle managers must be
afforded the freedom to communicate broadly, generate solutions independently
and acquire the resources to initiate action. In particular, the ability to broker tacit
knowledge from all levels and translate it into explicit information that can be
shaped into new products and technologies is a major middle management role.
Although the structures, staffing and information flows associated with the
development of Honda’s City Car might have appeared chaotic, the middle
manager brought order, communication and creativity. “As team leaders, middle
managers are at the intersection of the vertical and horizontal flows of information
in the company. They serve as a bridge between the visionary ideas of the top and
the often chaotic market reality of those on the front line of the business. By
creating middle level business and product concepts, middle managers mediate
between “what is” and “what should be” (Emergent strategy?) They remake reality
according to the company’s vision.” (Nonaka, 1991:107)

The willingness of Japanese senior management to allow middle and
operating levels to both develop and execute emergent strategy was seen in
Pascale’s (1984) review of the entry of Honda motorcycles into the USA. During a
now legendary strategic transition, Honda shifted emphasis from large motorcycles
targeted on enthusiasts to small and medium cycles for the sport / family market.
However, this change did not reflect new direction resulting from top down
strategic process. Rather, it was the strategic action of operating level and mid
level managers that radically transformed Honda US. Pascale notes that “ What
saved (Honda) was the cumulative impact of “little brains” in the form of salesman
and dealers and production workers, all contributing incrementally to the quality
and market position...... middle and upper management saw their primary task as
guiding and orchestrating this input from below rather than steering the
organization from above along a predetermined strategic course. “ (pp.64) The

ability to move information and ideas from the bottom to the top and back again in
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continuous dialogue is the basis for ongoing strategic adaptation and successful
performance. The pivotal role of the middle manager is critical to the functioning
of such processes.

Bartlett and Ghoshal (1993) described this key role as “horizontal
integration” within the three level / process management model they defined. The
middle manager becomes responsible for linking skills, knowledge and resources
to and from the operating level that drives the entrepreneurial processes and top
management who develop and share the overall vision. In respect to the strategic
renewal processes of the organization, “creating and maintaining credibility in the
system, is a key requirement and these tasks define the main responsibilities of
middle management.” (pp.39) To be effective in the activities of horizontal
information broker and capability integrator, middle management must be able to
secure access to the top and be positioned in such a way that they are respected by
their peers and those at the operating level. Visible support from the top, including
active involvement in all strategic activities, appears to be key.

If one accepts that valuable organization knowledge exists throughout the
organization, then the pivotal linking activity of middle level managers and
professionals becomes the conduit by which it is surfaced and shared. While this
research focuses on strategic processes and their impact on performance, the
emerging literature in organization knowledge transfer reinforces much of what is
covered in this section. (See in particular, Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000: 67-86) As
noted above with Nonaka, the literature points towards the concept of organization

knowledge as the critical input into strategic renewal.

2.74 Upward Influence: Moving Ideas to Top Management, Issue Selling /
Synthesizing Information / Championing Alternatives; Facilitating deliberate and
emergent strategy / autonomous stralegic initiatives.

Issue selling is the approach that middle managers use most often to influence top
management to initiate, modify or abandon strategic initiatives. Dutton and
Ashford, and collaborators (1993, 1997 and 2001) indicate that issue selling can be
a powerful tool to increase an organization’s strategic effectiveness. They indicate
that there are positive consequences to exposing top management to views that are

much closer to the day-to-day operations of the firm. In fact they have the
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capability to fundamentally affect the strategic direction of the firm if they are able
to provide critical information to decision makers at the top of the organization.

However, the authors also reveal the very significant obligations that rest
on the TMT to facilitate the issue selling of the middle. Middle managers will
undertake upward issue selling only when they perceive the top management team
as supportive and open. This entails the TMT’s willingness to listen, creation of a
positive organization climate and the removal of barriers that prevent the surfacing
of potentially strategic issues. Also, it means that middle managers must be given
access to corporate strategic information and plans, and be encouraged to develop
the skills to raise issues and participate in the strategic dialogue. In the conclusion
to their 1997 study, Dutton, et.al. note “middle managers have crude but coherent
screens for reading the organizational context. Like sailors who had to navigate
rough seas long before the age of advanced technical instruments, these managers
read the wind before engaging in an action, issue selling that requires their time,
effort and political capital.” (pp.422) In both this study and their 2001 work, they
conclude that top management must take steps to enable middle management
participation in issue selling. “ The best top managers will not only be mindful
about the cultures they create, the enabling structures they put into place, and the
resources they allocate, but will also be mindful about how these factors contribute
to patterns of change that occur over time.” (2001:732) Without this, the
organization may be robbed of a vital source of internal change initiatives. Lastly,
the process must acknowledge that middle managers will bring their own self-
interest and the needs of their units to the table. Top management awareness and
sensitivity to these elements is essential. “Many middle managers raise issues
because there is a link between top management’s recognition and legitimization of
the issues and middle managers’ ability to achieve their unit’s or their personal
goals.” (Dutton and Ashford., 1993:402)

It is clear that if top management ensures that there are strategic processes
which allow middle level actors to surface issues and ideas, the middle manager is
more likely to perceive that they are actively involved in the strategic process.
While a number of researchers, (Bower, 1970, Burgelman, 1983, Mintzberg and
Waters, 1985) had identified that the strategic process went beyond the scope of
the TMT and involved the middle, Wooldridge and Floyd (1990, Floyd and
Wooldridge 19924, 1997) were amongst the first to address two key issues. Does
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this involvement matter? That is, if real does the involvement have a measurable
impact on organization performance? Secondly, if involvement impacts
performance, what are the processes and roles that facilitate this outcome?

In their initial study the authors found that involvement was a much more powerful
determinant of organization performance than consensus or understanding of the
strategy. Also, and equally significant, they confirmed that the highest potential for
a middle manager to influence performance was through participation in strategy
formulation as opposed to implementation activities. In their conceptual process
model, Figure 15 “ Middle Management Involvement in Strategy and Organization
Performance” Path A appeared to predominate. It also implied that relationships
with the TMT were likely to be key to the middle managers effectiveness. In this
respect the authors present three relevant conclusions. “First, the involvement of
middle managers should be substantive rather than nominal.” “Second, top
management should clearly define the strategic context.”” Finally, top management
should expect middle-level managers to question strategic decisions.”(1990:240)
These conclusions delineate a “new” relationship which seeks to balance top
management purpose with middle management initiative. The authors recognized

the need to define the roles that would allow this to occur.

Figure 15.
Middle Management Involvement in Strategy and
Organizational Performance
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Source: Woolridge and Floyd, “The Strategy Process, Middle Management
Involvement, and Organizational Performance,” Strategic Management Journal 1990, 11, 231-241.

Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A) developed the conceptual model, and
validated it empirically, that sought to define the major strategic roles performed

by middle managers and identify how they influenced overall organization
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performance. Figure 12, graphically represents the typology of middle

management involvement in strategy developed by Floyd and Wooldridge.

Figure 12,

Middle Management Involvement’s Four Strategic Roles

Nature of Contribution

Divergent Integrative

Upward Influence Championing Synthesizing

Lateral

Downward Influence Facilitating Implementing

Source: Woolridge and Floyd, “Middle Management Involvement in Strategy
and Its Association with Strategic Type A Research Note,” Strategic Management
Journal, 1992, 13, 153-167

The behavioural axis represents the reality of the middle managers role as
linking top and operating level involvement in strategic process by exercising both
upward and downward influence. The cognitive axis reflects the spectrum of
strategic activity, ranging from the need for divergence to facilitate strategic
change to the coordination of different activities into a coherent integrated
direction.

Four key strategic roles emerged. Two, championing alternatives and
synthesizing information gave middle managers upward influence. Facilitating

adaptability and implementing deliberate strategy provided downward influence

directed prima
The four roles were defined as follows: (1992A:155)
Championing Alternatives: The persistent and persuasive communication of
strategic options to upper management.
Synthesizing Information: The interpretation and evaluation of information.
Facilitating Adaptability: Fostering flexible organization arrangements.
Implementing Deliberate Strategy: Managerial interventions that align
organizational action with strategic intentions.

Figures 13 and 14, adapted from Floyd and Wooldridge (1996), show how
the four roles combine with each other to create strategic value and how they

provide the middle manager the capability to function across the strategic

management process. In the Figure 14, the opportunity for the middle manager to
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become aware of, and nurture, new ideas that may shape emergent strategy at the
operating level, is clearly reflected.

Figure 13.
Simplified Model of How the Four Roles Combine (Floyd & Wooldrige, 1996}
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This provides the context for them to act as a champion of alternative
strategic initiatives and to be a conduit of key internal and external information to
the top management. (Synthesizing Information) As was mentioned above, middle
managers’ motivation to undertake this is not entirely ultraistic. In addition to
providing the valuable link between operating level and the TMT, middle

managers often use these roles to promote their own agendas.

Figure 14.
Middle Management’s Strategic Roles and the Strategic Process
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“ Middle managers are often able to control or at least influence top management
perceptions by framing information in certain ways. They have been called
information filters or “uncertainty absorbers”, but the process is not necessarily
conscious or manipulative. In the end, this role (Synthesizing Information) can be
crucial in encouraging cautious top managers to take needed risks.” (Floyd and
Wooldridge, 1996:42)

As was evident in the earlier review of strategic decision-making processes,
the notions that new strategy was solely directed by the TMT and that their
direction provided the framework through which strategy was rationally
implemented, proved unsustainable. None-the —less, through the work of what is
now characterized as the Design School, (Mintzberg, 1990, 1998), the concept that
strategy development was a leader lead, analytical process, and that the resultant
“intended” or “deliberate” strategy was the basis for the separate activity of
strategy implementation, persisted throughout the 1970°s and early 1980’s.

Both theory development and research began to challenge these
perspectives. Prior to his 1985 article delineating strategic types, Mintzberg and
collaborators had evolved a definition of strategy as “a pattern in a stream of
decisions”.(Mintzberg and Waters, 1985:257) This had allowed them to distinguish
between intended and realized strategy, that is the difference between what the
TMT indicates they want to achieve and what the organization actually delivers. In
turn, this allowed them to distinguish between deliberate strategy and emergent
strategy. The former is realized as intended, while the later evolves as a coherent
pattern despite never having been intended. Classical views of the strategic
decision making process, as has been noted, saw middle managers as implementers
of deliberate strategy. Mintzberg and Waters (1985) outlined two major strategic
types in which the middle could perform major roles in developing and surfacing
emergent strategy.

(It should be noted that these were part of an overall model in which strategic types
were defined from a fully deliberate to a fully emergent perspective. The authors
acknowledge that in reality an organization’s strategy will be a blend of varying
degrees of deliberate and emergent strategy) (Table 5. Page 115 provides a
summary of the Mintzberg and Waters strategic types.)
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The “Process Model” represents the middle ground between deliberate and
emergent strategy. Although control of strategic process remains with the TMT,
development of strategic details and implementation is left to lower levels. It is
suggested that this type fits complex organizations faced with unpredictable
circumstances. The TMT establishes the parameters that allow other actors needed
flexibility. Note how this compares with the rational but high-speed strategic
process that Eisenhardt (1989,1992) and collaborators found in the high technology
industry.

In contrast, the “Consensus Model” represents the epitome of unintended
emergent strategic process. “The (strategic) convergence is not driven by any of
the intentions of a central management, or even by prior intentions widely shared
among the other actors. It just evolves through the results of a host of individual
actions.” (pp.267) However, the process is not chaotic. Consensus emerges through
an iterative, incremental series of discussions / negotiations and results in an
organization-wide, shared strategic direction.This strategy type highlights the
opportunity for middle managers to take the initiative in linking actors across:the
organization and facilitating the communication process.

The need to stimulate and balance both deliberate and emergent strategic
processes was reflected in Burgelman’s 1991 study of the intra-organizational
ecology of strategy making. Based on his evolutionary framework that identifies
and differentiates induced and autonomous strategic processes, his research
suggested that top management should stimulate and reinforce the existence of
both processes. Induced processes, build upon the organization’s current strategy
and learning, while autonomous initiatives emerge outside the existing strategic
and learning boundaries. Burgelman states that whereas induced strategic process
is clearly within the domain of top management, autonomous initiatives can
originate at all levels. However, “they are most likely to emerge at a level where
the managers are directly in contact with new technological developments and
changes in market conditions, and have some budgetary discretion. As the
organization grows in size they are increasingly likely to emerge at levels below
top management....” (Burgelman, 1991:246)

Once again this reinforces the obligations and opportunities for both the top
management and the middle level in an organization’s strategic process. The TMT

must demonstrate commitment to its existing strategy, yet allow input from below.
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They must encourage middle managers to experiment with new strategic initiatives
and challenge the status quo. Burgelman (1991:256) proposes three factors that
will determine the long-term strategic success of the firm. Top management’s
attention to the balance of induced and autonomous process, the ability of the TMT
to maintain strategic intent while stimulating “bottom-up” strategic
experimentation and selection, and allowing the internal experimentation and
selection to guide strategic reorientation / renewal.

In their joint reflection on Intel’s experience, Burgelman and Grove (1996)
further explore the strategic value of the balance, or lack thereof, between strategic
intent and autonomous strategic action. They suggest that dissonance and dissent
should be encouraged not suppressed. This often signals a strategic inflection point
when major strategic shifts are in order, and middle managers are usually the first
to possess the knowledge that the top requires to respond effectively. In an effort to
maintain active strategic debate yet sustain organization alignment, “the culture
that works best (involves) top management navigating between letting chaos reign
and reigning in chaos”. (pp.23)

The ability to utilize the strategic process to surface and gain acceptance for
emergent initiatives was highlighted by Floyd and Wooldridge (2000). Echoing the
work of Dutton et.al., they note that middle level actors must become aware of the
processes, politics and circumstances that guide top management responses to
autonomous initiatives. They propose that; “Ratification of emergent initiatives is
facilitated when those championing the initiative possess an awareness of the

informal norms governing top management decisions.” (2000:130)

2.75 Broad Strategic Involvement

The extension of classical management theory implied that middle managers
would diligently implement the TMT’s strategic intentions without question.
Operating reality, however, suggested otherwise. Guth and MacMillan’s (1986)
classic study bluntly defined the consequences of taking for granted or not
involving middle managers. They suggested that middle managers are motivated
more by their own self-interest than by organization goals. Only when the two
coincide will the middle manager exert positive energy towards achieving

organization strategies.
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Desire for involvement, and the potentially negative risks associated with
autonomous middle management action, was also highlighted by Schilit and Paine.
(1987) They noted that, “ although we generally think of top level managers being
the only individuals involved in strategic decisions, middle level managers often
do, in fact, have an impact on the nature and outcomes of these decisions.”
(pp.162) In a similar context to Guth and Macmillan (1986), the authors suggest
that middle managers will not blindly follow TMT direction. They will interpret
for themselves, engage in coalition building, evaluate the strategic initiatives on the
basis of risk / return potential for their own functions and apply their own analysis
to situations confronting them.

Westley (1990) identified clearly that middle managers wanted to be
included in the strategic conversations of the organization and subsequently
influence its future strategic direction. However, she also found that top managers
often had a very different view of the role that middle managers could or should
undertake versus the expectations middle managers had of themselves. TMT
members still tended to cast the middle level in a purely “supporting” role. That is,
that middle managers provided information from the bottom for use in the strategic
process but were not afforded a chance to influence strategic decisions. ( Note how
this contrasts with the results of Nonaka (1988), Burgelman (1983, 1994) and
others who propose a pivotal role for the middle manager.)

If middle managers are both to be involved and feel involved, what must
the organization do? Schilit and Paine (1987) suggest the organization must
develop strategic processes that recognize that the middle managers wish to and
can play a significant part in the identification of issues and the generation of
strategic alternatives. Their research discovered that this will occur at the greatest
level during periods of high organizational uncertainty when problem identification
is occurring and strategic choices are being made. Guth and MacMillan (1986)
draw upon expectancy theory to suggest that middle managers will only exert
effort towards implementing organization goals when they believe that they have a
good chance of success, their success will contribute to the organization’ s success
and the organization’s goals are compatible with their own. This places a strong
imperative on the TMT members to build individual and organizational
commitment. The authors conclude “ the ability to understand, anticipate and

manage processes needed to secure positive and pervasive commitment to strategy
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on the part of middle management is a critical general (top) management skill.”
(pp-325)

The need to create organizational conditions and processes that encourage
participation of the middle in strategic conversations is echoed by Westley (1990).
She also suggests that it is top management who must take the lead in trying to
avoid middle management apathy and unresponsive, which can result from
imposed top-down strategic direction. This stance must be embedded in the
organization’s strategic culture. “Top managers who share with their middle
managers the belief that middle managers have a valuable role in the strategic
process, or who see strategy as driven by organizational initiative as opposed to
market demand, will have an easier time engaging middle managers in
conversation than top managers who feel otherwise.”(pp.347)

In this and the previous section, the “clash” between the TMT’s strategic
intentions and direction and the desire of other organization actors to initiate their
own strategic actions is a central dynamic. Middle management’s pursuit of a voice
in the organization’s strategic processes creates tension on top management to
balance these competing tensions and maximize the contribution of the middle to
organization performance. It was the interplay of these two elements, that were
characterized as top management intentionality and organizational actor autonomy,
that lead Hart (1991) to seek an integrating framework for describing strategy
making modes and measuring their impact on organization performance. While the
strategy modes are discussed more thoroughly below, Hart’s observation that it is
important that the organization provides channels and opportunities that will
ensure that both top management and other organization actors are afforded the
chance to maximize their strategic contributions, is highly relevant to this
discussion.

Liedtka (2000) also stresses the value of the interplay between top
management and other organization actors to improve the strategic process. She
observes that this relationship must be built upon trust, openness and listening and
top management’s willingness to act as facilitators of strategic thinking across the
organization. However, by affording others the inclusion they desire, the strategic
process benefits from better environmental and customer intelligence, generates

and disseminates widely new ideas, and synthesizes the diverse cognitive
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perspectives across the organization. Ultimately, she argues, this results in more
effective implementation of strategic change.

Acknowledging the contribution of human resources across all organization
levels to the success of the firm from a resource based perspective, Barney (1991)
suggests that organizations encourage the development of informal strategy
making processes. These will allow other organization actors, particularly middle
managers, to take an active role in strategy development and provide a strategic
competitive advantage to the organization.

This section shows that an involved middle manager, with good knowledge
and understanding of the organization’s strategic context, will be committed to
synthesizing strategic intelligence from across the organization and developing
new strategic alternatives. However, TMT members must ensure that processes are
in place and functioning effectively that allow middle managers to develop and
implement strategy collaboratively with the top. The alternatives are either passive
or active resistance and independent initiation of courses of action that may cause

organization chaos.

2.76 Effective Implementation

The emphasis that this review has placed on the shaping and facilitating of the
middle’s role in developing strategy should not blind the reader to the powerful
impact that can accrue through the middle managers role in directing and
facilitating strategy implementation.

While an intuitive assumption might lead one to believe that upward
influencing strategic activities, such as the Championing Alternatives and
Synthesizing Information roles described by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992,1996),
would have a superior impact on organization performance, empirical research
suggests a more complex relationship. First, it appears that downward influence
exerted consistently over time results in high performance. (Floyd and Wooldridge,
1997) This suggests that the middle manager may be able to establish and sustain
credible relationships with the operating level in order to lead and facilitate
implementation of deliberate strategy that has emerged from the formal corporate
process. In contrast, it was found that varying levels of upward influence supported
high performance. Recognizing that it may not be appropriate for the middle

managers to be constantly “in the face” of top management to achieve their ends, a
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flexible contingent approach is more effective. Dutton et.al. (1993,1997,2001)

stressed that understanding when to begin, and feeling comfortable about, selling

issues required “reading the wind” of top management orientation. However, the

consistent approach to downward influence does not imply straightforward.

Within the context of the four role model outlined by Floyd and

Wooldridge (1992,1996), downward influence occurs by Facilitating Adaptability

and through Implementing Deliberate Strategy. In the former, managers work to
increase organization flexibility, improve organization learning and increase the

organization’s strategic response capability. This is typified by their creation of

innovative organizational arrangements and through their nurturing of experiments

and autonomous initiatives by operators. This places them in a difficult position

between the demands of the operating and top levels.

It is in the implementation role that middle managers are really stretched to

balance the aspirations of these two levels. Although the classical view of the
strategic process has the implementation activity of middle managers limited to
controlling activity towards meeting top management goals, the reality of
balancing different orientations poses significant challenges. Building on a
definition of implementation as “ a series of interventions designed to align
organizational action with strategic intent”, the authors suggest that middle
management’s implementation role requires a blend of strong leadership and
sincere follower-ship. (1996:96-104) In the former they promote understanding
and acceptance of the organization’s new directions, in the later they solicit
contributions, ask questions and coordinate diverse inputs. This allows the
development and implementation of a plan that utilizes organization resources

most effectively.
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TABLE 3. MIDDLE MANAGEMENT ROLES IN THE STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT

PROCESS

Study Source

Fundamental Perspective

Key Observations

Implications

Bower (1970)

Kanter (1982)

Van Cauwenbergh & Cool
(1982)

Middle management
performs an integrating role
between the needs of the
operating units and the
corporate direction set by
top management.

Middle managers are a key
source of strategic changes
in an organization

Middle management rather
than top management

occupies the central position

in the strategy formulation
process.

Bower describes the task
of the "man in the
middle" as ensuring the
consistency between the
strategic considerations
raised by product -
markets sub-units and the
long-range program
objectives of the
corporation.

. "The managers in the
middle must be sensitive
to the inevitable
imperfections in the
strategy. They are the
only men in the
organization who are in a
position to judge whether
issues are being
considered in the proper
context." [Page 297]

"Each manager must be
receiving and transmitting
information up and down
the hierarchy over many
levels." [Page 337]

"Because middle
managers have their
fingers on the pulse of the
operations, they can also
conceive, suggest and set
in motion new ideas that
managers may not have
thought of" [page 96]

During strategy
formulation, proposals for
technical and operational
change arise from front
line management. Top
management proposes
strategic guidelines.
Middle management faces
the difficult task of
integrating the two
perspectives.

Middle management must
be capable of exercising

This work clearly showed
that the middle manager
was undertaking a pivotal
linking role between the
corporate level of the
organization and those
initiating and
implementing strategic
activity. Information and
action in respect to
strategic definition, action
planning and organization
structure passes in two
directions through the
integrating middle
manager.

Middle managers should be
encouraged to develop and
surface new strategic
initiatives.

Strategic management is an
organization wide activity.
Middle managers play a
key role in bringing
coherence and balance to
the process. Their
“judgement, opinion,
values, and evaluation
affect the strategy
formulation and
implementation in a
decisive way.”
Organization structures and
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Bourgeois & Brodwin
(1984)

Mintzberg & Waters (1985)

Guth & MacMillan (1986)

One of five models of
strategy implementation
proposed was the Crescive
model where the strategy
formulation and strategy
implementation activities
are integrated into one
within the organization.

Among strategic types
identified in this study were
two that featured broad
involvement by managers
and others who were not

part of the Top Management

Team. They were identified
as the “Process™ and
“Consensus” models.

Middle managers are
motivated more by their
perceived self-interest than
by the organizational

technical, political, and
interpersonal skills while
working in both spheres
of influence.
Fundamental to this
approach, is the fact that
strategic decisions are the
result of group activity at
all levels of the
organization.

When the desire is to
involve all levels of the
organization in strategic
development then it is
necessary to accept that
the distinctions between
strategy formulation and
strategy implementation,
and the levels in which
responsibility for these
two functions exist will
become blurred,

The process model
represents a middle
ground between
deliberate and emergent
strategies. The process is
still very much in control
of the top of the
organization. However,
the development of
strategic details and
implementation is left
purely with those below

the top management team.

The consensus model
provides an example of
strategic development

In this approach, actors
throughout the
organization become
actively involved in
developing a strategic
convergence through
spontaneous dialogue and
initiation of strategic
actions.

The development of the
consensus does not occur
through chaotic activity
rather an ongoing serious
of interactions result in
gradual movement
towards an organization
wide consensus.

When the goal structure
and perceptions of middle
managers are not in line
with that of the of the

processes need to facilitate
this.

In order to have broad
involvement with all levels
of management it is
necessary to share both
responsibility and authority
beyond the ranks of the top
management in. The
knowledge, creativity, and
energy that a large
organization must tap into
will only be accessible
when the strategic process
engages both middle
management and the
operating level.

Contemporary organization
should attempt to blend
elements of both deliberate
and emergent strategy
making into their strategic
processes.

The potential for middle
managers to act as
gatekeepers and facilitators
of communication
exchanges must be
enhanced.

The challenge is to engage
the organization actors in a
proactive and broad
process with respect 1o
strategy making and
implementation.

Insensitive imposition of
strategic direction will be
met with resistance and
less than stellar
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Schilit & Paine (1987)

interest unless they coincide.

"Although we generally
think of top level managers
as being the only individuals
involved in strategic
decisions, middle level
managers often do, in fact,
impact on the nature and
outcomes of the decisions."”
[Page 162]

senior team, the chances
that middle managers will
view the strategic
objectives set at the fop as
less desirable and with
less commitment than
expected are high. Also,
differences in the
information that is
available to middle
managers vs. their senior
peers will result in
lowering still further the
level of commitment and
may result'in middle
managers openly
disagreeing with the
strategy.

Passive or active behavior
can result in the strategic
initiatives being distorted
or totally thwarted.

Expectancy theory
suggests that middle
managers will exert little
effort to strategic
implementation when
they believe either, they
have a low probability of
successfully
implementing strategy or
even when they do
succeed the organization's
goals will not be realized
or, and most notably,
achievement of the
organization's goals 1s not
consistent with their own
goals or needs.

Middle managers were
actively engaged in the
upward influence,
sometimes over extremely
long time periods. The
greatest degree of such
activity took place during
periods of the greatest
organizational
uncertainty. That is,
during periods when
strategic issues were
being identified and when
strategic choices were
being made.

implementation. Securing
commitment at the
individual and
organizational level is
absolutely critical.

The organization, in
developing its strategic
processes, must take into
account that middle
managers can and wish to
play a significant part in
the identification of issues
and generation of strategic
alternatives that is part of
the strategy formulation
activity.

Middle managers will not
follow blindly direction
from above. They will
interpret for themselves,
engage in coalition
generating activities,
evaluate the risk return
potential of strategic
initiatives from their own
functional perspectives and
apply their own systematic
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Nonaka (1988)

Nonaka (1991)

Westley (1990)

Nonaka advances the
concept of "middle-up-down
management”. In this
managerial style the middle
manager is the core.

"Middle management
occupies a key position, it is
equipped with the ability to
combine strategic macro
[context specific]
information. In other words,
middle management is in a
position to forge the
organizational link between
deductive and inductive
management.” [Page 15]

(From Honda / Matsushita
study of knowledge
creation.)

Middle managers want to be
included in the strategic
conversations that are part
of the organization’s
strategic process.

Middle managers are in
the key position to create
organizational
information, manage the
flow upward to top
management and down to
the operating level, and
behave as key change
agents for organization
strategic renewal.
Middle management
plays an integrating role.
They must balance the
expectations created by
top managers’ vision with
the concrete needs of
implementation faced by
operating level
management. This
integrating role is critical
to the success of the
organization.

Middle managers
synthesized the tacit
knowledge of both front
line employees and senior
executives, made it
explicit and incorporated
it into new technologies
and products

Middle managers have a
distinctly different view
of what constitutes an
appropriate role for them
in the strategic process
than that held by top
management and many
management theorists
The degree to which
middle managers are
included or exciuded from
strategic conversations
will determine their
orientation towards the
organization and their
strategic roles. This may
range from empowerment
to apathy.

The orientation of top
management towards the
middle managers will
have a significant impact
on the role that

middle managers are
encouraged to perform
and the manner in which
top management and
middle management
engage in the strategic
conversations

analysis to the situations
confronting them.

Such an approach requires
that talented middle
managers be afforded the
freedom to communicate
broadly, generate solutions
independently, and be
given access to the
organizational resources
necessary for them to do
their jobs.

Confirmed the pivotal role
of middle managers in the
strategic process.

If an organization wants a
middle management group
that is responsive and
committed to action, then it
must create organizational
conditions and processes
that encourage

in strategic conversations.
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Pettigrew & Whipp (1991)

Barney (1991)

Huff, J.O. & Huff, A.S. &
Thomas (1992)

Bartlett & Ghoshal (1993)

On the basis of analyzing
longitudinal qualitative
cases, the authors propose a
set of characteristics and
skills required for strategic
change.

“ Great pains have been
taken to show how strategic
change is an organization
wide activity, with all that
implies for the influence of
the commercial, social and
political character of the

firm. It is not the preserve of

the executive suite, even

though so many behave as if

it were.” (pp.276)

Human resources, in
particular managerial talent,
may be a resource by which
the organization can sustain
competitive advantage.

The authors develop a four-
stage model that moves an
organization towards

organization renewal. A key

element of the renewal
process is the development
and sustaining of “stresses”
generated from parts of the
organization other than Top
Management

The authors propose a
“new” managerial model in
which top management is
viewed as a group that
creates vision and
challenges the status quo,
middle management acts as
horizontal information
brokers and integrators of
organization capability.
Front line management is

Leading change involves
linking action by people
at all levels.

Linking strategic and
operational change
involves both intentional
and emergent processes at
all levels.

Top management must
build a climate that is
receptive to change,
ensure that the
organization has the
capability to undertake
strategic change, and
assist all levels to
interpret the external /
internal signals.
Sustaining the energy and
focus of strategic change
is best done with effective
leaders at all levels.

It is through the informal
strategy making process
of the organization that
the opportunity to gain a
competitive advantage.
These informal processes
are likely to be dominated
by middle management
participation.

The strategic decision
process requires linkages
to be established between
different hierarchical
levels of the organization
and individuals who may
not be aware of the
organization stresses that
are growing,.

Organizational units
isolated from the top will
initiate new strategic
directions before they are
formally adopted by
senior management.

"Creating and maintaining
credibility and trust in the
system, therefore, is a key
requirement and these
tasks define the main
responsibilities of middle
management in the
renewal process.” [Page
39]

In respect to the
integrating process within

The notion of the “heroic
leader” does not fit the
reality of organizations
undergoing strategic
change. Because leading
strategic change requires
“dealing with interwoven
problems and dilemmas at
all levels of the
organization” (pp.281)
leadership and involvement
at all levels is important.
People at all levels must be
afforded the opportunity to
develop the skills and
acquire the knowledge that
will allow them to
contribute to strategic
change.

To ensure that the
organization gains strategic
competitive advantage,
encourage the development
of informal strategy
making processes. Allow
other organization actors,
particularly middle
management, the
opportunity to take an
active role in informal
strategy development.

Major changes in the
organizational strategy
cannot occur solely
through top management
initiative. The top must be
willing to listen to and
respond to stresses
generated from within the
organization.

To be effective in the
activities of horizontal
information broker and
capability integrator,
middle management must
be able to secure access to
the top and be positioned in
such a way that they are
respected by their peers
and those at the operating
level. Visible support from
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Burgelman (1983)

Burgelman (1991)

Burgelman (1994)

afforded an entrepreneurial
role with a strong
performance focus.

While developing a working
model to explain how
corporate strategy actually
gets formulated, the critical
role played by middle
management in many
elements of the strategic
development process was
highlighted.

Based on the evolutionary
framework towards strategy
making, the field study
explores the existence and
functioning of both induced
and autonomous strategic
learning processes. It is
proposed that when top
management stimulates and
reinforces the presence of
both processes, and when
top driven strategic intent is
balanced with bottom-up
experimentation and
selection, organizations will
sustain strategic success

(As part of a longitudinal
study of Intel the author
found that ) middle
managers were able to play
a much greater role in
influencing change in
business direction than had
been thought possible. In

the organization, it is
middle managers who are
in the best place to
facilitate the link from top
management to the front
line.

Top management
generally controls the
choices that determine the
structural context of
strategy making. In
contrast, the
determination of strategic
context "reflects the
efforts of middle level
managers to link
autonomous strategic
behaviors at the
product/market level into
the Corporation's concept
of strategy." [Page 66)
Top management should
legitimately stimulate
induced processes, which
build upon the
organization’s current
strategy and learning.
However, maintaining the
link between the top’s
strategic intent and
middle managers’
strategic initiatives is
critical.

Autonomous initiatives,
which emerge outside the
existing strategic and
learning boundaries, can
originate at all levels.
However, they are most
likely to emerge when
changing technology and
market conditions. In
large growing
organizations this will
occur more frequently at
levels below top
management.

The two processes need to
exist together to ensure
organization survival.
Multiple strategy making

approaches, at work -

simultaneously, support
both current focus and
future dynamism

If top managers stimulate
an environment in which
middle managers are not
discouraged from
challenging the status
quo, they may lead the
development of new
strategic initiatives

the top, including active
involvement in all strategic
activities, appears to be
key.

Clearly, autonomous
strategic behavior will
occur of the operating level
of the organization.
However, if the
organization has in place
the structures and
processes to facilitate it,
middle management is able
to play a significant role in
integrating the results of
this behavior into the
cohesive organization wide
strategic process.

Top management must
attempt to blend strategic
processes that emerge from
classical strategic planning
models with the
evolutionary processes that
emanate from internal /
external selection models.
This requires committed
leadership of existing
strategy while allowing
input from below.
Amongst middle managers,
the opportunity to
experiment with new
strategic directions and / or
challenge the status quo
must be encouraged.

An organization’s strategic
renicwal is dependent on
the later. Incremental
adjustment may sustain
short-term success.
Survival is dependent on a
fully dynamic strategic
environment in the
organization.

The tendency of middle
managers to initiate
divergent strategic
direction in response to
external environmental
changes is a key behavior.
Rather than suppresses this
tendency, top management
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Burgelman & Grove
(1996)

Dutton & Ashford (1993)

Dutton & Ashford et.al.
(1997)

fact, it was at the level of the

middle manager that
initiatives began which
caused the organization to
ultimately change its
strategy.

When an in-balance
develops between strategic

intent and strategic action in

an organization, strategic
dissonance emerges.
Middle management
communication and action
often signals the need to
respond to a strategic
inflection point. Top
management requires the
capability of strategic
recognition, to be able to
interpret and respond to
these signals.

The advantage of involving
middle managers in issue
identification is the
opportunity to expose top

management to the views of

those much closer to the

day-to-day operations of the

firm.

Top management's
willingness to listen, and a
positive organization
climate, are major

towards a high state of
readiness.

Middle managers,
collectively, often have a
much more extensive
network of external
contacts than those of top
management.

The independent strategic
actions of middle
managers represent one of
the strongest sources of
strategic divergence.
Generally, these actions
are positive for the
organization. However,
when they make transition
from existing strategy
difficult they pose a
challenge to top
management. Top
management must learn to
recognize the strategic
importance of these
initiatives.

It is in top management's
interest to understand the
process by which issues
are sold to it. Many
middle managers raise
issues because there is
link between top
management's recognition
and legitimization of the
issue and middle
managers ability to
achieve their units and
their personal goals.”
Page 402] When in issue
is relevant to the
functional or operational
responsibilities of the
middle manager they're
more likely to raise it as
an issue to the top.

Middle management will
initiate issue selling more
frequently when top
management is perceived
as supportive and open.

Issues will become
strategic when top
management believes
they are relevant to
organization performance
over the longer-term.

If provided the
opportunity, middle
managers can play an
important role in speeding

must develop the capability
to recognize the strategic
clues provided by the
middle and engage them in
developing new strategy at
the corporate level.

Top management must
allow dissent and not
dismiss dissonance.
Middle management
strategic input should be
weighed against the “big
picture”.

Balancing top-down
strategic intent with
bottom-up forces is key.
Active debate sits side-by-
side with organizational
alignment. “That is the
culture that works best
when top management has
to navigate between letting
chaos reign and reining in
chaos.” (pp.23)

Middle managers must be
assisted to develop the
skills and opportunities to
undertake issue selling .
Top management must
work to reduce barriers that
prevent individuals
surfacing potentially
strategic issues.

The choices middie

managers make as to
whether to engage in
strategic issue selling
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Dutton & Ashford et.al.
(2001)

Miller (1997)

contributors to supporting
middle management's
raising of issues.

This study served to confirm
and build upon earlier work.
It clearly confirmed that
issue selling was successful
when the “sellers” were able
to identify their causes as
strategically important,
when top management was
able to respond and when
there were obvious payoffs
to the organization.

Selling, particularly in
relation to the strategic /
business plan, was much
more complex than
originally conceived.

There can be no effective
strategy implementation
without significant
involvement of those lower
in the organization.(than top
management.)

up the strategic decision
making process by
providing critical
information to decision-
makers at the top of the
organization. However,
their willingness to do
this is affected by
behavior that causes them
to. actively manage the
impressions that top
management has of them.

Middle managers appear
to pay attention to clues
from both inside and
outside the organization
when determining the
advisability of selling
issues upward. They are
very aware of trends,
developments and events
taking place outside the
organization.

Political and organization
context were more
significant than individual
impression management.
The political and
commitment processes
revealed were more
consistent with strategic
renewal roles for middle
management. (See Floyd
and Wooldridge,2000)
“The process is also
deeply contextual in the
sense of requiring issue
sellers to have in depth
knowledge of” how the
system works” in arder to
effectively make change
happen’ (pp730)

Traditional approaches to
assessing strategic
effectiveness, such as
financial and market
measures are ineffective.
Three factors, completion,
achievement, and
acceptability provide
better measures of
implementation success.
“To complete
implementation, achieve
everything which is
intended, and do all of
this in a way which is
acceptable to organization
members- that is, to attain
comprehensive success,

activity have the capability
to fundamentally affect
strategic direction. Itis
critical that this behavior
be encouraged.

Top management has a
critical role to play in
creating a context in which
middle managers are
willing to initiate issue
selling. . Because middle
management will read the
wind in a very fluid
manner, that is interpreting
organization factors as both
positive and negative,
establishment of a
consistent context is
important if the
organization is to gather,
interpret and respond to the
strategic clues that exist.

In order to be effective
issue sellers and positively
influence organization
strategy and performance,
individuals require deep
and broad knowledge of
the strategy, its content, the
context in which it is
developed and
implemented, and the
organizational / external
relationships which impact
its’ success.

Top management can play
a key role in ensuring that
middle management has
the apportunity to acquire
the knowledge and skills.
Failing to do so will rob
the organization of a vital
source of internal change
initiatives.

Direct backing,
maintaining a positive
culture and providing clear
direction are all within the
purview of top
management. If they wish
to assure successful
implementation then this
umbrella must be extended
to the other organization
actors that can make or
break their strategic
decisions
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Thakur (1998)

Currie (1999)

Hart (1991)

An elitist approach to
strategy development is not
realistic. Top management,
when involving the middle
managers, needs to provide
forums where the "reflexive
monitoring of strategic
events is possible."

A case study of the role of
middle managers in the

business planning process of

the UK. National Health
Service reveals that despite

the bureaucratic restraints of

the public service they are
able to wield considerable
strategic influence.

Hart developed four generic
modes of strategy making.
The four modes, rational,
transactive, symbolic, and

generative featured different

degrees of top management
control vs. other actor
involvement. The mode or
modes of strategy making

employed in an organization
are a significant predictor of

overall organization

performance. A blend of all

four modes was correlated
with the highest performing
firms.

there needs to be support
[especially from
influential persons, and
those implementing the
decision], clarity about
what the objectives are
and how to reach them, a
positive organization
climate and a little bit of
luck-or at least no bad
luck." [Page 591

Middle management is
involved in strategy
making as a day-to-day
activity not as a once in a
period activity.

Middle managers are
quite able to see the
"corporate big picture"
and do not exhibit
parochialism in their
strategic thinking.

Top management,
particularly those at the
centre, discounted middle
managers ability to
influence strategy
formulation.

Middle managers were
able to “read” the
strategic environment and
engaged in substantial
local innovation to
forward their business
plans.

They were also prepared
to challenge imposed top-
down performance
indicators when they were
not relevant to their
strategic context.

Middle managers had a
tendency to manipulate
and modify deliberate
strategy because their
avenues of upward
influence were limited.
Two dimensions are key
to understanding the
strategy making process.
These are top
management
"intentionality" and
organizational actor
"autonomy”. The first
dimension refers to the
extent to which strategy is
deliberate and the plan
work of top management,
while the second refers to
the extent to which
strategy is influenced by
the of autonomous

Middle managers are able
and desire to make a
significant contribution to
strategy making. Top
management must be
prepared to create the
environment that facilitates
this participation.

Top managers must
recognize the strategic
value of middle managers.
Instead of imposing
standards and direction
upon them from above, top
managers should attempt to
engage the middle ina
two-way learning dialogue.
Decentralizing
responsibility to middle
mangers will allow them to
play a much greater role in
both upward and
downward strategic
processes.

Strategy modes which
incorporate top
management leadership
with the participation of
other organization actors,
are those that are likely to
result in superior
organization performance.

It is important that the
organization provides
channels and opportunities
that will ensure that both
top management and other
organization actors are
afforded the chances to
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Hart (1992)

Hart & Banbury (1994)

Wooldridge & Floyd
(1990)

Identifies a fifth mode of
strategy making, that of
Command. Able to
differentiate the spectrum of
roles for both top
management and other
organization actors.

At one extreme, the
Command mode features
almost total control by top
management and other
organization members are
relegated to the role of
sheep. At the other end of
the spectrum virtual
organization anarchy reigns
with top management
having abdicated its
strategic role and other
organizatjon actors are free
to pursue independent
injtiatives in a climate of
unstructured
entrepreneurship.

The paper reconfirmed the
proposition that the ability
to develop multiple strategy
aiun EEn SO Ach SIS
result in high organization
performance.

Simultaneous use of
multiple processes of
strategy making [modes]
will facilitate superior
performance under
particular organizational and
environmental conditions.

Improved organization
performance does not come
through the route of
improved implementation.
Rather, it comes through

behavior of other
organization actors.

"High performing firms
appear capable of
blending competing
frames of reference in
strategy making. They
are simultaneously plan
for an incremental,
directive and display,
controlling and
empowering, vision rate
and detailed." [Page 121]

Firms that developed
strategy-making
capability that combined
skills in all five modes of
strategy generally
exhibited higher
performance than
average.

CEO's and middle
managers believed that
middle management
could make a meaningful
contribution to strategy

maximize their strategic
contributions.

"Strategy making can no
longer be limited
conceptually to the chief
executive or the top
management team. Rather,
strategy making must be
conceptualized as
organization wide,.
Specifying the
complementary roles
played by top managers
and organization members
serves to clarify strategy
the actually gets made in
organizations"(Page .347)

"The process through
which strategy is made
holds the potential for
competitive advantage and
requires purposeful design
and management attention.
To achieve high-
performance, top managers
must provide a strong
sense of strategic direction
and organizational
members must be active
players in the strategy
making process.” [Page
266]

Top management should be
aware that the involvement
of middle managers in the
strategic process should be
substantive rather than
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Floyd & Wooldridge
(1992A)

Floyd & Wooldridge
(1992B)

the development of superior
strategy as a result of middle
management input to the
strategic decision process.

The authors outline a
typology describing the
involvement of middle
management in strategy. It
delineates four strategic
roles, Championing,
Synthesizing, Facilitating
and Implementing.16
variables were isolated that
identify the strategic
orientation of specific
middle managers.

Strategic consensus results
when both the understanding
of, and commitment to
strategic initiatives is shared
across all levels of
management and operating
staff.

"The typology is
premised on the view that
strategy is "a pattern in a
stream of actions" and
that it develops out of a
continuous, interactive
learning process
involving managers
throughout the
organization.”(Page 154)

The most common reason
for strategy not to be
implemented successfully
is when middle and
operating level managers
are ill informed or unable
to support the chosen
direction of top
management. In contrast,
successful execution of
strategy occurs when
managers are acting on a
shared set of strategic
priorities and are able to
achieve it because of a
shared level of
understanding and
commitment to the
strategy.

In order to create strategic
commitment, is necessary
for managers to perceive
that the contemplated
strategy addresses the
needs of the organization
and the manager’s own
self-interest.

Without the input of the
middle manager the
likelihood that full
organizational
commitment will be
achieved is lessened
dramatically.

"In short, strategy making
is a dynamic, continuous
phenomena, and to

nominal; that middle
managers expect them to
define the strategic context
but feel able to develop and
initiate their own courses
of action; and that middle
managers will challenge
strategic decisions, and that
the ability to critique
strategic action contributes
to feelings of substantive
involvement

As top managers have a
tendency to separate
strategic ideas from
strategic action, it is
imperative that they
stimulate two-way
communication with
middle and operating level
managers to insure that the
strategic details are not
lost. "Moving from
concept to organizational
action may be the most
difficult step in the
strategic decision process.
We argue that strategic
understandings and
commitment, not top-down
delegation, are the basis for
coherent action and
effective strategy."(Page
38)

111



Study Source

Fundamental Perspective

Key Observations

Implications

Wooldridge & Floyd
(1994)

Floyd & Wooldridge
(1997)

The four strategic roles that
middle managers play can

have a distinct impact on
organization performance

The level of strategic
involvement of middle
managers is directly
correlated with improved
organization performance

understand it, managers at
many levels must be
engaged firsthand in the
thought process."(Page
35)

Effective implementation
requires that middle
managers understand the
strategic rationale behind
the plan. Such
understanding appears to
result from broad
participation in the
strategic process.

Middle managers play an

important role in bringing
new strategic initiatives to
top management attention

Middle managers can act
as collectors and conduits
for information that is
valuable to top
management

Middle managers play a
significant but almost
hidden role in facilitating
positive organization
change.

When middle managers
are excluded from the
strategy development
process they lack
commitment towards
implementation.
Implementation requires
that middle managers
often must adjust the
plans formulated by top
mansgementic ssspend s

emergent situations.

The overall pattern of
strategic influence
amongst an organization’s
middle management most
affected overall
performance.

The degree to which
managers were able to
engage in boundary
spanning activities both
internally and externally
was a significant predictor
of strategic influence.

Very few middle
managers were positioned
to be fully influential in
the strategic process.

It is imperative that top
management recognize the
link between middle
management,
organizational capability
and organization
performance.

Top managers if they are to
fully utilize the power of
middle managers to initiate
and participate in
organization strategic
renewal must provide the
opportunity and
circumstances that allow
them to input and to
communicated broadly
with the internal and
external environments.
Middle managers are key
link between the
organization strategy and
overall competitiveness
and performance.
Enhancing, rather than
downgrading, their roles
seem to be the key to
organization survival.
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Floyd, S.W. & Lane, P.J.
(2000)

Liedtka (2000)

An organization’s strategic
processes can engage a
broad group of
organizational actors in
strategic dialogues. This will
develop and test new
futures, in a cognitive loop,
which by utilizing new
capabilities can be
implemented in a
behavioural loop.

Middle managers are able
to evaluate new
information in the context
of the firm’s strategy,
operations, and markets
and thereby direct top
managers’ attention to an
understanding of strategic
issues

"Middle management
forms the hub through
which most strategic
information flows... in
order to interact with
operating management,
middle managers must
maintain a degree of
technical competence and
a detailed understanding
of the organization's
capabilities. To interact
with top management,
they must also understand
the organization's goals
and competitive strategy,
as well as the political
context in which these are
developed.

Broader inclusion of
managers in the strategy
making processes has
many advantages. Better
environmental sensitivity,
customer intelligence,
energy and commitment,
and wider dissemination
of ideas are all possible.
An effective process, with
shared dialogue brings
about a collective
understanding by building
on the cognitive diversity
present inn the broader
group.

An inclusive strategic
process requires a
relationship between the
top managers and others
based on trust, listening
and openness. Shared
purpose and future focus
are also key. Rather than
be exclusive strategic
thinkers, top managers
must enable and develop
the strategic thinking skills
of all organizational
members.

SS
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2.8 Strategy-Making Modes: Collaboration between the TMT and
the middle?

Two of the foundation elements that the material in this section has identified are
attributed to the relationships that exist between top and middle management. First,
the nature of the relationship will determine the strategic effectiveness of middle
managers and of their organizations. Secondly, the processes that support strategy
development and implementation must allow the objectives of both levels to be
satisfied. That is, the TMT’s strategic intent and the autonomous actions of the
middle will be balanced in such a way to give rise to aligned implementation of
emergent strategic direction. However, theorizing and research has demonstrated
that in reality this relationship spans a wide spectrum ranging from absolute top-
down control of the strategic process to a circumstance described best as middle
and operating level anarchy. In the former, strategy emerges from a TMT driven,
orderly, analytical process from which the middle takes its implementation
directions. In the latter, high degrees of freedom permit operating and mid level
actors to shape their own strategic destiny in an often haphazard manner, with little
or no input from the top. Across this spectrum there are approaches which feature
varying degrees of influence from top management, the middle and operating
levels.

Bourgeois and Brodwin (1984) were among the first to identify how the
relationship with the top could shape the organization’s strategic effectiveness.
While their five models were focused on strategy implementation, they were
distinguished by the degree of control from the top, level of participation of other
actors and degree of freedom allowed others to initiate action. As characterized by

the authors,(pp.242) looking from a CEO’s point of view, the five styles are;

Commander "How do I formulate the rational-analytical
optimum strategy?” top-down driven
Change "I have a strategy in mind; manipulates
how do I implement it?” organization Jevers
Collaborative “ How do I involve top dominant coalition
management to get driven

commitment to strategies
from the start?”

Cultural “How do I involve the whole | wide participation
organization in
implementation?”
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Crescive “How do I encourage bottom up driven
managers to come forward
as champions of sound
strategies?

This model, while derived from the perspective that the CEO was the ultimate
strategic champion, is significant in that it was prepared to go way beyond the then
accepted view that the majority of strategic activity was rational analytically
directed from the top. Most significantly, as was noted above, they suggested that
strategy development and implementation were not necessarily separate activities.
This was a precursor to the redefinition of strategic roles that has been reviewed in
this chapter.

Previously the implications of the work of Mintzberg and Waters (1985) on
the opportunities for organization actors, other then top management, to shape
strategy have been reviewed. Their model placed top management intentionality as
a dimension anchored by totally deliberate and totally emergent strategies. Along
this dimension lay a range of strategy making modes. The eight modes spanned a
spectrum of deliberate, top driven to emergent, organization actor and /or

environment driven

Table 5. Summary—descriptions of strategy types per Mintzberg and Waters, 1985
(As summarized by Hart, 1991)

Major Features
Strategy Type

Planned Strategies originate in formal plans; precise intentions exist,
formulated by the management and backed up by formal
controls.

Entrepreneurial Strategies originate in central vision; intentions exist as vision
of a single leader, under the personal control of that individual.

Ideological Strategies originate in shared beliefs, intentions exist as
collective vision of all actors, controlled normatively through
indoctrination and socialization

Umbrella Strategies originate in constraints; leadership defines
boundaries or targets within which actors respond or create

Process Strategies originate in process; leadership controls process
aspects of strategy (structure, planning system)

Unconnected Strategies originate in enclaves; actors loosely coupled to the
rest of the firm engage in their own actions in the absence of
(or in contradiction to) central intentions

Consensus Strategies originate in consensus; through mutual adjustment,
actors converge on patterns that become pervasive in the
absence of central intentions

Imposed Strategies originate in environment; environment dictates
patterns of action.
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As was covered earlier in the sections of this review dealing with the development
of integrated strategic decision making models and autonomous strategic action, it
was left to Stuart Hart to develop theory based models that would balance and
integrate the desire for intentionality and the need for autonomy. His initial work
(1991) postulated four strategy making modes defined by two axis, one spanning
deliberate to emergent strategy and the other induced to autonomous behaviour. In
1992 he added one more mode, to reflect the strength and persistence of top
directed strategic process in some organizations. As shown in Table 2, the new
model featured five strategy making modes, Command, Symbolic, Rational,
Transactive, and Generative. Highlights of each mode follow; (adapted from Hart,
1992:335-339)

Command

In this strategy-making mode a strong leader (CEO?) or a limited number of top
managers (segment of the TMT?) have total strategic control over the organization.
The process is deliberate, controlled at the top and rational-analytical. Strategies
emerge from the top ready to implement, and other organization actors are
expected to do just that.

Symbolic

The top remains the key driver in this mode. However, they are expected to be the
source of a compelling organization vision and a clear directional mission. This
defining of strategic intent is meant to provide a framework for all organization
members to refine and implement strategy. Top management plays the role of
‘cheerleader”, motivating others to act in pursuit of the long-term goals. In this
mode, other organization actors including the middle do not have any significant
involvement in influencing and shaping corporate strategy. The symbolic approach
does, however, create a perception of engagement and a shared part in strategic
execution.

Rational

Significant amounts of information gathering and analysis are a key feature of the
rational mode of strategy making. Extensive amounts of internal and external
information are collected. Analysis is usually formalized through institutional
approaches such as strategic planning. The systematic processing and synthesizing
of organization data requires a great deal of upward communicating by

organization members other than the TMT. However, the TMT maintains control
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through manipulation of strategic levers such as structure, formal systems and
incentives that induce the required implementation behaviour from other actors.
(This mode equates most closely to the Design School approach to strategic
planning outlined by Mintzberg.(1990) )

Transactive

Strategy making based on interaction between organization levels, shared learning,
and iterative development of strategy is central to the transactive mode. An
ongoing dialogue involving employees, suppliers, customers, and other external
actors shapes strategy. Cross-functional communication is key to success. Top
management takes the lead role in facilitating the internal and external interaction
and then provides the procedural framework in which the results of these
exchanges can be integrated into forward strategy.

Generative

While the transactive mode facilitates and demands high levels of middle
management and operating level involvement, the generative mode is absolutely
dependent on the autonomous strategic behaviour of these levels. Upward
influence from these levels shapes the organization’s new strategic direction.
Operating level employees are allowed to generate innovations outside their day to
day job requirements. In this mode top management virtually abdicates strategic
control. Their key role is that of sponsor and encourager of experimentation and
risk taking. In this mode, as with the transactive, the middle manager has the
opportunity to wield the greatest degree of upward influence. The openness of top
management to involvement, the need for free flowing information and the
intrapreneurial behaviour of the operating level, make the linking ability of the

middle manager a critical organization capability.

2.81 Impact of Strategy Making Modes on Performance.

The potential for the nature of the interaction between top management and other
organization actors to have varying impacts on performance was summarized by
Hart.(1992) Essentially, he proposed that because the Command and Generative
modes do not fully utilize the capabilities of the organization, the other three
modes would be greater predictors of high performance. He also advanced the

notion that firms which were able to combine a number of modes into their
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capability repertoire would achieve higher performance levels than those restricted
to one.

These propositions were tested empirically by Hart and Banbury (1994).
Somewhat surprisingly, they found that organizations able to develop capabilities
across all five strategy-making modes achieved the highest level of performance. It
appear that flexibility across both the spectrums reviewed above, the induced to
autonomous behaviour and deliberate to emergent strategy, provide the
organization the flexibility to respond effectively to a range of strategic
environments. It should be noted that the three central modes did correlate
positively against some of the performance measuring constructs adopted by the
authors. None-the-less, combinations of strategy making mode capability did
perform better.

Rather than mitigate against a “broader” role for middle management in the
strategy process these results served to reinforce the need for it. The authors
suggest the following implications. “The process through which strategy is made
holds the potential for competitive advantage and requires purposeful design and
management attention. To achieve high performance top managers must provide a
strong sense of strategic direction and (other) organizational members must be
active players in strategy making process. “ (Hart and Banbury, 1994:266) This
perspective will be a key element of the research work and is elaborated more fully

in the Research Methodology section.

2.9 Implications for Research: Lessons learned and directions for

study that emerge from the Literature Review.

The review of literatures encompassing a number of the key elements /
perspectives of the Strategic Management Process in organizations has revealed
that a number of “classical” foundations of the field are open to question. Rather
than being a highly structured, systematic process driven by the TMT, Strategic
Decision-Making appears most effective when characterized by a highly flexible,
inclusive approach. Middle managers are not content to act as supervisors of
strategy implementation, but desire to shape the organization’s strategic direction.
Strategic renewal starts with autonomous strategic initiatives developed at the

operating level and surfaced by the middle. Organization performance is
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maximized when the top, middle and operating levels of the organization
collaborate on developing an implementing strategy.

The following section will highlight elements of the literature that are
particularly significant to this researcher’s exploration of the strategic roles of
middle managers, the strategic relationships of the middle with the TMT, and the
impact of these roles and relationships on organization performance. These
observations are organized around the framework that guided the literature review,
with the addition of a separate item on organization performance, and reference
some of the key contributions to the literature that help establish the relevance and

importance of particular elements.

2.91 Strategic Decision Making

Inclusion of organization actors, other than the TMT, in the SDM processes is seen
to benefit the quality of SDM and indirectly / directly influence organization
performance.

Simon, (1993) asserts that the ideal SDM process is future-oriented,
generates multiple alternatives, creates implementing ability and features
procedural flexibility. This, Simon says, can only be achieved through a
comprehensive and fully inclusive process where middle managers play their full
part. A similar perspective is reflected in the work of Papadakis and Barwise,
(1997) who propose that multi-level participation increases idea generation and
implementation effectiveness.

Improved SDM effectiveness resulting from collaboration between the
TMT and other organization actors, is a basic tenet of Hart’s (1992)
conceptualization of strategy making modes. Inclusion of others, including middle
managers, appears to contribute to the SDM process, the strategic outputs, the
commitment to and implementation of strategic actions, and improved organization
performance. The need for multi-level involvement in formulating strategy and
reaching consensus on it, as a precursor to the potential of achieving high

performance, was also identified by Bowman and Ambrosini, (1997).

2.92 Top Management in the Strategic Process
The Upper Echelons Theory (Hambick and Mason, 1984) may have inadvertently

left an assumed view that the TMT alone could direct and manage an
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organization’s strategic process. Also, the stream of research that followed tended
to imply that TMT characteristics were the direct or indirect cause of organization
performance.(See for example, Wiersema and Bantel, 1992, Miller, Burke and
Glick, 1998) Although Hambrick(1994) would later suggest that this body of
research had done little to uncover the actual mechanisms by which TMT
dominance and TMT characteristics affect performance, the concept of the
“dominant coalition” has persisted.

It was left to Schwenk (1995), and West and Schwenk (1996), to suggest
that the empirical link between TMT characteristics and organization performance
was equivocal at best. This served further to question the role of the CEO and other
TMT members as “exalted” organization leaders. ( Harrison and Pelletier, 1997)

The middle management literature is relatively strident in suggesting that
TMT members must make the transition from leadership through autocratic
direction to leadership through facilitation and collaboration. Pettigrew and Whipp
(1991) suggest that top management must build a climate receptive to strategic
change in which middle managers are encouraged to provide leadership through
the informal strategy making processes. Burgelman (1991), asserts that it is the
role of the TMT to blend “classical” strategic planning processes with evolutionary
processes that incubate strategic experiments and autonomous initiatives at the
operating level. Westley (1990), and Dutton and Ashford (1993, 1997), both
identify that the TMT members must be prepared to listen to input and issues from
the middle, and show understanding through developing shared responses which
incorporate middle management participation.

The changing corporate reality was highlighted in the work of Roberto
(2000), whose qualitative study of major strategic decisions revealed that they
were generally being made by “specific teams” brought together for the SDM
process. These teams included some members of the TMT, but not the same for
different decisions, and members from the middle management, professional and
operating levels. To be effective in the SDM process TMT members must be able
to maintain very good awareness of developments in the internal and external
environments. ( Papadakis, Lioukas, and Chambers, 1998, Geletkanycz and
Hambrick, 1997) The boundary spanning capability, that Floyd and Wooldridge
(1997) attribute providing middle managers with strategic influence, also allows

them to act as a trusted confidant of the TMT member and SDM team member.
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2.93 Strategy-making and organization performance

Having identified that TMT characteristics or isolated leadership do not necessarily
cause superior performance, it is important to uncover elements in the strategy
development and implementation processes that influence performance. Dean and
Sharfman (1996), established that decision process did indeed matter. Rajagopalan,
Rasheed and Datta ( 1993), through their integrated framework model (Figure 5),
identified the complexity of the SDM processes and potential inter-relationships
with performance. They identified environmental, organizational and decision
specific factors that significantly influenced the overall strategic process and
subsequently impacted organization performance. This complexity and multiplicity
of relationships was confirmed by Papdakis, et.al.(1998).However, their finding
that hierarchical decentralization enhances organization performance, adds strong
support to the view that organization strategy making should be collaborative and
shared. (pp.132).

In contrast to broad based, collaborative strategy making, the existence of
strategic process dichotomy acts a negative influence on organization performance.
Mintzberg (1994, 1998), attributes this to the tendency of TMTs to attempt to
separate thinking from acting. Strategy making processes which incorporate a
“hand-off” of the wisdom of the managerial elite d6 no }roduce the flexibility and
commitment necessary to cope with emergent strategic circumstances. Khatri
(1994), offered empirical proof that the strategy dichotomy results in reduced
organization performance. Evidence that integrating the two major elements of the
strategic process results in major process, content and results benefits is provided
by Feurer, Chaharbagni and Wargin (1995), in their review of the strategic process
at Hewlett-Packard.

Lack of both operating and middle level involvement in the organization’s
strategy making activity also creates a weakness with respect the development and
promoting of those issues and ideas which constitute emergent
strategy (Mintzberg, 1990) First, it is the middle that is the source of symptoms of
strategic. dissonance. In their review of the need for positive conflict and debate
amongst the TMT, Eisenhardt, Kahwéy, and Bourgeois (1997), identify that the

diversity and breadth of thinking that emerge from challenging interactions can
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result in higher performance. As noted already in this section (Simon, 1993)
middle managers are a logical partner in this process. The necessity for strategic
dissonance as an antecedent to strategic renewal in the organization was clearly
demonstrated at Intel and reported by Burgelman and Grove (1996). Both
Burgelman (1991), and Pettigrew and Whipp (1991), suggest that it is the
opportunity for middle managers to lead the development and acceptance of new
strategic initiatives, that creates the strategic tension that leads to TMT re-
examination of organization directions.

The processes and potential performance outcomes of strategy making
collaboration between the TMT and other organization actors, in particular middle
management, is epitomized in the work of Hart (1992). Two significant generic
propositions emerge from his work. First, collaboration between the TMT and
others does enhance the quality of the strategy and results in higher performance.
Secondly the nature of that collaboration, particularly the degree of input afforded

others, does affect organization performance.

2.94 Strategy Implementation
Strategy implementation in the literature can be characterized as raising
problematic challenges. Questions such as, “How is implementation effectiveness
being assessed?” ( Dean and Sharfman, 1996) ; “Is the TMT committed to a role
in implementation?” (Hrebiniak, 1992) and “What tactics should the TMT and
other actors adopt for implementing strategy?” ( Nutt, 1995) occupy the literature.
Some, such as Smith and Kofron (1996) and Pettigrew (1992) suggest that there is
a gap or “black hole” in the strategy research and literature, reflecting a lack of
awareness and knowledge with respect to what actually constitutes effective
implementation and who is involved. Both emphatically assert that theory that
seeks to directly link TMT characteristics, or TMT influence over strategy
formulation, to implementation effectiveness and organization performance needs
revisiting. Framing his integrated model of strategy making, Hart (1992), suggests
the presence of “implementation problems” as one of the top three SDM related
issues in the literature, is reason to examine the extent and type of involvement of
other organizational members in the strategy making process.

Based on research in 50 companies, Nutt (1989), found that top managers

appeared to take implementation short cuts to minimize their involvement. This
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was often the cause of failure of the strategy. In contrast, success was achieved
when both top managers and other key stakeholders, including middle managers,
increased their level of involvement substantially. Hambrick and Cannella (1989),
also reinforce the need for TMT members to be active participants in
implementation. However, they also highlight two other key aspects of
implementation. First is the need to involve the implementers in developing the
strategy and action plans flowing from it. Secondly, they must be prepared to act as
“champions”, communicating and creating alignment across levels and externally.
TMT failure to communicate effectively, is quoted by Hamel and Prahalad
(1996:163), as the reason that middle managers are unable to sort out strategic
priorities, and are often blamed for strategic failure. In their integrated SDM
model, Rajagopalan, et. al.(1993), identify that middle management involvement in
strategy formulation appears to build commitment, implementation effectiveness
and improved performance.

Nutt’s comprehensive body of research into strategy implementation
(1993,1995 for example), reveals that while there are tactics that provide both top
managers and others a reasonable chance of success, TMT members have a
tendency to select approaches that do not have a solid track record. They appear to
be driven by their implementation preferences rather than selecting appropriate
situational or contingent responses. As a result their ability to engage other
stakeholders successfully is minimized and implementation effectiveness and
organization performance reduced.

Overall, the implementation literature reviewed supports two generic
concepts. TMT members must take their implementation responsibilities seriously
and the chances of successful implementation are greatly increased when the
middle managers and the operating level are involved in both strategy formulation

and implementation.

2.95 Middle Management in the Strategic Process

The review of literature across a broad spectrum of the Strategic Management
Process has confirmed that interest in, and focus on, the strategic roles of middle
managers is much more than a recent research phenomena. Starting with the
seminal work of Bower (1970), which demonstrated that divisional and SBU

general managers (middle managers) performed a pivotal role between the
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corporate organization and those charged with implementing strategy, a stream of
relevant studies established a pathway to the current rich middle management
literature.

Of particular significance is the fact that middle managers have been
confirmed as playing key positive roles at all stages of the strategic process in
organizations. Kanter (1982), identified that because they are in touch with all
facets of the organization they are able to act as highly effective change agents.
Van Cauwenburgh and Cool (1982), suggested they were the most important actors
in respect to strategy formulation. The role of the middle in surfacing and
championing autonomous initiatives was highlighted in Burgelman’s (1994) work.
Synthesizing much of the conceptual and theoretical framework research that had
preceded them, Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A), proposed a four-element model
that provides the focus of major replication this researcher undertook. The model
elements, Championing Alternatives, Synthesizing Information, Facilitating
Adaptability and Implementing Deliberate Strategy, confirm that middle managers
are indeed involved and wielding positive influence across the total strategic
process.

One of the most critical roles that middle managers perform is that of
pivotal facilitating link between the TMT and the operating level. Nonaka (1988)
emphasized that this role was much more than a two-way communication conduit.
His “middle-up-down management” concept identified how the middle was able to
create information, manage communication flows and act as integrators. Bartlett
and Ghoshal (1993) suggested that middle managers acted as horizontal
information brokers and integrators between the top and operating levels of the
organization. Their position between the top’s strategic intent and operating
realities is, according to Floyd and Wooldridge (2000), the source of middle
management’s strategic influence and power. In order to perform this pivotal role
effectively, middle managers must develop a wide range of competencies to be
able to relate to both the strategic aspirations of top managers and understand the
technical needs of the operating level.(Floyd and Lane, 2000)

While middle management does have a major part in strategy
implementation, (Nutt, 1993) it is through their ability to participate in and
influence strategy development that they appear able to have the greatest effect on

organization performance. The work of Hart and collaborators (1991,1992,1994),
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demonstrated how collaboration between the top and other actors in strategy
making brought about improved performance. In this respect, the pivotal linking
role of the middle provides leadership in the strategy-making process. Replication
of Hart and Banbury’s (1994) study is the second major element of this

researcher’s work.

2.10 Chapter Summary

The review of research literature, presented in this chapter, in respect to Strategic
Decision -Making confirms that SDM is a complex activity requiring integration of
many facets. Secondly, the review identifies that TMT members are major players
in most aspects of the strategic management process.

However, the literature also reveals that the effectiveness of many aspects
of the strategic management process, particularly strategy formulation, strategic
decision making and strategy implementation, are enhanced when middle
managers play an active role. It appears that opportunities for strategic renewal and
organization performance maximization are enhanced when the middle managers
facilitate collaboration between the operating, middle and top levels of the
organization. Lastly, the literature review reported in this chapter, suggests that the
strategy making modes present in an organization will reflect the strategic
relationships between the TMT, middle management and others, and determine the
effectiveness of strategy implementation and subsequent organization

performance.
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3. Structuring the Research Hypotheses

3.1 Introduction

This chapter will build upon the review of the literature presented in the foregoing
chapter. Through the development of a research model and hypotheses, the
evidence identified with respect to the strategic roles of middle managers, their
interaction with the organization’s strategic management process and the Top
Management Team, will be integrated.

The final research model will draw upon prior conceptual frameworks, identified
in the literature, and the research questions that emerge from the literature review
and critique. This will permit the specification of a set of detailed hypotheses that
will allow the potential impact of these roles and interactions on organization

performance to be researched and defined.

3.2 Conceptual Framework for Research

The research, reviewed in the preceding chapter, not only places middle managers
as key actors in the strategic process but also supports three general premises. First,
active involvement by the “middle” in both strategy development and
implementation positively reinforces performance.(Floyd and Wooldridge,
1992,1996,2000) Secondly, balanced ongoing interaction between top management
and middle management enhances organization performance. (Burgelman, 1983,
Dutton and Ashford, 1993, Hart and Banbury, 1994) Lastly, in respect to strategic
communication within the organization, the middle manager plays a pivotal role
facilitating interaction between the top and operating levels of the organization and
focusing effort towards effective implementation.( Van Cauwenbergh and
Co001,1982, Nonaka, 1988, Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996)

These premises were represented in Figures 1. and 2. that characterize
influence and communication through the Strategic Management Process, and the
relationships that link middle managers to the top and operating levels of the
organization. Both of these models challenge the “classical’ view of the Strategic
Management Process ( Ansoff, 1965, Andrews, 1971) which saw middle managers

purely as recipients of deliberate strategy, directing the operating level to initiate

126



action plans which successfully implement this strategy. Figure 16 portrays the

classical approach to strategic management.

Figure 16. (per Ansoff, 1965, Andrews, 1971, Mintzberg 1993)
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This research assumes that middle managers are fully engaged members of the
strategic management process and that their actions and behaviours can have a
highly significant impact on organization performance. This is reflected in Figure

17 that represents the Contemporary View.

3.3 Research Questions

Although the body of research, cited previously, unequivocally establishes middle
managers as key actors in the Strategic Management Process, there is some
ambivalence about their behaviours and impact. Do they help or hinder the
process?(Guth and MacMillan, 1986) Can they initiate action themselves or must
they have a top management sponsor or mentor?(Burgelman 1983, Burgelman and
Grove 1996) What influence do they wield over shaping/ developing
strategy?(Schilit and Paine,1987) Is their greatest impact caused by their

supervisory actions in directing the “operators”? (Hrebiniak,1992)
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Figure 17. (per Nonaka, 1988, Van Cauwenbergh and Cool, 1982, Mintzberg,
Ahlstrand and Lampel, 1988:176-229)
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Put fundamentally, the research methodology seeks to establish just what middle
managers actually do in an organization’s strategic management process and what
impact this has on performance. Secondly, the research will show how the
interaction between top managers and others, primarily middle managers, effects
ireisialSoIe

The following questions guided the development of a Research Model and the
Research Hypotheses:
1. What roles do middle managers play in the strategic management process?
2. To what extent do the roles that middle managers play in the strategic

management process impact organization performance?

Specifically:
(a) What is the effect of middle management involvement in
strategy formulation on organization performance?

(b) What is the effect of middle management involvement in

strategy implementation on organization performance?
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3. How does the nature of the interactions between the top management team and
other levels in the organization, primarily middle managers, affect the formulation
and implementation of strategy and subsequently impact organization
performance?

In particular:

What are the effects on performance when strategy
formulation, strategic decision making and strategy implementation occur from
either (i) a “top down” orientation, (ii) a “bottom up” orientation or (iii) are
characterized by a collaborative relationship between top management teams and

middle managers?

3.4 Research Model

The challenge in developing the Research Model lay in uncovering theoretical
frameworks that reflected the breadth of elements included in the research
questions above and yet allowed the key processes to be investigated in an
integrated and focused manner. In order to develop an effective and complete
research model, and to subsequently operationalize this model, it was necessary to
draw on theory development and previous research across a broad spectrum. The
model needed to integrate perspectives from the bodies of knowledge that exist on
the role of the top management team, strategy development and the strategic
decision process, strategy implementation and middle managers strategic roles and
impact.

Over fifty relevant research pieces have been referenced which focus
specifically on the role of middle managers in the strategy process. A similar
number of studies incorporate a significant discussion of mid-level strategic
behaviour. Many support theoretical constructs through empirical research. (See
for example Thakur, 1998) Yet, attempting to integrate these into one model is
made difficult by the use of many different frameworks, particularly in earlier
models. This was noted previously in respect to the evolution of integrative models
of the strategic decision process (Dean and Sharfman,1996, Hart, 1992, for
example).

The search for contributing elements to my research model focused on two

parameters. First that the research, while relatively recent, would be based on a
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comprehensive review of contributing research literature which provided solid
theoretical underpinnings. ( Remenyi, Williams, et.al ,1998:75/81, Leedy,1989:58)
Secondly, the operationalization of the research work would reflect rigorous
methodology and validation of results.

Two existing and / or ongoing pieces of research satisfied these parameters.
In respect to the strategic roles of middle managers and their impact on
organization performance, the work of Wooldridge and Floyd (Wooldridge and
Floyd 1990, Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A, 1992B, 1994, 1996,2000) has been a
major contributor to this field. Similarly, Hart and collaborators,(Hart, 1991,
1992, Hart and Banbury, 1994, Hart and Quinn, 1993, Dess, Lumpkin and
Covin,1997) through work done on identifying the organizational modes of
strategy making, provided a sound framework for studying the strategic
relationships between top management, other organization actors, particularly
middle managers, and their impact on organization performance.

The Research Model, Figure 18, reflects a combination and integration of
the concepts reflected in the work of the two groups of researchers. Specifically, it
builds on the four strategic roles of middle managers defined by Wooldridge and
Floyd, Synthesizing Information, Championing Alternatives, Facilitating
Adaptability, Implementing Deliberate Strategy and the five strategy modes
(styles) outlined by Hart. Command, Symbolic, Rational, Transactive, Generative.

Both conceptual frameworks have been strongly validated by empirical
research. A key aspect of this research will be first to replicate, and hopefully
confirm the validity of these frameworks in a different population. Secondly,
however, the degree to which the two concepts are complementary, reinforce each
other and / or are additive in respect to their impact on organization performance
will also be investigated within the bounds of the research model and design. A
third, minor element of the research, will focus on implementation effectiveness
and will provide an indicator of the degree to which successful strategy execution

is perceived to affect organization performance. (Miller, Susan, 1997)
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Figure 18.

Research Model
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3.5 Research Hypotheses
As noted above, the research is primarily; (i) Attempting to identify the roles that
middle managers play in the strategic process and the impact that these roles have
on organization performance. And; (ii) The strategy modes or styles that
characterize relationships between top managers and others, primarily middle
managers, and their impact on performance.
The literature, summarized comprehensively in Table 3 “Middle Management
Roles in the Strategic Management Process and Table 4 “Middle Management
Roles: Research Highlights”, provides extensive under-pinning to both areas of
investigation. However, as noted above, it pointed towards the two recent
collections of work done by Floyd and Wooldridge and Hart et.al. Both had used a
comprehensive review of the literature to establish on the one hand a conceptual
framework reflecting middle managers strategic roles, and on the other develop an
integrated model of strategy making modes by drawing on the strategic decision
making research.

By deciding to utilize these models and concepts as the foundation for this
research, the theory from which they are derived will become the prime force

shaping hypotheses that will be tested in this research.

131



3.51 Middle Management Strategic Roles.

Wooldridge and Floyd, established that middle management involvement in the
strategy process resulted in improved organization performance.(Floyd and
Wooldridge,1992A) Also, confounding prior management logic (Wooldridge and
Floyd, 1990, Floyd and Wooldridge,1996) they established that middle managers
had the potential for impacting organization performance more through their
involvement in strategy development than through activities directing strategy
implementation. Later, they went on to suggest that middle managers were
performing as “linking pins”, as defined by Likert (1961), vertically integrating
and coordinating the activities of both top management and the operating level.

It has been noted previously in the literature review that middle managers
wield upward influence which may alter top management’s perspective and actions
on strategic alternatives.(Schilit and Paine, 1987, Westley,1990) Also, that their
downward influence will affect how operating level actors perceive the
organization strategy and subsequently implement it.(Burgelman, 1983). It is
accepted that strategic management processes must balance the pursuit of new
ideas and change with the need to focus direction and integrate action.(Hambrick
and Canella, 1989)

As discussed in the literature review section on middle management
strategic roles, Floyd and Wooldridge built upon these premises and proposed a
typology of strategic roles for middle managers. Figure 12 demonstrates the
relationships between the four roles, upward and downward influence and the need

for integration and diversity.

Championing Strategic Alternatives. Floyd and Wooldridge (1996: 42-43) suggest
that middle managers are uniquely positioned in the organization between strategy
and operations. This allows them to bring innovative proposals to top management.
Alternatively, they can screen and nurture ideas until they believe they are ready to
take to top management. Specifically defined in their typology, championing
alternatives is “the persistent and persuasive communication of strategic options to
upper management” (Floyd & Wooldridge 1992:155)

Synthesizing Information. Defined in the typology as “the interpretation and
evaluation of information” (pp.155), the function allows the middle manager to act

as a gatekeeper in the communication channels from the operating level to the top
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of the organization. Literature review discussion of the role of middle managers
has already shown how they can affect the way that top management perceives
issues. (Dutton and Ashford, 1993) Also, through appropriate framing of ideas and
communication they can often ensure that their own agendas are promoted.
(Dutton,et.al.2001)

Facilitating Adaptability. While some studies have suggested middle managers
resist or distort strategic change (Guth and MacMillan, 1986), there is significant
evidence to imply that they actually facilitate flexibility and as a result stimulate
organization changes that challenge established norms and behaviour. (Burgelman
and Grove,1996) In so doing they may encourage the evolution of emergent
strategy and modification of deliberate strategy. Within the typology, facilitating
adaptability is defined as “fostering flexible organization arrangements”. (pp.155)
Implementing Deliberate Strategy. This is the strategic role that middle managers
are generally perceived as having the greatest part to play in. However, it is much
more than receiving the strategy from top management and directing operating
level action to execute it. The middle manager must engage in a complex set of
actions involving organization structures, staff, strategy modification, action
planning, resource allocation and information exchange. Often they must do this in
the absence of a clear understanding or explanation of top management’s strategic
intent. (Floyd and Wooldridge 1996:45). Ideally, they will be able to do thisina
manner that integrates top management’s strategic directions with the operating
level actions. Subsequently, implementing deliberate strategy is defined as
“managerial interventions that align organizational action with strategic

intentions”. (Floyd and Wooldridge 1992:155)

If one combines the findings from Floyd and Wooldridge’s 1990 study, with
the implied strategic impact of each of the roles defined above, the following

hypotheses with respect to middle management’s strategic roles can be postulated.
» HI1. Middle management involvement in the strategic management

process through the active championing of strategic alternatives will have

a positive impact on organization performance.
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> H2. Middle management involvement in the strategic management
process by synthesizing information (for top management) will have a

positive impact on organization performance.

> H3. Middle management involvement in the strategic management
process by facilitating adaptability will have a positive impact on

organization performance.

> H4. Middle management involvement in the strategic management process
through implementing deliberate strategy will have a positive impact on

organization performance.

And

> HS. The combined impact on organization performance of middle
management roles of strategic involvement which feature “upward
influence”, that is championing alternatives and synthesizing information,
will be greater than the combined impact of those roles which feature
“downward influence”, that is facilitating adaptability and implementing

deliberate strategy.

Hypotheses #1-5 are deduced from the work of Floyd and Wooldridge

3.52 Strategy Making Styles / Modes
From the discussion of the Strategic Decision Making processes, in the literature
review, it is apparent that a number of researchers have attempted to structure
integrated models which seek to synthesize the elements from a number of studies
and propose a “simplified” framework to guide future research. (See for example
Papadakis, Lioukas and Chambers, 1998:121).

The emphasis of this research is on identifying the relationships that exist
between top management and other organization actors, particularly middle

management, and how this affects strategy-making style and, in turn, impacts
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organization performance. The research of Stuart Hart and his collaborators is
particularly relevant.

The integrative framework for strategy making processes, reflected in
Figure 11, was derived from three fundamental parameters. The concept that
strategy-making processes emanated from two “dimensions”, one being top
management intentionality and the other organization actor autonomy was the

basis for Hart’s earlier work. (Hart, 1991). The blending of top management

leadership and direction with the freedom and opportunity of other organization
actors to influence strategy was the foundation for the outlining of five “modes”.

The level of interaction, or lack thereof, between top managers and other actors

subsequently helped to identify what influenced strategy making in the
organization@
All five modes of strategy making may have an impact on organization

performance. However, Hart proposed (Hart 1991,1992) and later supported

empirically in work with Banbury,(Hart and Banbury 1994) that modes featuring a

blend of top management and other actor involvement and influence (Symbolic,

Rational, Transactive) would result in higher levels of performance than those in

which it was absent. (Command, Generative) Also, firms able to develop flexibility

in using and combining strategy styles would generally have higher performance

than those that could not. In the later work, Hart and Banbury identified that, based

on their research data, firms able to utilize all five modes had the greatest impact

on performance.

The foregoing supports the following hypotheses;

> H6. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “command”

mode will have less of an impact on organization performance than the

“symbolic”, “rational”, or “transactive” modes.

> H7. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “generative” will

have less of an impact on organization performance than the “symbolic”,

“rational”, or “transactive” modes.

> HS. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “symbolic” will

have a highly positive impact on organization performance.
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> HY. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “rational” will

have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

> H10. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “transactive”

will have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

» H11.0rganizations able to utilize flexibly all strategy making modes will
demonstrate higher levels of organization performance than those using a

limited number of styles.

Hypotheses #6-11 are derived from Hart (1991,1992) and Hart and Banbury(1994)

3.53 Strategy-Making Modes, Middle Management Strategy Roles and
Organization Performance.

Much of the literature, and research reported in it, used to support and develop the
concepts and theories postulated by both Floyd and Wooldridge, and Hart is the
same or points in a similar direction. Hart, while developing the integrating
framework that gave rise to his strategy styles, drew upon the work of Mintzberg
and Waters (1985), Guth and MacMillan (1986), Nonaka (1988), and Burgleman
(1991), amongst others. As shown in Table 3 and the discussion thereof, these
authors also provide the underpinning to theory development that identifies the
strategic roles of middle managers and its subsequent impact on organization
performance.

All four roles, identified by Floyd and Wooldridge, feature either
collaboration with top management, interaction with the operating level of the
organization, providing a link between the top management and the operating
level, or a combination of two or three of these elements. Logic would suggest that
middle management behaviour in any of the four strategy roles would be a
contributor to the functioning of the three “interactive” modes defined by Hart,
symbolic, rational and transactive.

The nature of strategy modes functioning in an organization would be
expected to dictate the strategy roles undertaken by middle managers. The leader

led, top-down motivational orientation of the symbolic mode suggests a
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requirement amongst middle managers to be able to deliberately implement
strategy. While the expectation that middle and operating levels will effectively
implement formal strategy still exists, in the rationale mode there is much greater
opportunity for input. Thus middle management’s ability to synthesize information
for top management should increase. As the most fluid and interactive strategy
mode, the transactive orientation requires both championing of alternatives to top
management and facilitating of adaptability amongst other levels of the
organization.

Although one would expect the empirical analysis of the research data to reveal
a correlation between the strength of a particular strategy mode and the level at
which individual middle managers strategic roles were at play, the relationships are
likely to be subtle and complex. For example, although the transactive mode will
feature high levels of championing alternatives and facilitating adaptability it will
also need both synthesizing information and implementing deliberate strategy in
order to bring about effective action and enhanced organization performance. The
following hypotheses will guide the investigation of the relationships that exist
between the presence of the five strategy modes in an organization and the ability

of middle managers to utilize the four strategic roles.

> -H 12 The predominant strategy modes functioning in an organization will
be a reflection of the degree to which its middle managers can utilize
particular strategic roles.

> -H 12A. When the “symbolic” mode is predominant, the implementing
deliberate strategy strategic role will be most prevalent amongst an
organization’s middle managers.

> -H 12B. When the “rational mode” is predominant, the role of synthesizing
information for top management will be most prevalent amongst an
organization’s middle managers.

> -H 12C. When the “transactive” mode is predominant, both the
championing alternatives and facilitating adaptability strategic roles will
be most prevalent amongst an organization’s middle managers.

> -H 12D. When the “symbolic”, “rational” and “transactive” modes are all
strong in an organization, all four strategic roles of middle managers will

be prevalent in an organization.
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> -H 12E. The existence of the “command” or “generative modes” will not
influence the level at which middle managers strategic roles are
undertaken in an organization.

Note: The structuring of hypotheses #1-12 assumed that the models of middle

management strategic roles and strategy making modes, developed by Floyd and

Wooldridge and Hart and Banbury would replicate substantially. In the event that

a modified structure evolved, adjustment of these hypotheses might be necessary.

While the foregoing will provide us a measure / indicator of the degree to which
direct middle management involvement with top management occurs within
particular strategy modes, it does not necessarily lead us towards an understanding
of under which conditions the greatest organization performance is achieved.
Drawing upon the results of both Floyd and Wooldridge, and Hart, it can be
deduced that when an organization is capable of using all strategy modes and its
middle managers have the capability to exercise strategic roles featuring
championing of alternatives and synthesizing information, it would be expected to
achieve superior performance.

However, two of the strategy modes do not depend on an interactive or
collaborative relationship existing between middle managers and top management.
By testing the following hypotheses, data gathering and analysis will attempt to
determine if (i) flexibility of strategy modes is the over-riding cause of superior
organization performance, or (ii) a blend of strategy modes and middle
management strategic roles result in superior performance. In particular, do
organizations predominantly using symbolic, rational, and transactive modes, in
which middle managers are able to exercise championing alternatives and
synthesizing information strategic roles, obtain superior performance?
Alternatively, (iii) does the existence of an organization environment in which
middle managers are able to actively influence the strategic process, through the
use of all upward and downward strategic roles, stimulate the development of

multiple strategy modes and thus cause superior organization performance?

-H 13. Capability to use all five strategy-making modes will be the strongest

determinant of an organization’s ability to achieve superior performance.
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-H 14. Organizations utilizing the “symbolic’, “rational” and “transactive”
strategy making modes in which middle managers are able to strongly utilize
the championing alternatives and synthesizing information strategic roles will

achieve superior organization performance.

-H 15. Organizations where middle managers are able to effectively utilize all
four strategic roles will develop the capability to flexibly utilize all of the

strategy modes and thus achieve superior performance.

Hypothesis 13 is based on Hart and Banbury(1994). Hypothesis 14 draws upon
Hart(1992) and Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A). Hypothesis 15 reflects Floyd and
Wooldridge (1992A, 1996 and 2000)

There is no doubt that the prior empirical work supports the contention that middle
managers utilizing any of the four strategy roles in organizations in which multiple
strategy modes are at play can enhance organization performance. While this
research will first seek to replicate these results, as discussed below, it will also
attempt to establish the relationships that exist, if any, between the relative
strengths of the strategy roles, strategy modes utilized by the organization, and
organization performance. It is hoped that by modeling the effects of each of the
nine major constructs on organization performance it will be possible to determine
whether there are complementary, enhancing or additive impacts of the strategy

roles and modes on performance.

3.54 Implementation Success and Organization Performance.

As outlined in the Literature Review, much of the empirical work that evolved
from Hambrick and Mason’s Upper Echelons’ Theory (Miller, Burke and
Glick,1998) sought to establish causal relationships between TMT characteristics,
TMT processes or relationships and Organization Performance. While some did
advance the existence and impact of intervening variables such as managerial
discretion and environmental turbulence (Haleblian and Finkelstein,1993), and
attempt to identify the effect of contingent variables such as firm size and industry
environment (Boeker,1997), studies generally attempted to correlate directly one or

more TMT or SDM related variable / construct with organization performance.
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Processes that brought strategic ideas to the top, communicated strategic intent to
the organization, modified deliberate strategy, operationalized strategies and
resulted in implementation success received scant attention. (Pettigrew, 1992.)

It was also noted how later studies challenged the validity of these results
(West and Schwenk, 1996) and supported the streams of research that gave rise to
the integrated models of strategic decision making and the concepts of middle
management involvement and collaboration between the top and other organization
actors.

Fundamental to this approach is the notion that the behaviour of various
organization actors, in response to deliberate or emergent strategy, results in
effective implementation processes / activities and subsequent implementation
success. It is the collective impact of these implementation successes which results
in positive organization performance. Susan Miller,(1997) notes that the tendency
to measure success at the corporate level often masks indicators of implementation
success. The use of financial or market indicators alone may not provide the best
measures of effectiveness.

In order to provide an indicator of implementation success that those who
were involved in formulating strategic options, strategic decision making and
strategy implementation could relate to, Miller proposed a three-faceted definition
of implementation success. (pp.583).Her dependent variables, which measured
success were Completion, Achievement and Acceptability. She defined them as
follows:

Completion: The degree to which every thing intended to be done,
is done, within the expected time period.

Achievement: The degree to which what was done performs as
intended.

Acceptability: The degree to which the method of implementation

and outcomes are satisfactory to those involved in, or affected by, implementation.

In her own work, Miller utilized scaled reporting of each variable and summed
them to produce an overall relative ranking of implementation success for major
strategic initiatives in different settings.(pp.594) As such, they provided a proxy
for strategic performance of the organization. If one accepts that those involved in

the strategic processes are those with the best perception of strategy
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implementation success, then it would be reasonable to assert that the level of
involvement and influence in the strategic process would be correlated with a
summated measure of implementation success and it, in turn, would be correlated

with organization performance.

-H 16. The degree to which middle managers are involved in and influence the
organization’s strategic processes will positively influence the level of
implementation success as measured by a summation of the level of

completion, achievement and acceptability of strategy implementation.

-H 17. The level of strategy implementation success will be directly related to

the overall level of organization performance.

Both hypotheses #16 and #17 are based on Miller (1997)

3.6 Chapter Summary

The chapter focused initially on the three premises of middle management strategic
activity that provide a context for the research. Active involvement in both strategy
formulation and implementation, ongoing balanced interaction between the top and
middle management, and a pivotal role facilitating interaction between the top and
operating levels.

Three research questions, focusing on the role that middle mangers play in
the strategic management process, how this impacts organization performance, and
how interaction between top management and others affects development and
implementation of strategy and organization performance, were outlined. This
provided the basis for structuring a research model that integrated the concepts
related to middle management strategic roles and strategy-making modes.

Five groups of hypotheses were postulated. The first, related to middle
management strategic roles with five hypotheses, a second addressing strategy
modes and performance with six, a twelfth hypothesis linking strategy modes with
strategic roles was sub-divided into five secondary hypotheses. Three hypotheses
were structured to test the apparent relationships between modes, strategic roles

and performance, Lastly, two hypotheses were developed to explore the
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relationships between measures of strategic influence, implementation

effectiveness and organization performance.
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4. Research Methodology

4.1 Introduction
After outlining the overall research philosophy guiding this work, this

chapter will discuss elements of the comprehensive research design that framed
this study.

This will include selection and operationalization of the variables to be
used in the research. Questionnaire design and the contributions of proven
variables, constructs and instruments are reviewed. The significance of replication
to research effectiveness is also raised.

Sampling procedures and data collection methods are outlined before
finally the methods used to analyze data are reviewed. The value of “within
method” triangulation and qualitative confirmation of quantitative results are

discussed.

4.2 Research Philosophy

This work seeks to establish causal relationships between the activities of middle
managers and top managers and organization performance. The processes by
which strategy formulation / making, strategy implementation and strategic
communication occur are of significant interest. However, a primary focus of the
research are the “inputs” that directly or indirectly effect the defined “output”,
organization performance. As the variables that define these inputs and output are

generally quantifiable, this research has an implicit positivistic orientation.

The positivist philosophy is further enhanced by the decision, discussed
below, to attempt to replicate portions of two comprehensive studies. Established
theory, tested hypotheses, operationalized constructs and generalizable samples are
all characteristics of the foundation works. Their positivistic orientation cleatly sets
the tone for this research.

As Easterby-Smith et.al. (1991:23) point out, there are a number of key
propositions to consider when adopting a positivistic orientation to research.

1. The observer (researcher) is independent of what is being observed.
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2. Research decisions are value free. That is, only objective criteria determine
what is to be studied and how it is to be studied.(versus human interest).

3. The research aims to identify causal explanations and fundamental laws.

4. Hypotheses are formulated and used to determine what observations will
demonstrate their truth or falsity.(Hypothetico-deductive)

5. Concepts / constructs should be operationalized in a way which enables the
facts to be measured quantifiably.

6. Problems are better understood if they are reduced to the simplest elements.

(reductionism)

7. Samples of sufficient size should be selected to allow the results to be
generalized.

8. Cross sectional analysis allows variations across samples to be properly
identified.

The literature review has already identified that to clearly establish a causal
relationship between activities of middle managers and /or top managers and
organization performan'ce is challenging. Observer independence and rationality
are fundamental. Focused hypotheses that support the pursuit of a causal
explanation are a key foundation of the research. Quantifiable constructs that
succeed in measuring the facts in a straightforward manner provide the basis for
effective analysis. Valid sample size supports generalization of the results. (See for
example Scandura and Williams , 2000, adaptation of Cook and Campbell,1976
and Rajagopalan, Rasheed and Datta,1993:374-379)

While the foregoing strongly supports a positivistic approach to the research,
methodological authors caution against the adoption of an absolute orientation.
Drawing upon the work of Karl Popper, Remenyi et.al. (1998 : 33) suggest that
positivism is not an approach “that will lead to interesting or profound insights into
complex problems especially in the field of business and management science”.
Noting that positivism tends to lead to a reductionist approach to specification and
researching of causal relationships, they also assert that positivism tends to bring
about simplification of the real world environment in which the variables under
review exist.(pp.35 /36)

The literature review pointed clearly towards the application of quantitative
methods and models to confirm and bring further clarity to the relationships

between middle managers’ strategic roles, top managers’ strategic behaviour, and
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organization performance. (Floyd and Wooldridge,1990,1992,1997, Hart, 1991,
Hart and Banbury, 1994) However, it also outlined the complexity of the
organizational, environmental, individual and group forces that influence the
shaping and execution of strategy.(See for example Dean and Sharfman,1996:391)
This research has focused on the two major elements of the strategic management
process, the roles played by top managers and middle managers, and the strategy-
making modes resulting from interaction between top management, middle
managers and others, and their impact on organization performance. Yet, this
represents a small part of all the forces impacting the development and
implementation of strategy, and subsequent organization performance.
Quantitative approaches will drive this research. However, the environmental
“real world” complexity will be acknowledged through focus group validation of
models and questionnaires, “in method triangulation” (Jick, 1979) and qualitative

confirmation of quantitative data.

4.3 Research Design

Easterby-Smith et.al.(1991:21) suggest that research design is “more than simply
methods by which data is collected and analyzed. It is the overall configuration of
a piece of research: what kind of evidence is gathered from where, and how such
evidence is interpreted in order to provide good answers to the basic research
question.”

The overall purpose of this research is to clarify the strategic roles of
middle managers, identify how these roles impact organization performance, and
to examine how collaboration between top managers and middle managers in the
strategic management process impacts organization performance.

Although this research initiative is built around the use of a quantitative,
analytical questionnaire, the research design outlined in Figure 19 attempts to go

beyond simply gathering data and running that data through an analytical engine.
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The research questions, model and hypotheses were grounded in an extensive
literature review. Well-developed and proven explanatory theories were identified
that could help respond to the majority of the issues raised in the research
questions. Pre-survey focus groups helped to confirm /modify both the preliminary
conceptual models that framed the research model and the relevance / applicability
of the questionnaire items.

As will be discussed in detail in the following section, the questionnaire
design was 90% derived from two proven instruments. The conceptual constructs
had been confirmed through highly valid factor analysis and their impact on
organization performance was clearly proven. The opportunity to attempt to
replicate the results of the previous research, as part of the data analysis, should
provide a sound platform from which to extend these theories.(Hubbard, Vetter and
Little,1998)

Data collection, while built around the questionnaire, attempted to allow
broad sampling to replicate previous research as well as incorporating top
management perspectives and two organizations cases (plus an additional

qualitative case). Although the total sample is of moderate size, 132 complete
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responses, the combined effect of replication and in-method triangulation. (Jick,
1979.) holds the potential for productive data analysis.

Multivariate correlation, exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, and
structured equation modeling were used to attempt to first replicate the results of
the previous research and then to extend the research to address all of the

hypotheses identified previously.

4.4 Questionnaire Design

Design of the survey questionnaire resulted from a research process that was
initially based on iterative progressive exploration of the literature. In respect to
both the strategic roles of middie managers and strategy making processes, this
process uncovered a range of concepts, indicators and predictive variables which
might have allowed the relationships outlined in the research questions to have
been investigated. However, despite these concepts and variables having been
derived from sound empirical research, integrating them into a valid survey
instrument would have been challenging. Particularly “early” models were based
on distinctly different frameworks. As discussed previously in the literature
review, significant research effort was required before integrated models of the

strategic decision process emerged.(Hart,1991, Floyd and Wooldridge 2000)

4.41 Selection and operationalization of variables.

Over-riding the questionnaire design was academic advice and direction which
suggests that where possible new instruments should be structured from previously
tested instruments, questions and scales. (Churchill, 1979 and Hair,et.al.,1998).
Also, to select and use previous items, focused on the research questions, which
have been rigorously tested and validated.

As noted above two research approaches were identified where the above
parameters held true, and where the original questionnaires had drawn upon much
of the previous history in the field. These were the work of Wooldridge and Floyd,
in respect to the strategic roles of middle managers and their impact on
organization performance, and Hart and collaborators, through their work to

identify the modes of strategy making and show how top managers relate to other
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organization actors, particularly middle managers, and subsequently impact

organization performance.

The questionnaire draws specifically from the following articles and studies /

concepts reported in them:

[1] Floyd, S.W. and B. Wooldridge (1992), “Middle management involvement in
strategy and its association with strategic type: A research note”, Strategic

Management Journal, 13, pp.153-167

This article provides the source of the 16 items, at the beginning of the
questionnaire, which identify the strategic roles played by middle managers.

Based on research work that was begun in 1990, this article provides validation of
the 16 items ability to accurately identify an individual's participation in the four
strategic roles that Floyd and Wooldridge have modeled for middle managers.
Tables two and three on pages 160 and 161 provide results of a factor analysis and
factor loading that demonstrates the 16 items are highly valid predictors of the four

strategic styles. (See Part 1 of Survey Questionnaire, Appendix AA)

(The questions included in the survey are based on the actual questions used by the
authors in their major research work during the period 1989 to 1992. Dr. Bill
Wooldridge supplied these directly.)

[11] Wooldridge, B. and S.W. Floyd (1990), “ The strategy process, middle
management involvement, and organizational performance.” Strategic
Management Journal, 11, pp.231-241.

[111] Floyd, S.W. and B. Wooldridge (1997), “ Middle management’s strategic
influence and organizational performance.”, Journal of Management Studies, 34,

pp.465-485.

In addition to supporting the concepts utilized above, these two articles provided
one of the bases for the method utilized to measure organization performance. In
both studies the authors draw upon theoretical foundation's provided by Dess and

Robinson (1984) and Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986)(1987) and utilize a
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combination of subjective and objective measures to provide a full representation
of organization performance. This prior work had shown that subjective measures,
in the absence of easily obtained or understood objective measures, provide a good
and valid proxy to assess organization performance.

The measures utilized in the final section of the questionnaire are derived
from the 1997 work. Not only do they provide a somewhat broader perspective,
but, as reported on page 476, component factor analysis identified that the six
items could be summed to create an overall performance measure that had a very
high validity. [Alpha=.93]

Serious consideration was given to using the measures identified in both of
Hart’s studies as they also drew upon the same theoretical framework. However, it
was felt that the measures of Quality and Social Responsiveness might confuse
and/or distract respondents to the questionnaire. Nonetheless, the measures are

remarkably similar in their focus.

[IV] Hart, S.L. (1991), “Intentionality and autonomy in strategy-making processes:
Modes, archetypes, and firm performance.”, Advances in Strategic Management, 7,
pp.97-127.

[V] Hart, S and C. Banbury, (1994), “How strategy-making processes can make a
difference.”, Strategic Management Journal, 15, pp.251-269

Part two of the questionnaire is derived primarily from the work reported in the
second study undertaken by Hart and Banbury. The questions are modified from
those included in the work’s appendix. [Page 269] They have been refocused in
some cases, to reflect a more generic orientation similar to that utilized by Hart in
his original work in 1991, as shown in the latter's appendix. [Pp. 122 and 123] The
validity of the 17 items was proven by the use of Principal Components Factor
Analysis. Pp. 258, 259 and 260 discuss the validation and Table 3 outlines the
results. These identified that the 17 items are strongly validated as a means to
determine which of the five strategy modes are present in an organization.( See

Part 11 of Survey Questionnaire, Appendix AA)

[VI] Miller, S (1997), “Implementing strategic decisions: Four key success
factors.”, Organization Studies, 18, pp.577-602.
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Implementation Effectiveness is assessed in the third section of the questionnaire
utilizing a set of concepts and definitions developed by Miller and reported in her
1997 article. Inclusion of the three items is intended to provide a qualitative
assessment that may providg% }élues to how the effectiveness of strategy
implementation is actually assessed in the organization. Correlation and/or
consistency between these measures of implementation effectiveness and
organization performance will provide an indicator of the degree to which

successful strategy execution is perceived to affect organization performance.

[VIT] Dess, G.G.& Robinson, R.B.(1984) "Managing organizational performance
in the absence of objective measures: The case of the privately held firm and

conglomerate business unit." Strategic Management Journal, S, pp.265-273.

[VIII] Venkatraman, N. & Ramanujam, V. (1986) “Measurement of Business
Performance in Strategy Research: A Comparison of Approaches.” The Academy

of Management Review, 11, pp. 801-814

[IX] Venkatraman, N. & Ramanujam, V. (1987) “Measurement of Business
Economic Performance: An Examination of Method Convergence.” Journal of

Management, 13, pp.109-122.

These are the three "classic" articles that support the concept of utilizing subjective
measures of key organization performance measures. Both Floyd and Wooldridge,
and Hart use these sources to support their approaches to performance
measurement.

As with all the data gathered in the questionnaire, the performance data is
self-reported and potentially suffers from individual reporting bias. However, the
works cited above have shown that subjective reporting of organization
performance is very consistent with the “actual” formal documentation of this data.
In fact, subjective evaluation tends to add reliability and validity to the formal data.
(Dess and Robinson, 1984; Venkatraman and Ramanujam 1986,1987) Miller and
Cardinal(1994) even propose that self-reported performance data may be more

accurate than formal measurement.
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4.42 Focus group

By April 2000, a rough format for the questionnaire had evolved which
encompassed all of the elements above. Two groups of my association peers,
consisting of 7 and 8 individuals respectively, agreed to meet with me “for about
two hours over coffee” to review my research project, its conceptual orientation
and my questionnaire. Although all focus group members identified themselves as
“middle managers”, at least three different levels were represented.

The conceptual discussions provided a broad perspective on what middle managers
actually did strategically, and on what they should do. They agreed, for example,
that the Floyd and Wooldridge (1996) model represented in Figure 12, was a good
framework, but were unsure that Calgary based middle managers wielded much
upward influence. However, they felt that research into their strategic roles was
long overdue and supported the project strongly.

In order to minimize time commitment and get serious feedback, groups
were split with one half critically completing Part 1 and the other half, Part 11 of
the questionnaire. Individuals were then invited to complete the rest of the
questionnaire. As the only significant feedback related to grammar, questionnaire
structure, and time of completion, 9 questionnaires from the focus group were

incorporated into the final sample.

4.43 Questionnaire Structure
As discussed above, the resulting instrument was divided into three major sections.
The first, Strategic Work Roles reproduced the indicators used by Floyd and
Wooldridge to identify and measure the four strategic roles of middle managers.
Two five point scales, one measuring the frequency of involvement in the strategic
indicator and the second recording perceptions of the degree of influence that this
activity had on the organization’s strategy, were used for these sixteen indicators.

In order to be able to replicate the previous research and be able to compare
the results, the numeric scales used in the prior research were used throughout the
questionnaire. (Hair 1998).

It should be noted that Floyd and Wooldridge’s original survey design
scattered the indicators related to the four factors / four constructs of the model of
middle management strategic roles in a random pattern. This was preserved in Part

I of the questionnaire.
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Part I, Organization Approaches to Strategy-Making, reflects the work of Stuart
Hart and collaborators. Respondents are asked to utilize a seven-point scale to
indicate the degree to which a strategic statement reflects the situation in their
organization. Placement of the indicator statements is randomized to prevent

association with the five factors / strategy modes.

In the third section of the questionnaire respondents were asked to provide their
individual assessment of the state of strategy implementation success, over the last
three years, and overall organization performance over the same time frame.
Implementation success was rated on seven-point scales that measured the degree
of completion, achievement and acceptability. (Miller 1997) Organization
Performance was measured by having respondents rate the level at which six
indicators of performance had been achieved on a seven-point scale. These were
derived from Floyd and Wooldridge’s 1997 work, and can be summated to produce
an overall measure of organization performance.

Researchers have recognized there is lag of up to five years before the
results of a strategic process / initiative are evident.( Miller 1997) Combined with
the immediacy effect this sometimes confounds responses to questions of how well
the organization has implemented strategy or is performing. The three year time
horizon, attempts to balance these factors.

The resulting questionnaire had 42 items. This raised some concerns about
the time to complete and the receptivity of respondents. Although all the items are
scaled, there was the possibility that some individuals might skim through without
paying attention to specific elements.

In order to address this concern, five members of the original focus group
were asked to complete the instrument under controlled circumstances. Completion
time ranged from 24 minutes to 41 minutes, with the average being just under 30
minutes. While this is at the outer limit of what other researchers recommend,
(Czaja and Blair,1996) the fact that all test respondents found the questionnaire
straightforward and easy to complete supported proceeding without sacrificing the
detail in the instrument.

To allow top managers the opportunity to input their views, and provide
“in-method” triangulation within the research sample, a second version of the

questionnaire was prepared. While the contextual orientation differed, as this
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questionnaire asked the top managers to assess the roles and strategic influence of
their middle management teams, the integrity of all indicators was maintained.
This permitted the inputs from both middle managers and top managers to be part
of one integrated sample.

Input from the top, into a primarily, mid-level perspective has two benefits.
First, it will flag any possible distortions that may result from common biases of
those at the middle. Secondly, because most top managers have spent a number of
years working at middle management levels, and usually have a group of
subordinates at that level, their responses are both knowledgeable and sensitive to

the concerns of the middle.

Both versions of the questionnaire are found in Appendix A.

The research was launched with hard copy versions of the questionnaire. This was
logical for the two organizations that agreed to provide “case examples™.(see
“Sample Selection” below) However, as over 40% of the anticipated random
convenience sample and close to 50% of the refined sample were “on-line”
addresses, preparation of a web —based version of the instrument was warranted.

With the support of the ITS group at the Haskayne School of Business,
University of Calgary, interactive, web-based versions of both questionnaires were
prepared. The “point and click” capability reduced the completion time by about a
third. In the latter stages of developing the sample, the web-site became the

primary means of response.

4.44 Replication: Logic and Value to the Research.

In one of his seminal works on the application of triangulation to empirical
research, Jick notes that, ¢ replication has been largely absent from most
organizational research, but it is usually considered to be a necessary step in
scientific progress.” (1979:609). In a similar vein, a much more recent work
focusing on the relatively infrequent use of replication in empirical research,
(Hubbard, Vetter and Little, 1998), re-asserts that replicability plays a fundamental
role in the research process. Without it, there is a risk of “bad results” being

perpetuated in the literature and disseminated in the academic learning process.
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Further, replications with extension, increase the potential for generalizability and
also provide the opportunity to apply the previously developed concepts and
theories to a broader context.

Hubbard et.al (1998) define replication as a “substantial duplication” of
previously published empirical work focused on determining whether the initial
results are reproducible. The research questionnaire preserved the original integrity
of both Floyd and Wooldridge and Hart’s work, in Part I and II respectively.
Whether the application constitutes pure replication can be argued.

The sample, as reviewed below, is similar to that probed by Floyd and
Wooldridge(1992A). It is, however, smaller (132 vs. 259 respondents) and
represents more firms (40 vs.25), in less sectors.(15 vs.20) The Floyd and
Wooldridge sample has insurance and banking over-represented. This researcher’s
sample was biased towards energy related companies. However, comparison of
sources and data gathering approaches suggests that both samples had a relatively
similar base.

In contrast, comparison with Hart and Banbury’s(1994) sample has
sufficient dissonance to constitute “extension to a different population”. They
sampled broadly across a region and directed their invitation to participate at
CEOs. In the 720 responses they received, it is likely that all were prepared by
members of the top management team. All major sectors were represented.
Significantly, the researchers chose to select out, on the basis of product
dominance, 285 respondents who formed their analysis sample. While the two
samples are addressing the same context, collaborative strategy making, one might
expect that role and situational influences could affect the way that they respond to
the items measuring variables.

Also, their two instruments have been integrated into one, to support
research objectives greater than the sum of those pursued in the two separate
studies. These items indicate that this research features “replication with
extension”. That is, by definition (Hubbard et.al.1998), modifying aspects of the
research design to extend it into different organizations, populations or situations.
In fact, as shown in hypotheses 12-15, this research is attempting to (i) use this
dual replication to be able to outline concepts and theories which emerge from

applying both Floyd and Wooldridge’s and Hart’s models in similar organizations
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and (ii) subsequently determine the conditions leading to superior organization
performance.

Eisenhardt (1989) suggested that despite replication’s value in helping
shape hypotheses during case study research, replication’s value and limits were
essentially in theory testing research not in theory building. However, this research
will attempt to both test the existing theories and uncover relationships that may
exist between them.

Schwab(1999), responding to those who argue that a replication should be
“pure”, reproducing exactly the circumstances of the original study, suggests “This
view misses the point that a replication always differs from a prior
study........ More important, it is desirable that replications differ, because the

differences provide information about the generalizability of findings..” (pp.296)

4.5 Data Collection

The major objectives of this research relate to the strategic roles of middle
managers and their interaction with top managers in strategy-making processes.
Therefore, efforts were made to assemble a sample in which the majority of
respondents were middle mangers or mid-level leaders who were likely to be
actively involved in their organization’s strategic processes. In order to ensure that
a top management perspective was reflected in the sample, a small number of key
leaders, from organizations with established strategic processes, were encouraged
to respond to the instrument. Also, with the intent of validating both models at the
organization level, an attempt was made to encourage a few to provide quantitative
and / or qualitative cases reflecting input from both levels of management. The
foregoing three elements are discussed in more detail below, along with processes
used to secure the sample and the potential of this sampling approach to provide

the benefits of triangulation to the sample and results validity.

4,51 Defining “Middle Managers”

In order to be able to target a potential sample, it was first necessary to define who
fell within the boundaries of “middle management”. This was a challenging task as
it is clear from current research and the reality of middle managers roles that a

simple, straightforward definition of "middle management" is not possible.
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While past definitions, derived from Likert’s “linking pin” concepts of
organization structure and process (1961), could establish fairly precise parameters
for the middle managers role, such clarity is not evident today. The concept of the
middle manager’s role "as one who links the activities of vertically related groups
and is responsible for at least sub-functional workflow but not the workflow of the
firm as a whole", proposed by the Aston group ( Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, and
Turner) in 1967, may still be partially valid but does not fully reflect the emerging
role of the manager in the middle. Although such definitions made comparison
within and across organizations relatively easy, Thakur [1998:733] notes that "in
practice, the definition varies with the market value of the company, the number of
people employed and the prevailing structural arrangements of the industry
leaders."

This is apparent in that in a multidivisional organization it is not unusual
for a general manager to be responsible for budgets in excess of $100 million and
staff groups of 500 or more. Yet, definitions above place these individuals as
middle managers. [Interestingly, this is how Bower viewed them in his 1970
book.] Alternately, it is not unusual today to have mid-level professionals who are
responsible for projects or research that may have significant organizational
impact, yet these individuals have no direct supervisory responsibility. Previous
definitions would have ruled these individuals out of any consideration as a
strategic middle manager. Yet they clearly are.

Dutton and Ashford, in their 1993 groundbreaking study of issue selling,
accepted elements of the previous definitions when they identified that middle
managers operated in the "intermediate level" of the corporate hierarchy and
generally were two to three levels below the CEO. This was a view supported by a
Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) in their earlier studies. They advanced the
fundamental notion that middle managers are managers who supervise supervisors,
and in turn are supervised by others.

It was left to Bartlett and Ghoshal [1993] to identify and characterize the
evolving nature of the middle management role in organizations. Through
application of, and assessment of the relevance of Chandler’s (1962) strategic
typology work, Bower’s (1970) resource based and capability theories of the firm,
and Cyert and March’s decision-making theory (1962) to the management and
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strategic processes of ABB, their research reveals how much the role of middle
managers has grown since Likert defined their "linking pin" role.

They identified that middle managers played key roles in the
entrepreneurial processes of the firm, those processes that integrate skills,
knowledge and resources, and organization renewal processes. Far from being bit
players, this study provided one of the most profound acknowledgments that
middle managers performed a broad array of critical roles in the organization. The
later work of Wooldridge and Floyd [1996], referenced above, confirmed that the
multifaceted behavior of middle managers contributed significantly to the
development and implementation of organization strategy.

Wooldridge and Floyd had suggested in 1992 that the coordinating role,
where middle managers mediate, negotiate, and interpret connections between the
organizations institutions [strategic] and technical [operational] levels, provided
them significantly greater organization influence than the traditional supervisory
perception of their role.

They further developed this when their 1996 book unveiled the notion that
middle managers were operating in a new context. In this new context the strategic
middle manager, or more properly a strategic manager in the middle, was defined
as "any individual who is regularly involved in, or interfaces with, the
organization's operations and has some access to upper management”. (x1)
Specifically, the authors suggested that the distinguishing function of a middle
manager is his / her role in aligning the organization's goals and strategies with its
operating level activity. Also, to highlight the fact that a strategic middle manager
is no longer restricted by traditional hierarchical concepts, the two authors stress
that boundary-spanning middle managers promote integration, coordination and
innovation across borders both within and between organizations.

Wooldridge and Floyd have carried this perspective into their latest
publication [2000:xvi] where they assert that "the information flows and patterns
of social influence that transform ideas and initiatives into new capabilities have
their nexus at the middle levels of the management hierarchy." Or, as they put it
more succinctly, middle management is “where the action is” in a capability based
view of strategy process.

Given the foregoing discussion of who middle managers are, it was decided

to take a relative open and flexible approach to defining “middle managers” for the

157



purpose of the research sample. In fact, respondents were encouraged to self-select
themselves. The only general direction provided was that “top management” was
generally the top two levels of the organization. This is consistent with the
guidance provided by Wiersema and Bantel,1992, discussed in the literature
review. At their option, respondents could provide information with respect to how
many levels existed between the CEO and their position, their upward and
downward reporting relationships, and their functional roles and relationships. A

synthesis of this input is included in the “Sample Summary” below.

4.52 Developing a random and / or convenience sample.

Theoretically, the total population from which one might have obtained a sample
would, at the very least, have included all corporate middle managers in North
America and probably most of Western Europe. Under-lying literature and
research covers this geographical domain.

The challenge is to isolate a sample that will act as a reasonable proxy for
the theoretical total population. By virtue of the structure of its corporate economy,
Calgary provides a very good measure of specifically Western Canada, a
reasonable reflection of Canada and a strong indicator of related US. business.
Thus it was decided that Calgary based individuals would be the sample’s prime
target. (Although the respondents’ profile has Calgary as prominent, other
Canadian, US. and international locations were represented.)

The help of three professional organizations was solicited, to build a “target

population”. The Ivey Business School Alumni Association (University of Western
Ontario), CMA Alberta (Certified Management Accountants) and the Calgary
Branch of the Strategic Leadership Forum (SLF) agreed to assist. These
organizations all had memberships that were active senior professionals, middle
managers and some top managers. Interest in management issues and personal
growth was expected to translate into reasonable response rates.
Address lists, featuring both postal and electronic addresses were developed from
data shared. It should be noted that the majority of entries on these lists came from
data provided by the SLF, including members, meeting and conference attendees.
Possible impacts on sample validity and response bias are discussed below.

Additional input was sought from participants in two evening MBA classes

in Strategic Management that the researcher taught during the sampling period, and
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from participants in an executive development program that the researcher directed
during this time. This is consistent with sampling techniques used by other
researchers including Wooldridge and Floyd (1992A:157)

Note that in respect to the “random” character of the sample, this was
achieved by inviting all of the proxy population to participate in the survey and
allowing the sporadic nature of the responses to provide a random distribution.
This follows from the advice of Easterby-Smith et.al who suggest that when the
sample population is relatively small (less than 500) the questionnaire should be

distributed to all members.(1991:122)

4.53 Top managers

As Hart had focused his sample at the top, and Floyd and Wooldridge had sought
to gain a senior level perspective during their research, a deliberate attempt was
made to secure top management input into the sample. As can be seen from the
survey copies in Appendix A, top managers responded to essentially the same
questions as middle managers. In Part I, they are asked to evaluate what strategic
behaviours their middle managers exhibit. Prior research has demonstrated that
such input acts as a valid representation of the similar input from middle managers.
Thus top managers input can be incorporated into the composite sample.

While the total top management sample was not large enough for a separate
analysis, the sample was tested to confirm that it sat within the scope of the overall
sample. Discussion below will indicate that while there were differences in
emphasis, which might be expected, they did not diverge from the results of the

broad sample in most cases.

4.54 Organization case studies

Despite empirical validation, many researchers are left wondering whether theory
is in fact validated in practice. (Pettigrew, 1992) To address this issue, this
researcher sought to first identify a group of organizations whose perceived and
real performance was viewed as very good or excellent. Then, by undertaking both
quantitative (the survey) and qualitative (interviews with strategic leaders and top
management) approaches to ascertain whether the internal processes and results

were consistent with the general theory.
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Eight organizations were originally approached. Five showed preliminary interest
in participating. After discussion, three organizations provided varying levels of
access.

Enbridge Inc. provided a complete sample of both middle and senior managers,
and input from senior managers with respect to the strategic management process.
Nexen Inc provided a partial sample, with good input from middle managers.
Suncor Energy Inc., while not able to undertake a formal survey, provided broad
data with respect to their strategic management process. Details of the

organizations and their strategic processes are included in Appendix...

4.55 Electronic versus hard-copy memos and questionnaires

As noted above the original distribution of the survey instrument was slightly more
heavily weighted towards regular mail and “hard copy”. This method was the
source of the greatest number of initial responses. However, successive follow-ups
gradually evolved to an electronic only response option. As a result, 66 % of the
“random” sample (or 41% of the total sample) resulted from direct input to the
survey web-site. Informal feedback from respondents indicated that they found the
web format more “user-friendly”, quicker, and easier to follow. (Web format is
included in Appendix BB)

At issue is whether data generated on-line is equivalent to data drawn from
paper and pen instruments. While little research has been done in the management
area, related fields provide positive guidance. King & Miles (1995) asserted that
measurement equivalence was not affected by method of test administration. In a
2001 article focusing on the type of scale used, on-line, Arnau, Thompson & Cook
found that the response format, sliding scale or radio button, did not significantly
alter the results. In this research, the Likert type scale of the hard copy was
simplified with numeric radio buttons on the web format. Arnau et.al suggest that

this will not affect the validity of the data gathered.

4.56 Triangulation
Jick (1979) asserts that triangulation allows organizational researchers to ‘improve
the accuracy of their judgements by collecting different kinds of data bearing on

the same phenomenon” (1979:602).
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The most commonly used forms of triangulation in research methodology are those
that feature the use of different methods, because “ the use of a variety of methods
to examine a topic might result in a more robust and generalizable set of
findings.(higher external validity)”( Scandura & Williams, 2000:1250) To the
extent that this research study uses a limited amount of qualitative input, the cross
method approach enhances external validity.

However, the predominant use of a quantitative survey across differing
reflections of the same population provides the opportunity for “within-method”
triangulation. The multiple perspectives act as a crosscheck of the internal
consistency and reliability of the data and the theory it supports.( Jick, 1979) The
limitations of the use of a single method are, none-the-less, significant. Jick,
quoting Denzin, acknowledges that variations on a common method will not create
distinctive streams of data. (1979:603) Therefore, it may not uncover the unique
variance that a multi-method triangulation can. While not totally ruling out the
value of quantitative / qualitative method combinations, Easterby-Smith et.al imply
that there are significant risks in mixing research paradigms and related methods.
“The positivist perspective which seeks a single, objective and stable truth is not
compatible with the social constructionist view of reality being flexible, fluid and
continually renegotiated.” (1991:133)

Although this research utilizes a limited degree of triangulation, coupled
with comprehensive replication discussed above, internal and external validity,
construct validity and analytical conclusion validity are high. (See Scandura &

Williams, 2000: 1252-1253)

4.6 Research Sample

Establishing the sample was a challenge. Despite the positive response of the focus
group to both the questionnaire and the research project, identifying and
“connecting” with potential survey respondents who were as enthusiastic took
patience and effort. As the “Sample Timeline” below demonstrates, it was almost a
year after testing the draft questionnaire with the focus group that the target sample
had been identified and the survey was launched formally. (Two groups of MBA
evening students had voluntarily, in the Spring of 2000, and again in 2001, both

participated and solicited participation in their organizations. This further
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reinforced the focus group input that the questionnaire was well focused and easy
to respond to. The MBA program participant’s experience was one of the impetus
for the preparation of a web-based questionnaire.)

Although the sources of information were credible, managerial mobility
and corporate changes, such as mergers, resulted in only 420 of the initial 600
questionnaires sent out going to valid mail or E-mail addresses. This “purified”
mail list was the core of the second and third follow-up mailings, three and four
months after the initial mailing.

Throughout this period, this researcher maintained a relatively high profile
in the associations that had supported the initiative, “promoting” the research and
broadly encouraging participation. This appeared to act as a stimulus to those who
“had meant to send it in”, but did not bias the representative nature of the sample.

Although the core of the sample had been assembled by November 30",
2001, 113 good quality responses, a post New Year effort was made to broaden the
sample slightly, adding more “ random / convenient *“ input and widening the
organization base. During this period, members of an executive management
program at the University of Calgary were offered the opportunity to voluntarily
participate.

When data collection ceased on March 30™ 2002. There were 132 usable
responses. Only two responses were rejected. One because the second part of the
questionnaire had not been completed, and one because of editorializing of the

questions.

SAMPLE TIMELINE
Associations agree to support research February/March 2000
Initial contact with leading companies March 2000

Meetings with prospective companies

April 2000- April 2001

Attending association meetings

April 2000-September 2001

Focus Groups review questionnaire

April 2000

MBA students volunteer May/June 2000
Initial mailing/e-mailing June 2001
Rationalizing the sample July/August 2001
Second mailing/e-mailing September 2001

e-mail only third follow up

October 1% 2001

Target mail follow up

October 1* 2001

Final follow up

January —March 2002

Executive Management program input

February-March 2002

Sample Complete

March 30 2002
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Only seven responses had missing data. Two were corrected using imputed values.

For the other five, only seven variables in total were missing. SPSS, E-M

(Expectation —Maximization) algorithm was applied, which undertakes multiple

iterations of maximum likelihood estimation. This showed that the sample mean

and the estimated mean were essentially the same, so mean substitution was used

throughout the analysis for the missing values.

Research Sample Statistics

Overall Response Rate:

Total number of “Invited” Participants:

Number of useable responses:

Overall response rate:

Sample Breakdown Details:

Total Sample:

e Middle Managers (Random)

e Middle Managers (Cases)

e Top management(Random/Targeted)

e Top Managers (Cases)

Number of Organizations represented
Industries / Sectors

Organization Sizes

Characteristics of Middle Managers in sample:

521

132

25.3%

132
68
42

14

40
15

3 ~ 55,000 employees
$250K - $ 21B

Number of levels below CEO: Mean; 3.1 Standard deviation; 1.8 Range; 1-9

This suggests that the majority of respondents were one to five levels below the

CEO.

Number of subordinates: Mean 28; Standard Deviation 17; Range; 1- 450
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This appears to be a reflection of the diversity of the companies in the sample.

4.7 Data analysis methodology

All of the data gathered through the questionnaires was entered into the SPSS data
editor. Questions that represented variables utilized by either Floyd and
Wooldridge, or Hart and Banbury, were identified / coded in a manner which
related to their placement in the factors / constructs of the models in the previous
research. (For example: Question 4a in Part 1, “Search for new opportunities and
bring them to the attention of higher level managers.”, loaded on the Championing
Alternatives factor in Floyd and Wooldridge’s (1992A:161) study. It is coded as
V4ACA to reflect this.) This allowed comparison of this researcher’s results with
the original research and permit differences with the original models to be
highlighted.

Before the data was manipulated, a complete and thorough check of the
data was undertaken. Only one significant data entry was missed, and it revealed
itself as an “outlier” in “Descriptives” output of data used in one regression
analysis, and was corrected. Based on indicators such as the Kaiser- Meyer-Olkin
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) associated with factor analysis (0.80 for
the Roles model), partial regression plots, and comparison of means, (Hair et. al.,
1998) the sample overall appears to be a good one. A few of the variables in Part
11 are skewed. However, as will be discussed in the Results and Analysis chapter,
this is probably more related to response and situational issues, than to sample
inadequacy.

The data was entered in such a way to permit separation of the various
categories identified in the sample statistics above. Elements of the sample,
representing “random / convenience”, “cases”, middle and top management, and
“hard copy” or electronic responses were given separate identification. This
permitted segments of the data to be assessed independently. Descriptive data
indicates that there are not major differences in and between sample elements. The
segments are too small to allow individual analysis, but all of the descriptive data

shows that each segment falls within the range of the overall sample.
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4.71 Replication

This was the first analysis activity undertaken. In both the model replications, the
search for a model ignored the existence of the previous research solutions until a
basic structure had been revealed. (See Hair, 1998:103-105) The factor analysis
followed a progression in which first an un-rotated and unspecified extraction was
undertaken. Based on the percentage of variance suggested by this extraction,
extractions of factors plus or minus 2 of the anticipated number of factors were
modeled and evaluated. Emerging “fit’ was refined using first orthogonal and then,
if appropriate, oblique rotations. Finally, a “best fit” factor model was selected, run
and analyzed with respect to the theoretical and conceptual models. Comparison
with the results of the previous research was undertaken to evaluate the replication
and generalizability of the models.

The failure of one of the two models to replicate precisely entailed further
literature review, follow up analysis and correspondence with the original
researchers. This researcher postulated a modified model in respect to Strategy
Making Modes, which required a modification of the originally stated hypotheses.
Both the modified model and hypotheses are reviewed in the Results and Analysis
Chapter that follows.

4.72 Test Hypotheses
A series of correlation and regression analyses were undertaken to test
relationships postulated in the hypotheses above, or modification thereof. In
particular, a number of extracted constructs were related to overall organization
performance and / or performance related variables which contribute to it.
Throughout, utilizing the practices adopted by Floyd and Wooldridge
(1992a and 1997) and recommended by Hair et.al.(1998), constructs were
measured using summated average ( Upward and Downward Influence) and
summated weighted average scales. (Four Middle Management Strategic Roles
and five Strategy-making Modes) It must be acknowledged that there is some
debate as to whether factor scores, which reflect all variables loading on a factor,
or summated scales are the best choice for measuring a construct. The summated
scale considers only those variables with high loading. As such, Hair (1998:120)
suggests that they represent a compromise between surrogate variables and factor

scores.” If generalizability or transferability is desired, then summated scales or
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surrogate variables are more appropriate. If the summated scale is a well

constructed, valid, and reliable..it is probably the best alternative.”

4.73 Relationships between the Constructs.
These were probed by examining the results of the correlations and regressions

identified above and by conducting confirmatory factor analysis and “total model
testing” in AMOS.( Version 4.0)

4.8 Chapter Summary
The chapter began by confirming that a positivistic orientation to the research had
been adopted.

Around a model of the research design process, all major elements of the
research process were reviewed. Questionnaire design, with a key focus on
operationalization of variables, questionnaire structure, and the logic of replication,
was covered comprehensively. Data collection, including sample definition and

location was reviewed. Finally, a summary of data analysis techniques was

provided.
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5. Results and Analysis
5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of all analyses that were undertaken on the data
generated from this research. First, a comprehensive review is presented of the
work done to replicate both models that underpin this study. Following
modification of the original hypotheses, necessitated by a revised strategy making
modes model, the impact of the two models on organization performance is
discussed. The relationships first between the roles and modes and then between
these two sets of constructs and organization performance are explored. The
review of data analysis concludes with an investigation of the relationships
between middle management strategic influence, implementation effectiveness and
organization performance.

Following a summary of key information uncovered while pursuing the
qualitative cases, a comprehensive review of the impact of the results and analysis

on the degree to which hypotheses are supported, or not, concludes the chapter.

5.2 Replications

While analyzing the results of the factor analyses of both models, the following
provided guidance. Hair (1998:112) suggests that for a sample of 130, any variable
loading on a factor at a level of 0.48 or above is significant at the 0.05 level or
better. ( This assumes no significant cross loading.) Alternately, per Kim and
Mueller (1978), any variable that loads at levels of 0.30 or above on two or more
factors is “cross loading” and should be removed from the factor model.
Calculating Cronbach alphas will assess the reliability of the factor model, and of
the variables loading on each factor. Hair (1998:118) suggests that 0.70 should be
the target for a factor with three or more variables loading, but identifies that

alphas at 0.60 or lower might be acceptable for factors with only two variables.

5.21 Middle Management Strategic Roles

Factor Analysis of the data generated from Part I of the survey questionnaire
appears to provide solid confirmation of the strategic roles model proposed by
Floyd and Wooldridge.(1992A). Both the unspecified analysis and a plot of

Eigenvalues pointed towards a four-factor solution. ( Figure 20) An orthogonal
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rotation, utilizing Varimax with Kaiser Normalization, produced a clearly specified
model that loaded all 16 variables in the model, (Figure 21) and accounted for
almost 60% of the variance in the model (Figure 22)

Most significant is the fact that two variables, whose behaviour in the original
research was viewed by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A:157) as counter to the
theoretical logic, responded exactly as in the original research. “ Encouraging
informal discussion and information sharing among subordinates.” Item 12 and
variable V12AFA loaded strongly on Implementing Deliberate Strategy rather than
Facilitating Adaptability. Similarly, “Gather and communicate information
demonstrating the feasibility of new programs to managers above them.” Item 1
and variable V1ASI loaded heavily on Championing Alternatives versus the
anticipated Synthesizing Information. It should be noted that the original
researchers suggest that these loadings ““ seemed theoretically appropriate”. The
relationships between the strategic roles, discussed previously, also add credence

to these placements.

Figure 20. Initial unspecified factor determination: “Middle management

strategic roles”

Scree Plot
6

Eigenvalue

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Component Number
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Figure 21. Final Factor determination: Middle Management Strategic Roles

Rotated Component Matri

Component
1 2 3 4
V1ASI -2.17E-02 .822 | -3.45E-02 | 9.083E-02
V2ACA .128 .784 149 | 6.349E-02
V3ACA .350 ATT .363 244
V4ACA 134 .588 162 123
V5ASI 225 .143 -.134 .819
VBAIDS 706 |7.998E-02 |6.455E-02 A77
V7AFA 118 221 .751 | 9.078E-02
V8AIDS 793 258 |6.925E-02 |2.921E-02
VOACA A1 770 .188 | 8.750E-03
V10AFA .138 .349 647 |7.128E-02
V11ASI -4,.94E-02 114 218 790
V12AFA 610 127 167 .205
V13AIDS 743 | 1.104E-02 .255 |2.097E-02
V14AFA .327 | 4.325E-02 .503 [5.316E-02
V15AIDS 741 | 3.572E-02 | 5.389E-02 -.148
V16AFA |4.955E-02 |2.170E-02 .828 | -5.93E-02

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Figure 22. Total variance explained by factors; Middle Management Strategic

Roles
Total Variance Explained
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Component Total % of Variance | Cumulative %
1 2.965 18.529 18.529
2 2.755 17.218 35.746
3 2.308 14.424 50.170
4 1.498 9.363 59.533

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

The full extent of the replication and the comparison between the results obtained

by Floyd and Wooldridge with those of this researcher are demonstrated in Table

6. “Middle Management Strategic Roles” It reveals the common variables loading

on the four factors, the comparative reliabilities (alphas) of each factor. Although
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the two models identified differently, with Championing Alternatives being the
predominate factor in Floyd and Wooldridge’s research. ( Eigenvalue 4.52,
accounting for 28% of the variance) and Implementing Deliberate Strategy being
identified first in this resecarcher’s work, ( Eigenvalue 4.9, accounting for 18.5 % of
the variance) they are remarkably similar models.

A fundamental conclusion can be drawn from Table 6. That is, for the
sample taken by this researcher, the four strategic roles of middle managers
proposed by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A) are perceived to exist by the
managers in this study. Also, the variables that support the role constructs are
highly consistent with the original research. Coupled with the excellent to
acceptable levels of reliability, it would be easy to conclude that this research not
only confirms the original four-factor model but also suggests that the model is
broadly generalizable. While the results of this replication do appear to add an
additional element of support to the external validity of this model, it must be
viewed within the context of the sample, its situational circumstances and the

replication methodology. These are discussed in more detail below.

5.22 Strategy Making Modes

All iterations of the factor analysis, conducted on the data which corresponded to
the seventeen variables used by Hart and Banbury (1994) to support their strategy
making modes model, failed to produce a replicate in which all five modes as
previously defined emerged. As can been seen in Figure 23 three distinct trends
emerged from the data analysis. One variable V17CO was strongly separated and
distinct from other variables. Two strongly defined factors emerged, one based on
variables defined by Hart (1991, 1992) as “ transactive” and the other based on
variables identified as “rational”. However, in both cases variables drawn from
other modes are playing a significant role in completing the “new’ factors. Lastly,
cross loading was evident in a few variables with two exhibiting such a level they
were deemed not to provide valid indication to, or support of, specific factors.
Utilizing the guidance of Kim and Mueller (1978) and Hair et.al.(1998:113)
variables V22SY and V31RA were eliminated from the factor structure. (Scores
from the structure matrix exceeded 0.45 on three separate factors for both

variables)
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Figure 23.

Pattern and structure matrices for strategy modes factor analysis.

Pattern Matrix®

Component
— 1 2 3 4 5

V17CO | 1.965E-02 .159 -.102 .851 | 5.352E-02
V18RA |2.678E-02 | 3.080E-02 -.888 | 6.242E-02 | 1.901E-02
V19TR .528 -.190 -.253 | 6.343E-02 -.105
V20GE 216 | 6.824E-03 132 114 -.781
V21GE | -3.91E-02 | 9.041E-02 | -1.23E-02 -.153 -.939
V228Y 217 | -6.91E-02 -.232 153 -.297
V23RA 112 | 2.120E-02 -.897 -.206 207
V24GE .892 .233 | 1.739E-02 -173 | 9.213E-02
V25TR .828 -.108 | 2.905E-02 | 6.491E-03 | -9.78E-02
V26CO | -2.00E-02 .686 -.207 | -4.18E-02 -.256
V278Y 510 179 -.186 256 | -1.94E-02
V28SY |2.918E-02 | 2.579E-02 -.504 144 -.313
V29TR 605 -.235 | -1.62E-02 215 -.212
V30TR |2.465E-02 -.200 -.520 | 8.817E-02 -.204
V31RA .293 424 -.342 -.265 -.170
V32CQO |[8.525E-03 770 165 .256 | 9.922E-02
V33RA | -8.32E-03 110 -.686 .246 | -3.00E-02
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 14 iterations.
Structure Matrix
Component
1 2 3 4 5

V17CO A73 .208 -.245 .867 -.137
V18RA 454 146 -.907 .203 -.324
V19TR .688 -.108 -.530 184 -.449
V20GE .522 | 6.832E-03 -.271 257 -.850
V21GE .380 | 7.225E-02 -.319 | 9.160E-03 -.898
V228Y 477 | -1.73E-02 -.458 267 -.506
V23RA 421 136 -.846 | -8.56E-02 - 131
V24GE .840 307 -.377 | -6.26E-02 -.273
V25TR .849 | -3.58E-02 -.389 126 -.465
V26CO .253 .705 -.368 | 5.928E-02 -.307
V27SY .659 .260 -.499 .364 -.360
V28SY 433 | 9.319E-02 -.656 .281 -.532
V29TR 716 =171 -.386 .326 -.531
V30TR .359 -.132 -.595 .200 -.420
V31RA .537 481 -.554 -.126 -.376
V32CO | -9.15E-03 .762 | 6.114E-02 .245 119
V33RA .376 .203 -.745 .362 -.315

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
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To achieve separation and clear definition of the factors in the model that this
researcher is proposing, two steps were taken. Because there is evidence of
significant correlation between the factors, and according to Hair et.al (1998:113)
“it becomes more difficult to distinguish which variable loads uniquely on each
factor”, the factor pattern matrix was used to identify a distinct factor structure.
(This was undertaken on an oblique rotation, using Oblim software, which
extracted five factors. Other iterations and plot mapping had shown this to be the
best to obtain a reasonable degree of factor specification and model clarity. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy for this analysis was 0.864,
and the Chi-Square /df. Ratio was approximately 7:1 at a fully significant level.
Both reflect a sound treatment of the data.) The five-factor model accounts for

almost 67% of the model variance. (Figure 24 below)

Figure 24. Variance in LB final factor model; strategy modes.

Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigenvalues Rotation
Component Total % of Variance | Cumulative % Total
1 6.421 37.773 37.773 5.185
2 1.627 9.573 47.346 5.101
3 1.296 7.626 54.972 4,042
4 1.097 6.452 61.424 1.837
5 .923 5.427 66.850 1.671
6 .869 5.111 71.962
7 795 4,677 76.639
8 .700 4121 80.759
9 .554 3.259 84.018
10 .528 3.108 87.126
11 460 2.704 89.831
12 .371 2.185 92.015
13 .350 2.059 94.074
14 .304 1.787 95.861
15 287 1.690 97.551
16 .262 1.540 99.090
17 .155 .910 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings
cannot be added to obtain a total variance.

After drawing out an apparent factor structure and model, the variables
loading on each factor were examined for conceptual and operational fit. That is,

did they belong together and strengthen the overall factor construct? Specifically,
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did items positioned in a particular factor by Hart and Banbury (1994), appear to
be consistent with and supportive of the “new” factors identified by this researcher.
Table 7. Identifies the final factor structure adopted by this researcher and Table 8
the original model derived by Hart and Banbury (1994).

Table 7. VARIABLES LOADING ON FACTORS (LB model)

Factor 1 Participative / Aligned Mode : Alpha 0.83

H&B 74 Variable Description
TR 3 Strategy is iterative, involving mangers, staff and executives, ongoing dialogue
GE 8 Employees understand what needs to be accomplished
TR 9 Business planning is ongoing, involving all
SY 11 CEO sets personal example how staff expected to behave
TR 13 Most people have input into decisions that affect them

Factor 2 Command Mode : Alpha 0.44

CO 10 CEOQ determines vision
Co 16 CEQO sets strategy

Factor 3 Rational Mode : Alpha 0.83

RA 2 Weritten strategic plan each year

RA 7 Strategic planning is a formal procedure done in regular cycle

SY 12 TMT committed to targets and communicate them across organization
TR 14 Company adapts strategy based on market feedback

RA 17 Formal analysis of environment and competitors is basis of strategic plan

Factor 4 Autocratic Mode

| co | 1 | CEO determines & executes the strategy based on analysis of business situation

Factor 5 Generative Mode : Alpha 0.78

GE 4 Most people willing to take risks
GE 5 People encouraged to experiment

In respect to this researcher’s Factor 1., the overall focus is on the role of
broad employee involvement and an employee-centered view of strategy
development. Both “interloper” variables do reinforce this perspective, although
item #11 has a slightly directive tone. It would seem that when a CEO is stressing
employee participation in the strategic process and setting an example, he / she is
not perceived to be controlling the actions of others.

Factor #2 appears enigmatic. The two variables that constitute it, V26C0
and V32CO, load strongly on the factor at a level exceeding 0.70. Variable
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mapping shows that they are closely associated and at distance from other
variables. Yet the alpha value of 0.44 suggests that the factor is only marginally
reliable. Hart and Banbury’s (1994) Command mode also included the V17CO

variable that assumed a separate identity in this research. It would appear that the

distortion effect of responses to this variable may have mitigated the strength and

validity of responses to the other Command variables.

Factor 3. Focuses on a rational / logical strategic process with a strategic

plan as its output. All of the variables loading on this factor can trace their roots to

this process. The variable loadings from the pattern matrix in Figure 23 show that

this factor was strongly defined.

Although reduced to two identifying variables, the Generative Mode in this

researcher’s model is still distinctive and reliable. However, the Command Mode

that is also reduced to two variables is not a reliable factor. As noted above, this

can be traced to the behaviour of the V17CO variable that this researcher identified

as an Autocratic Mode. This issue will be discussed further in the analysis below.

Table 8. Hart and Banbury (1994) Strategy-making Modes

Items Loading on Factors

Modes

Alpha

Ttems

Command

0.67

CEO sets strategy

CEO determines vision

CEQ makes & evecntes strategy

Symbolic

0.70

Challenge our people

20 year corporate dream

Personal example

Rational

0.76

Written strategic plan

Formal procedure

Written mission statement

Formal analysis

Transactive

0.70

Strategy is iterative

Ongoing planning involving all

People have input

Market feedback

Generative

0.61

People willing to risk

Experiments encouraged

Employees understand
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As Table 8 above shows, the five factors deduced by Hart and Banbury were all
reasonably distinct and reliable. “Command” mode being CEO driven, while the
“Symbolic” mode implied TMT leadership. “Rational”, as identified in the
literature discussions, tends towards the classical view of strategic planning but is
significantly inclusive. “Transactive” and “Generative” are both less structured,
having balanced input and predominantly “other than the TMT” input respectively.

The structure outlined by this researcher does reflect the conceptual
framework and incorporates many of the constructs and variables that were evident
in the original research. However, the differences are significant enough to require
an exploration / discussion of the possible causes of the failure to perfectly
replicate the original work.

Prior to this, a brief overview of confirmatory factor analysis, that was

undertaken using structured equation modeling, is provided.

5.23 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Replicated Models

Utilizing graphical structured equation modeling, based on AMOS 4.0 software,
both models derived through SPSS factor analysis and interpretation were
subjected to confirmatory factor analysis. The intent was to see if the models
derived from the previous analysis were sound and “fitted” the data, and to identify
possible correlations between constructs and variables.(This was intended to help
explain “overlap” between factors and to predict the impact of the factor constructs
on performance variables, as discussed below.)

For each factor model, a path diagram was constructed which mirrored the
relationships between the factor constructs identified through SPSS analysis and
the variables that loaded significantly on each factor. In addition, the path diagram
was specified in such a way as to provide correlations between the constructs.
Figure 25 reproduces the basic path diagram used to confirm the factor model
derived for Middle Management Strategic Roles.

Both models were activated using the AMOS 4 engine and by loading the research
data file that included all the sample data that was used in the SPSS analysis.
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Figures 26 and 27 are a graphical representation of the output from these analyses,
based on standardized estimates. Figures 28 and 29 are the factor scores based on
these analyses, extracted from the complete results derived from analysis of each
model. In both cases, the factor structures derived from SPSS and subsequent
interpretation, were shown to be a reasonable fit to the data. Variables loading on
each factor were consistent with factor scores obtained in the AMOS calculations,

and the explanatory capability of variables to each factor was also good.

Figure 25. Middle Management Strategic Roles Confirmatory Factor
Analysis: SEM Path Diagram
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All SEM models generated in this analysis were assessed for fit and validity. It
cannot, and perhaps should not be expected that the structure of a model will
provide a perfect representation of the relationships between variables and

constructs. However,measures of fit and validity do allow the researcher to
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determine if the directions and weighting calculated in the model provide

information that is valuable in supporting, or not, the hypotheses. Arbuckle and
Wothke (1999) and Kelloway (1998) provided the guidance to this researcher’s
identifcation of key measures, generated through the AMOS engine, that would

allow the output from the model to be evaluated for fit and validity.

Figure 26 Middle Management Strategic Roles Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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The following measures of fit were identifed for each model. CMIN / DF,

the minimum discrepancy of the sample divided by the degrees of freedom.

PCLOSE which provides a test of “close fit”. (As oppossed to the exact fit implied

by the P value).CFI and NFI, the comparative and normed fit index respectively.
RMSEA, the root mean square error of approximation, valuable in assessing the

of complex models.

fit
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Figure 27 Strategy Making Modes CFA
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Figure 30. Covariances and correlations for Middle Management Roles factors

Covariances: Estimate S.E. C.R.

Synthesizing_Informa <> Implementing 0.082 0.045 1.814
Implementing <> Facilitiating_Adapta  0.097 0.034  2.829
Implementing <> Championing_Alternat 0.139  0.041  3.359
Championing_Alte <> Facilitiating_Ad 0.118 0.037 3.164
Synthesizing_Inf <> Championing_Alte 0.088 0.046 1.904
Synthesizing_Inf <> Facilitiating_Ad 0.022 0.022 1.012

Correlations: Estimate

Synthesizing_Informa < Implementing ~ 0.315
Implementing <> Facilitiating_Adapta 0.465
Implementing <> Championing_Alternat  0.441
Championing_Alte <> Facilitiating_Ad 0.586
Synthesizing_Inf <> Championing_Alte ~ 0.351
Synthesizing_Inf <> Facilitiating_Ad 0.136

Figure 31. Covariances and Correlations for Strategy Modes Factors

Covariances: Estimate S.E. C.R.

Generative <> Participative / Align  0.775 0.172 4519
Participative / Aligned <> Rational ~ 0.689 0.151 4.580
Participative / Aligned <> Command -0.094  0.159 -0.596

Generative <eee-mmmmm-eee- > Rational 0.440 0.132 3.328

Command <----=-=--=-------> Rational = 0.052 0.148 0.352

Generative <---------------> Command -0.052 0.160 -0.325
Autocratic <> Participative_/ Align 0.379 0.143 2.653

Autocratic <-----=-=e--- > Generative 0303 0.144 2.104
Autocratic <-------vee---- > Rational 0.407 0.138 2951
Autocratic <------=-ee----- > Command 0.423 0.193 2.188
Correlations: Estimate

Generative <> Participative / Align  0.708
Participative / Aligned <> Rational 0.651
Participative / Aligned <-> Command -0.057

Generative <-------------- > Rational 0411
Command <-------=--------- > Rational 0.032
Generative <--------------- > Command -0.031
Autocratic <> Participative / Align 0.267
Autocratic <------------ > Generative 0.211
Autocratic <-------------- > Rational 0.293
Autocratic <-------==------ > Command 0.195

For the confirmatory factor analysis on the Middle Management Strategic Roles

model CMIN / DF was 1.66, PCLOSE 0.04, CF1 0.99, NFI 0.98, and RMSEA
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0.07. The Strategy Making Modes model c.f.a. produced results of CMIN / DF
2.4, PCLOSE 0.00, CFI 0.98, NFI 0.97 and RMSEA 0.10. With the exception of
the RMSEA value on the strategy making modes model, which is marginal, these
values are viewed as acceptable or good by the authors above.

Combined with the factor scores, this suggests that the factor solutions derived
from prior analysis are a good indicator of reality in respect to the data sample
developed in this research.

Also valuable in understanding the relationships of the factor constructs
with each other, and in respect to their impact on the performance variables (see
below), is the evidence provided by the c.f.a. modelling of significantly high
correlations between certain factors. Figures 30 and 31 demonstrate this output
reflected in the path diagrams above (Figure 26 and 27). They will be reviewed in
respect to both the replication results and the hypotheses demonstrating impacts on
performance.

Note that the graphical and text output sampled in this discussion is
generated by each application reviewed in this chapter. Complete text and

graphical output can be found in Appendix C.

5.24 Analysis of the Replications
5.241 Middle Management Strategic Roles

As noted previously, the bulk of the information generated in this study and
analysis appears to strongly support the four factor / roles model outlined in the
work of Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A). Not only did this researcher’s SPSS based
factor analysis identify a factor solution remarkably close to the original work, the
AMOS based confirmatory factor analysis resulted in as clean a solution that
identified the four constructs as distinct factors with relatively strong loading
variables.

This study succeeded in sampling a broad-based group, primarily middle
managers, drawn from a relatively diverse group of organizations. Also, the sample
statistics point towards a sound and apparently unbiased response to the
questionnaire items pertaining to this model. While a few variables exhibit
relatively high skew, most are close to normal distributions. Overall, one might

conclude that this research has proven the validity of the Middle Management

184



Strategic Roles Model and that it also adds to the generalizability of the concepts
and theory that support it.

However, a few minor cautions are in order. Schwab (1999) raises the
concern that human subjects often respond to instruments in a manner that they
think is appropriate or have tendency to describe the world as they want it to be
versus what it actually is. The “random” portion of the sample drew upon groups
that might have been viewed as predisposed to a positive view of the potential
strategic behaviour of middle managers. Also, the response rate, although
moderate, did exceed that which is normally expected from a non-conditioned mail
survey. Because of this, it is possible that response bias may have tilted the model
definition. This concern is mitigated, however, by the fact that respondents had no
prior knowledge of the model they were confirming, and for most items there was
a response distribution across at least three scale items.

Schwab’s (1999) view of replication notwithstanding (see below), every
effort was taken to ensure that the methodology utilized in the original research
was repeated. Item structure and content, and overall instrument design were
mirrored in this study’s questionnaire. Of course, the composite nature of this
research may have influenced responses by affecting the contextual and situational
perspective of the respondents. While this may have been a major contributor to
defining a different strategy making modes model, analysis of the data in respect to
the middle management strategic roles model suggests such affects were
minimized. In addition to the relatively normal distribution of the responses noted
above, levels of multicollinearity amongst the variables are not excessive,
recognizing that those loading on each factor are expected to be correlated with
each other. (See Hair et.al.(1998 :99) for a discussion of the impacts of
multicollinearity on factor analysis).

Taking account of the foregoing cautions, it is reasonable to assert that
the four strategic roles theorized by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A), are an

accurate reflection of the key strategic behaviours of middle managers.

5.242 Strategy-Making Modes.

Contrasted with the very good replication of the middle management strategic roles
model, an initial scan of the SPSS factor analysis of the strategy making modes

data left this researcher with concerns that either his methodology or data analysis
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were seriously flawed. However, after multiple iterations and use of both multiple
orthogonal and oblique analysis methods, the modified model that emerged
appeared to have a solid foundation. The factor model for strategy making modes
is not as strong, in respect to factor loading, or as clean, in respect to overlapping
variables / constructs and multiple loading variables, as the original research.
However, as shown through the AMOS based confirmatory factor analysis, the
model derived by this researcher is relatively robust.

Figure 32, graphically representing the relationships of the respective factor
derived, strategy making modes constructs that emerged from the original research
and this researcher’s work portrays two key points. One, there are significant
differences in the models. This is particularly so with the “outlying” factor /
variable “Autocratic” and the strength and blending of the “ Rational” and
Participative / Aligned constructs. However, secondly there is still a great deal of
similarity in the models. The spectrum of relationships between TMT members
and other organization actors, still reflect the logic advanced by Hart and
Banbury (1994). Four of the five constructs that emerged from this researcher’s
work, compare closely with the original structure. It would appear that Hart and
Banbury’s research provides a sound underpinning and conceptual framework for
understanding the strategy making dynamic. ( Hart, 1991, 1992, Hart and Banbury
1994)

The critical question is then, “What possible reasons caused the strategy
making modes model not to replicate?”” The following proposes four possible
answers, two methodological and two conceptual / theoretical.

The first element that must be reviewed is the questionnaire. It’s structure
and the way that the items are worded are a possible source of distortion and / or
biased response. The fact that V17CO is based on the first item in the composite
questionnaire related to the strategy making modes model, may have contributed to
its strong, separate identification in the factor model. The item, “The CEO of our
company determines and executes the strategy based on analysis of the business
situation” reflects a strong directive stance from the corporate leader. The reaction
to this item may have been strengthened because respondents had spent the first
half of the survey looking at the world from a middle management viewpoint. This

may have also contributed to respondents “bending “ their scaled responses to
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make them “fit’ with the answers they perceived themselves as having given in
Part I.

However, the descriptive data on strategy modes variables. (Figure 33)
show that responses were relatively balanced across variables. Also, there appears
to be virtually no correlation between V17CO and the other “Command” variables
that loaded in the original model. (V26CO, V32CO, Items 10 and 16, Part II),
supporting its separate treatment. Overall, this portion of the sample does exhibit a
greater degree of skew than in Part I.. It is possible that respondents effectively
“shortened” the scale. But, based on a number of informal follow-ups with
respondents, it would appear they marked the scales as they believed was a fair
representation of reality.

It is the environment and composition of the sample that may have had a
greater influence over the responses to Part II of the questionnaire. A review of the
work of Hart and Banbury, assisted by direct input from Stuart Hart, (E-mail
correspondence, June / July 2002), revealed that their direct sample was primarily
drawn from the top levels of organizations as surveys were mailed to and followed
up with CEOs or their designates. Thus the original research sample reflected a
TMT perspective on strategic collaboration. In contrast, a majority of this
researcher’s respondents are drawn from the ranks of middle managers and could
be expected to bring a mid level orientation to their survey responses.

Although Hart and Banbury (1994: 257) initially developed a very broad
sample from a diverse industry background, they refined their data set to those
companies that had “dominant product” orientation.(260). They did this to avoid
confounding the data with “mixed respondents”. It is reasonable to suggest that by
doing this they succeeded in deriving a very well specified model that may be
situation specific.

How the respondents perceive strategic collaboration may affect
their responses and subsequently how the strategy making modes are defined.
Taking a TMT orientation, in an organization with tight strategic focus, one would
expect that they would define a distinct role for the CEO / leader (Command) and

identify a major leadership role for themselves (Symbolic).
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Figure 33. Strategy making modes variable descriptive statistics and V17CO

correlations
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation® | Analysis N Missing N
V17CO 5.27 1.37 132 0
V18RA 5.61 1.60 132 0
V19TR 4.79 1.47 132 1
V20GE 3.89 1.47 132 0
V21GE 4.17 1.47 132 0
V22SY 4.67 1.29 132 0
V23RA 5.41 1.72 132 0
V24GE 464 1.40 132 1
V25TR 4.58 1.50 132 0
V26CO 5.09 1.53 132 0
V278Y 5.38 1.48 132 0
V28SY 4.98 1.56 132 0
V29TR 4.24 1.41 132 1
V30TR 4.95 1.30 132 0
V31RA 5.18 1.86 132 0
V32C0O 4.83 1.60 132 0
V33RA 4.75 1.51 132 2

a. For each variable, missing values are replaced with the
variable mean.

Correlations to variable V17CO

V17CO
V18RA
VI9TR
V20GE
V2IGE
V228Y
V23RA
V24GE
V25TR
V26CO
V27SY
V288Y
V29TR
V30TR
V3IRA
V32CO
V33RA

V17CO
1.000
288
227
213
079
161
090
.081
141
200
320
221
195
167
131
195
321

The top directed, Rational process matches their perception of senior management

reality. Shared collaboration with other organization actors (Transactive) is
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consistent with the need to surface and develop new strategic directions and
acknowledges others may have better information than the TMT on certain issues.
That other organization actors develop and implement strategy on their own is
known but probably viewed as “organization anarchy”. (Generative)

While many of the respondents to this researcher’s study came from
organizations with similar leadership profiles as those in the Hart and Banbury
(1994) research, the results imply a different orientation to similar items. (See
discussion below re. corporate leadership in case organizations)

Looking up, middle managers appear to see two distinct roles for the CEO. Total
control with little room for input (Autocratic) or strong leadership “from the
front”(Command). When it comes to involvement and collaboration with the top,
middle managers appear to accept participation at a variety of levels across the
strategy-making spectrum. That the Symbolic mode got absorbed into others is
probably a reflection of middle management interest first in involvement and less
with leadership. The structure of the modified model indicates that the distinctions
were blurred across all three of the original three collaborative modes. Formality,
order and the origins of strategic initiative appear to have been the primary
contributors to establishing the two major constructs that emerged. The literature
has shown that middle managers have a strong desire to be involved in the strategic
process (Westley, 1990, Dutton and Ashford, 1993, Burgelman and Grove, 1996).
The strategy-making modes’ analysis, discussed above, indicates that they are
willing to participate and collaborate across a broad spectrum of approaches to
shared development. It is possible that in responding to certain items, such as #13
“Most people in this company have input into decisions that affect them”, middle
manager respondents do not necessarily differentiate between perceived or real
alignment / participation. Supporting the prospect of a situational, “flexible”
model, the results indicate that middle managers look at the strategic process in
their organizations from a perspective that does not necessarily match that of the
top.

That the results of the strategy making modes analysis should not be
surprising and are probably highly valid, is supported by a comprehensive study
undertaken by Dess, Lumpkin and Covin (1997). In attempting to define
entrepreneurial strategy making, they began with the premises advanced by

Hart(1992) including the five-construct model, and use a modified version of
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Hart’s original questionnaire to gather data. However, their methodology and
underlying logic pre-supposes a situational outcome. They suggest that
entrepreneurial strategy making will combine the features of both the command
and generative modes. The sample selected was deliberately narrow, reflecting
environments in which entrepreneurial activity could be expected to drive the
organization. Modifications to Hart’s 1991 instrument, although minor and quite
subtle, none-the-less encouraged entrepreneurial orientation with phrases like
“dynamic and entrepreneurial” and “more innovative approaches or
products”.(pp.685) The “intuitively appealing”, four factor model that emerged
from their work did support the existence of a distinctive entrepreneurial strategy
making mode, yet maintained many of the conceptual elements of Hart’s model.
Although not fully proven, the authors proposed that the effectiveness of the
entrepreneurial mode was dependent on its existence as a separate construct and
the environment / strategy context in which evolved. That is, the mode will be
distinct and strong in situations that support and utilize it.

It is important to observe that the work of Dess, Lumpkin and Covin was
very rigorous and in no way manipulative. The factor / construct model they
derived was sound and justifiable. Yet their result diverges from Hart’s model to a
degree sufficient to support a model which aligns with the needs of a particular
strategic situation and the actors involved. This provides further evidence to the
proposition that the Hart and Banbury model is conceptually very sound, but not
necessarily generalizable across different strategic situations.

Schwab (1999:296) provides an apt conclusion to this discussion when he
admonishes researchers not to expect that studies will replicate identically. He
suggests that differences should not only be expected, but that they may also
contribute to building bridges to prior research and bringing about cumulative

knowledge.

5.3 Modified Hypotheses

The acceptance of the modified strategy making modes model requires an
adjustment of some of the originally stated hypotheses, in order to reflect the new
construct structures and implicit conceptual framework. Hypotheses 1-5 remain

unchanged, as they relate solely to the middle management strategic roles model.
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Hypotheses 6-11 are now replaced by new hypotheses 6-10, as the Symbolic mode

was eliminated from the model.

> H6. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “autocratic” or
“command” modes will have less of an impact on organization

performance than the “rational” or “participative / aligned” modes.

> H7. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “generative” will
have less of an impact on organization performance than the “rational” or

“participative / aligned” modes

> HBS8. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “rational” will

have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

» H9. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “participative /

aligned” will have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

» H10. Organizations able to utilize flexibly all strategy making modes will
demonstrate higher levels of organization performance than those using a

limited number of modes.

Hypothesis 12 and its sub elements also require modification.

» -H 11 The predominant strategy modes functioning in an organization will
be a reflection of the degree to which its’ middle managers can utilize

particular strategic roles.

» -H 11A. When the “rational” mode is predominant, the implementing
deliberate strategy strategic role will be most prevalent amongst an
organization’s middle managers with the role of synthesizing information

for top management as strong back up.
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> -H 11B. When the “participative / aligned” mode is predominant, both the
championing alternatives and facilitating adaptability strategic roles will

be most prevalent amongst an organization’s middle managers.

> -H 11C. When both the “rational” and “participative / aligned” modes are
strong in an organization, all four strategic roles of middle managers will

be prevalent in an organization.

> -H 11D. The existence of the “autocratic” “command” or “generative”
modes will not influence the level at which middle managers strategic roles

are undertaken in an organization.

The remaining hypotheses are also modified or re-numbered as follows.

-H 12. Capability to use all five strategy-making modes will be the strongest

determinant of an organization’s ability to achieve superior performance.

-H 13. Organizations utilizing the “rational” and “participative / aligned”
strategy making modes, in which middle managers are able to strongly utilize
the championing alternatives and synthesizing information strategic roles, will

achieve superior organization performance.

-H 14. Organizations where middle managers are able to effectively utilize all
four strategic roles will develop the capability to flexibly utilize all of the

strategy modes and thus achieve superior performance.

-H 15. The degree to which middle managers are involved in and influence the
organization’s strategic processes will positively influence the level of
implementation success as measured by a summation of the level of

completion, achievement and acceptability of strategy implementation.

-H 16. The level of strategy implementation success will be directly related to

the overall level of organization performance.
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5.4 The Impact of Middle Management Strategic Roles and

Strategy Making Modes on Organization Performance.

This section summarizes the results of a series of correlation and regression
analysis undertaken using SPSS, and “confirmatory” structured equation modeling
undertaken using AMOS 4.0. In the first stage, the derived factor constructs were
correlated with the performance indicators and summated overall organization
performance measure.(The validity of this measure is highlighted below.) In the
second stage, the constructs were regressed against the overall performance
measure. In the case of the middle management model, the derived summated
constructs, upward and downward influence were added to the correlation matrix
and regressed separately against the overall performance measure. As a third stage,
SEM models were constructed and calculated. They identified the contribution of
the model constructs on performance and also the level of correlation between the
constructs.

5.41 Middle Management Strategic Roles.

Table 9, summarizes the results of SPSS analysis defining correlations between
performance indicators, strategic roles and upward / downward influence. Figure
34. highlights the regression analysis of the four strategic roles on overall
performance, and Figure 35 summarizes the regression of upward / downward

influence on performance.
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Figure 34. Middle Management Strategic Roles and Performance

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .261° .068 .039 1.0489

a. Predictors: (Constant), Implementing Deliberate
Strategy, Synthesizing Information, Championing
Alternatives, Facilitating Adaptability

Coefficients @

Standardi
zed
Unslandardized Coefficien
Coefficients s Correlafions
|_Model B Sid. Error Bela 1 Sig Zera-order Partial Part
1 (Constant) 4138 689 6.008 000
Championing Allernalives 140 269 052 518 605 078 048 044
Synlhesizing Infermation 398 152 237 2610 2010 239 226 224
Facilitaling Adaptabiity -285 245 -120 1,163 247 -055 -103 -100
'S"t‘r’:';';‘;"“"g Deliberale 3.909E-02 240 017 163 871 033 014 014
a. Dependenl Variable: Overall operating performance {summated)
Figure 35. Upward and Downward Influence on Performance
Model Summary
Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .360° .129 116 1.0059
a. Predictors: (Constant), DOWNINFL, UPWRDINF
Coefficients®
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients s
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.169 473 6.694 .000
UPWRDINF .556 .163 340 3.412 .001
DOWNINFL |5.047E-02 157 .032 321 749

a. Dependent Variable: OPERFSUM

Overall, the four middle management strategic roles do not appear to

correlate with the performance indicators directly to a significant extent. In fact, it

is only “Synthesizing Information” that correlates significantly with three of the
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performance indicators and the overall performance measure. This is contrasted, in
Table 9, with the moderate or strong correlations between the four strategic roles.

The regression analysis modeled in figure 34, reinforces this conclusion.
There is an extremely weak relationship identified and the only significant
contributor is the “Synthesizing Information” variable. Perhaps the most
significant finding to emerge from Table 9 is the level of correlation between the
two influence constructs and the performance indicators. Upward influence, in
particular, has moderate or strong correlation with all performance indicators, the
four strategic roles and downward influence. While still only a soft relationship,
the influence constructs have a stronger relationship with performance than the
individual strategic roles. Note that this regression shows that it is Upward
Influence that has the significant impact on performance.

These results are consistent with the prior work and analysis of Floyd and
Wooldridge. In 1992A: 163 they identified little or no correlation between the four
strategic roles and overall performance, which in this case was financial
performance. Yet their 1990 work clearly established that upwardly influencing
strategic behaviour had a distinct positive impact on organization performance
indicators such as ROA, growth, efficiency and overall performance.(1990:236). It
is interesting to note that the two strategic characteristics that had the greatest
correlations were “generating options” and “evaluating options”. These were the
precursor of the Synthesizing Information role that emerged from their later work.

It may seem difficult to comprehend that these relatively strong strategic
roles do not have a direct influence on performance. This is, however, consistent
with most of the prior research that has established their theoretical validity. As
noted in prior discussion, Floyd and Wooldridge (1996) assert that there are
complex inter-relationships between the role constructs. (Figures 12,13 and 14
provide graphical representations of these.) Much of the prior research has
demonstrated that middle managers seek opportunities to be involved in the
strategic process and to influence the development of the strategy. (Burgelman
1993, Westley, 1990, Thakur, 1998). It may not be as critical that their efforts
directly impact performance, rather that they are able to influence strategic
direction.

The SEM relating strategic roles to performance, provided consistent

observations and results with the foregoing discussion. Figure 36 shows that there
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Figure 36. Middle Management Strategic Roles to Performance

——Middle Management Strategic Roles

@EJ)* MBAIDS
@)

BU/12AFA |

N ) y k) i !
L\e3}: —*VIACA ‘4— —(Championing \\ : \ |.46

) Alternahves a0
\ P
:\1 i peﬂorménce (stanheited)
'i / &
/ !

7 e - Rgcilitiagilng
aptability :
@\-— WraaFA 4 N 2N
- . y — \
. IR 7
016 )——»y16AFA * .
\_ 5 o) J\{"..l = ri
5 D‘VSASI }w / "
% Synthesizing '
- \nformatlon

1911_/. —b-|v11ASl !‘ P

are no positive relationships between Facilitating Adaptability, Championing
Alternatives and Performance. The relationship between Implementing Deliberate
Strategy and Performance is very weak. Only Synthesizing Information exhibits a
definite relationship. In contrast, the model does support the strength of

relationships between the constructs.

5.42 Strategy Making Modes

Table 10 details the correlations between strategy making modes constructs and
performance indicators. Figure 37 presents the results of the regression analysis of
the constructs on the overall performance measure and Figure 38 summarizes the

SEM of these relationships. In contrast to the results obtained from the Middle
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Figure 37. Strategy Making Modes to Performance Regression

Model Summany

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .75428 .568 551 .7165

a. Predictors: (Constant), Generative, Command,
Autocratic, Rational, Participative / Aligned

b. Dependent Variable: Overall operating performance

(summated)
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.206 .384 3.138 .002
Participative / Aligned .485 101 378 4.826 .000
Command -4,37E-02 .071 -.038 -613 .541
Rational AT2 .086 403 5514 .000
Autocratic 3.667E-02 .056 .041 .657 513
Generative 9.620E-02 .064 .105 1.506 135

a. Dependent Variable: Overall operating performance (summated)

Management Strategic Roles model, the Strategy Making Modes model has a very

strong overall relationship with Organization Performance. In respect to the

strong correlations with all the performance indicators, while the Generative mode
has good correlation. Although much weaker, the Autocratic construct also has
significant correlations with six indicators. Only the Command mode appears to
have very little relationship to performance.

Regression analysis suggests a slightly different balance to these
relationships. The rational and participative / aligned modes are significantly and
strongly related to performance in a regression model that supports the view that
the collaborative / participative modes of strategy making are capable of having a
profound impact on organization performance. The SEM graphically represented
in figure 38 supports this position. Regression weights for both the Participative /
Aligned Mode (0.47, standardized) and Rational (0.34) identifies them as the major
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Figure 38. Strategy Making Modes to Organization Performance
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contributors to a relationship that explains 63% of the variance in dependent
variable, organization performance summated. Although this analysis suggests that
the other three modes make no or minimal direct contribution to organization
performance, correlations from both SPSS and AMOS SEM support the view that
to a significant extent the Generative mode, and to a much weaker extent the
Autocratic mode are able to influence performance outcomes through their
relationships with other modes. Only the behaviour of the Command mode runs
counter to Hart and Banbury’s ( 1994:261) assertion that all five modes can
combine to bring about high performance. In both models / methods the Command
mode has a negative or no impact on performance and there is only low correlation

with other modes.
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5.5 Relationships between the Middle Management Strategic Roles
and Strategy Making Modes

Intuitive extension of the concepts and theories that shaped both models replicated
in this study would suggest the model constructs should reinforce each other. The
ability of middle managers to effectively utilize the four strategic roles should
enhance the likelihood that strategic collaboration between the TMT, middle
management and the operating level will develop timely, appropriate strategy that
will be productive for the organization. As has been noted previously, the
underpinnings to Hart’s model are the interaction and balance of top management’s
strategic intentionality and the autonomous strategic action of other organization
actors. (Hart, 1991,1992). The roles proposed by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A)
certainly address both dimensions.

Unfortunately, the results of prior correlations (Table 9 and Figure 36), and
the output from SPSS correlation of the two sets of constructs suggest that there is
only a weak relationship between the roles and modes. (Figure 39). Also, analysis
to date has identified scenarios in which the middle management strategic roles
exist as strong separate constructs, but in which their individual, direct contribution
to overall performance is not strong. Floyd and Wooldridge (1996) have postulated
that the relationships between the strategic roles are interactive, complex and
supportive. They have also acknowledged that it is not possible to assert whether

there is a direct relationship between middle management involvement and

arfnrmance (\lvooldridgp and Flavd 100(\'7'28)
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This researcher’s sample and data analysis has shown, upward influence
was predominant and did exhibit a relationship with a majority of the performance
indicators. None-the-less, Floyd and Wooldridge’s (1997: 469) admonition that
“one should not expect a simple relationship between more overall upward
influence and higher firm performance” provides a signal as to why the strategic
roles that underlie middle management strategic involvement and influence may
not exhibit clean inter-relationships with strategy making modes. Hart (1992:344-
345), identifies that existence of “independent” strategy making modes does not in
and of itself predict individual firm performance either. Rather, it is the firm’s

ability to blend strategic capabilities at the operating, middle and top levels of the
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Figure 39. Correlations between Middle Management Strategic Roles and

Strategy Making Modes
Correlations
Implementing
Championing Synthesizing Facilitaling Desliberate Parlicipalive /
Alternatives Informalion Adaptabilily Stralegy Aligned Command [ Ralional | Autocralic | Generalive
Championing Alternalives  Pearson Correlalion 1.000 303" 4301 3714 .165 -136 135 043 165
Sig. (2-lailed) 000 000 000 064 125 129 627 061
N 129 129 128 129 127 129 127 129 129
Synthesizing Informalion Pearson Correlalion 303" 1.000 146 236" 173 -071 077 001 078
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 097 007 051 419 387 991 377
N 129 131 130 131 128 131 129 131 131
Facililaling Adaplabilily Pearson Correlation | 430 146 1.000 4901 .099 -199* - 045 -.080 016
Sig. (2-lailed) 000 .097 000 269 023 614 364 860
N 128 130 130 130 127 130 128 130 130
Implementing Deliberale  Pearson Correlalion EZR 23671 490°1 1.000 057 023 155 o9 [ Az
Slralegy Sig. (2-lailed) 000 007 000 . 523 790 079 829 169
N 129 131 130 131 128 131 129 131 139
Parlicipative / Aligned Pearson Comelation 165 173 099 | 057 1.000 165 597+9 221 546°
Sig. (2-lailed) 064 051 269 523 061 000 012 000
N 127 128 127 128 129 129 127 129 129
Command Pearson Correlalion -136 -.071 -.199* 023 165 1.000 .234*1 248° 121
Sig. (2-1ailed) 125 419 023 790 061 007 004 169
N 129 131 130 131 129 132 130 132 132
Rational Pearson Correlation 135 077 -.045 155 5971 234" 1.000 283" 379"
Sig. (2-tailed) 129 387 614 .079 000 007 . 001 000
N 127 129 128 129 127 130 130 130 130
Autocralic ~ Pearson Corelation 043 .001 -.080 019 221+ 246" 283" 1.000 159
Sig. (2-1ailed) 627 991 364 829 012 004 001 069
N 129 131 130 131 129 132 130 132 132
Generalive Pearson Cormelation 165 078 .016 A21 546" 121 379" 159 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) 061 a77 .860 169 000 169 000 069
N 129 131 130 131 129 132 130 132 132

“*. Correlalion is significanl al the 0.01 level (2-lailed)
* Correlation is significanl at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

organization into an appropriate combination of strategy making modes required
for their strategic context. He asserts that “the greater the firm’s strategy making
capability within each mode, and the greater the number of strategy making modes
it combines, the higher its performance.” Although the analysis in respect to
strategy making modes did show that the Rational and the Participative / Aligned
modes had a strong relationship with overall performance, those strategic roles that
would be expected to support them did not significantly correlate with them.
(Synthesizing Information, Implementing Deliberate Strategy and possibly
Facilitating Adaptability to the Rationale mode, with Championing Alternatives,
Synthesizing Information and possibly Facilitating Adaptability to the Participative
/ Aligned mode.)

A simple response would be to conclude that middle management strategic
roles have little or no effect on performance. However, the wealth of theory
development and qualitative research that has been referenced in this work clearly
points to a different end. The pivotal role of the middle manager in linking top and
operating levels ( Van Cauwenbergh and Cool, 1982 .Nonaka, 1988, Bartlett and
Ghoshal, 1993 Floyd and Wooldridge 2000), the effort that is made to influence

top management and the development of strategy through use of the Championing
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Alternatives and Synthesizing Information strategic roles, ( Dutton and

Ashford, 1993, Burgelman, 1991, Thakur 1998), and the acknowledged ability of
middle managers to act as a conduit through which critical strategic knowledge,
capability and information is funneled ( Nonaka,1991, Barney, 1991, Dutton and
Ashford et.al, 2001, Liedtka, 2000) all point to the strategic value of middle
management strategic roles.

Given that these roles have a major impact on strategy development and
formulation, it is reasonable to propose that they must be part of the strategic
process that is at work between top, middle and other organization actors during
strategy making. However, the relationships between roles, processes, actors and
outcomes do not appear to be simple ones.

In the next section, the results of number of SEM model calculations are
summarized. These were undertaken to provide support or clarification to
previously discussed analysis as well as to attempt to identify possible interactions

between or associations with strategic roles and strategy making modes.

5.6 Exploring the relationships between strategic roles, strategy
making modes and organization performance through SEM

modeling.

Both the regression analysis (Figure 37) and the SEM (Figure 38), relating the
siraiegy making 110des model to overall pertorinaice, ideitilied a very stioig
overall relationship with an r? of 0.57 and 63% of the variance in overall
performance explained by the model.

In order to see if the two models co-existed or reinforced each other,
hypothesis 13 was first tested in a SEM model. The prior regression and SEM has
shown that the rational and participative / aligned modes are the largest and most
significant contributors to organization performance. Championing Alternatives
and Synthesizing Information are the strategic roles which give middle managers
upward influence, and foundation theory suggests they should contribute to the
success of both strategy modes.

Figure 40 summarizes the graphical output from this analysis. While the two

strategic roles are positively related to the two strategy making modes the
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relationship is very weak. It does confirm that the Synthesizing Information
strategic role is positively related directly with performance to a moderate level,

Figure 40 Testing hypotheses 13
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but as shown by the “base-line” model the contribution of the two strategy making
modes alone exceeds that of the roles / modes model. This suggests that although
there is a small positive relationship between the two roles and the two modes, it is
the existence of the strategy making modes, rational and participative / aligned, as
separate constructs that is the greatest determinant of high performance.

This result challenges the view that middle management ‘s capability to
exercise the four strategic roles is a determinant of the existence of strategy making
modes in an organization. Rather, it appears that the capability of an organization
to sustain some or all of the strategy making modes will allow middle management
to develop and utilize the strategic roles. Sub- hypotheses 11A-11D explore this
relationship and a series of SEM were run to test if this reverse causality was
present. Figure 41 presents one example of the models that were run to test the four
groups of postulated relationships.

Figure 41. Strategic Roles Associated with Strategy Making Modes
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The results of these models demonstrates, that depending on the strength and
existence of particular strategic modes, one can expect certain strategic roles to be
practiced by middle managers. The model in Figure 41 above tended to reflect the
results that emerged from the SPSS correlations and regressions discussed above.
(Table 10 and Figure 57).

Based on this SEM model, and subsequent models that isolated the two
strategy making mode constructs, it can be concluded that all four middle
management strategic roles are present when the rational and participative / aligned
modes are strong. In this case it appears that the participative / aligned mode
relates very strongly to Synthesizing Information (SI) and moderately to both
Championing Alternatives (CA) and Facilitating Adaptability.(FA) The rational
mode has a moderately strong relationship with Implementing Deliberate Strategy
(IDS) and very little with any other. When the mode] is tested to attempt to isolate
the impact of each mode as a “predominant” style, the participative / aligned mode
relates to all four strategic styles but only moderate / weak, whereas the rational
mode continues to relate to IDS strongly and weakly to all others. One immediate
conclusion emerged from this modeling, that was reinforced as the complexity of
the modeling increased, was that the existence of more strategy modes together in
the strategic process was likely to increase the likelihood that middle managers
possessed and used a complete repertoire of strategic roles. The very high levels of
correlation between most of the modes indicates that they are likely to be
supportive and reinforcing to each other, and thus permit middle managers to
utilize the full range of strategic roles while participating in strategy making in the
organization.

When the generative mode is added to the model above, it creates an
“unbalanced model”, which none-the less suggests that there is no discernable
relationship between this mode and all four strategic roles. However, a strong
correlation between the three modes does exist. (The “unbalanced model” is
maintained in the Appendix to demonstrate the strength of the correlations between
the strategy modes. The standardized regression weights with respect to
relationships between the roles and modes are way in excess of one, and thus
suggest an invalid relationship. However, it appears the distortion has its roots in

the correlation between the Generative mode and the two strong modes.)
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The final composite model, exploring links between all five strategy
making modes and the four middle management strategic styles demonstrates what
happens when the inter-correlation effects between the three major strategy mode
constructs impact relationships with the strategic roles. The participative / aligned
mode continues strong relationships with S.I. and F.A. and has a weak relationship
with C.A.. The rational mode appears to have very strong relationships with F.A,,
C.A., LD.S. and moderately strong with S.I.. The generative mode has moderately
positive relationships with F.A., C.A., and 1.D.S.. Only the autocratic and
command modes have little or no relationship linkages with the strategic roles.

This latter conclusion does fit with the conceptual framework underling the
modes. Both the command and autocratic modes imply high degrees of direction
and control from primarily the CEO. There is little expectation of, or opportunity
for collaborative strategy making. While it is possible for middle managers to
facilitate and champion strategic processes in the operating or lower management
levels ( per Burgelman and Grove ,1996 , Thakur, 1998), if leadership tends
towards autocratic it is unlikely that they will be able to practice them to influence
corporate strategy making.

While the results of the SEM modeling do appear to provide some clarity to
the relationships that exist between the strategy making modes and middle
management strategic roles there are a couple of cautions that are in order. This
researcher, recognizing that there was no evidence of correlations and relationships
flowing from the strategic roles to the strategy making modes, chose to reverse the
causality and investigate whether existence of modes stimulated the presence and
use of strategic roles. This assumes that the relationship is a direct one and that
there are no intermediate relationships or processes at work. It has been noted
previously how the actual functioning of the constructs in both models, in relation
to the strategic management process, is quite complex and inter-related.

The second caution relates to the use of SEM for interpreting complex
inter-relationships. While the fit indices for all the models appear quite
satisfactory, the variations in each construct and the complexity of iterations in the
model (particularly the 4 by 5 roles to modes SEM) would suggest that the analysis

can be used with confidence to provide sound direction but not absolute rigour.
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5.7. Influence, Implementation Effectiveness and Organization

Performance.

As noted during the literature review and discussion that shaped the survey

questionnaire, implementation effectiveness was identified as a key step and

measure between strategy formulation and decision making, and organization

performance indicators. (Dean and Sharfman, 1996, Susan Miller, 1997)

Miller’s three indicators of implementation effectiveness were used to assess

whether the degree to which middle managers perceived that they could influence

the strategic process was related to their assessment of the degree of

implementation success in their organizations. (Hypothesis 15) Thereafter, this

measure was tested to see if it was a good predictor of overall organization

performance. (Hypothesis 16)

Initially the two influence constructs were correlated with the three indicators of

implementation effectiveness. Figure 42 provides the results of this analysis.

Figure 42 Correlations between Implementation Effectiveness indicators and

Upward / Downward Influence.

Correlations

Upward Downward
Completion | Achievement | Acceptability | Influence influence
Completion Pearson Correlation 1.000 5981 .616™ 3991 .245*
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .005
N 132 132 131 129 129
Achievement Pearson Correlation 598" 1.000 J11 .360™ 285"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 ; .000 .000 .001
N 132 132 131 129 129
Acceptability Pearson Correlation .616™ T11 1.000 331 .280*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .001
N 131 131 131 128 129
Upward Influence Pearson Correlation .399*1 .360™ 331 1.000 573*%
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 ; .000
N 129 129 128 129 127
Downward influence  Pearson Correlation 245" 285 .280™ 573" 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .001 .001 .000 .
N 129 129 129 127 129

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The results indicate that both influence directions correlate moderately to all three

indicators, with the upward influence having a greater relationship.

The three effectiveness indicators were then analyzed and it was

established that one factor could represent them. The resultant factor accounted for
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100% of the variance. The two influence factors were then regressed against this

factor.

As Figure 43 shows, there is moderate relationship overall, with the Upward

Influence being the strongest and most significant predictor of Implementation

Effectiveness.

Figure 43. Implementation Effectiveness Factor Regression

Component Matri?@
Compone
nt
1
Completion .839
Achievement .885
Acceptability .891

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted.

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square [ the Estimate
1 4428 .196 .183 9050906
a. Predictors: (Constant), Downward influence, Upward
Influence
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) -2.262 428 -5.288 .000
Upward Influence .583 149 .385 3.915 .000
Downward influence 130 .142 .089 .910 .364

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation Effectiveness (factor)

The relationship between the implementation effectiveness factor construct and

overall organization performance was then tested. It should be noted that the use of

the summated construct for organization performance was validated through the

use of factor analysis. As shown below the indicators of performance loaded on

one factor that accounted for 100% of the variance. Figure 44 presents the results

of the regression between the two factors. There is a very strong and highly

significant relationship between implementation effectiveness and organization

performance. Given that their has been a significant amount of research which has
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validated the use of subjective measures of performance (see for example
Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986), the recognition that Miller’s (1997:583)
three implementation effectiveness indicators sum to provide a strong prediction of
overall organization performance adds a valuable tool for the strategic process

researcher.

Figure 44. Implementation Effectiveness to Organization Performance

Regression
Component Matrif

Compone

nt

1
Goal achievement .800
Competitive position .851
Return on Assets .859
Operational efficiency .816
Financial performance .890
Growth rate .726

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted.

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of

Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .6842 468 464 7921
a. Predictors: (Constant), Implementation Effectiveness

(factor)

5.8 Summary of the Qualitative Cases

The three organizations that agreed to provide qualitative information with respect
to their strategic management processes share a number of common elements.
First, they have maintained a record of successful performance over time
and are perceived to have developed and executed corporate strategy with a great
deal of success. Suncor has grown into the leading company exploiting oil sands in
North America. Its Millennium project is a three billion dollar undertaking which
will result in the largest oil sands extraction process in the world. Enbridge, from

the foundation of a regionally based pipeline company has grown into an
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integrated utility with operations across Canada and the US. Nexen Inc has
emerged into a major player in international oil exploration. In locations like
Yemen, they have succeeded in operating as “good corporate citizens” and being
highly profitable.

All three organizations are, or were, lead by charismatic leaders whose
personal presence and the organization’s image are implicitly linked. Rick George,
at Suncor, Charlie Fisher of Nexen, and the now chairman of Enbridge, Brian
MacNiel all are strong individuals with powerful reputations in their industries and
community. All enjoy very high levels of respect from their employees.

The internal reputation of all three organizations is highly positive.
Informal interviews confirmed that the external perception that they possessed
positive cultures and were perceived to treat their staff very well, even in difficult
situations like downsizing, was correct.

A great deal of effort is directed at ensuring that employees are aligned
with the strategy and ongoing communication is directed at providing progress
updates. For example, Enbridge provides an employee version of the strategic plan
within one month of the leadership team setting the strategy. Suncor uses an
employee annual report to let employees know the previous year’s results and
communicate next year’s targets. All three organizations use extensive meetings
across the geography of the organization to ensure that employees hear first hand
from senior leaders what is contemplated at the corporate level.

Yet, all three organizations have a strategic management process that is
described by their own leaders as “Top down and top directed”. While particular
elements of each company’s process differ, overall the strategic planning process
in the organizations is characterized as rational / analytical. (see Mintzberg,
Ahlstand and Lampel 1998:48-79). The middle and operating levels are asked to
provide information and suggestions into the process but in all cases a relatively
small group of individuals shapes and confirms with the corporate board a final
strategy. (Enbridge, 8 people plus about ten others who provide functional /
business input.) The approved strategy flows downward through normal
management behaviour and the communication initiatives outlined above. In all
three cases it was difficult for this researcher to imagine how middle managers
could perceive that they were directly able to influence the corporate strategy or

had participated in a collaborative strategy process with senior management.

212



Remarkably, however, informal discussions and feedback from employees who
have participated in MBA and Executive Development programs facilitated by this
researcher suggest the contrary. The perception of involvement amongst
employees of all three companies is very high, particularly amongst middle
managers. Two factors would seem to contribute to this. The high level of
relatively open communication about the corporate strategy is clearly a factor.
However, it would appear that the scope of responsibility assumed by a typical
middle manager in these organizations is such that they do not seemed threatened
by the top down direction. In all three cases the level of functional or business
responsibility provides a great deal of local autonomy for decision making and
action.(Bower, 1970) A Nexen manager in Yemen will make most of the decisions
in respect to the development of an offshore oilfield. The specific details of the
strategy to take Suncor into the renewable energy field will rest with specialist
managers.

This researcher’s involvement with all three companies was short and
sporadic, however it is likely that the developing and surfacing of autonomous
initiatives described by Burgelman (1991) is occurring in all three organizations.

While the size of the samples, gathered from two of the organizations, did
not permit separate analysis, their descriptive data indicated that they were quite
consistent with the overall sample. That is, the existence of the four middle
management strategic roles was acknowledged as well as all strategy making
modes. As might be expected, the indicators that reflected CEO or top
management involvement in strategy making were slightly more skewed than for
the overall sample, but not excessively so.

A few basic observations can be drawn from this summary. First,
organizations utilizing a rational strategy making approach with top down direction
can develop good strategy and achieve good performance. Secondly, as already
noted, perception of involvement and alignment may be just as powerful as actual
involvement. Local autonomy may provide a significant degree of strategic
influence. Lastly, even in large apparently well structured organizations, research
into how the strategic process actually functions would be valuable. (See for

example Pettigrew and Whipp, 1993)
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5.9. Summary of Results of Hypotheses Testing

In the next section the modified hypotheses are presented and a summary

evaluation is included for each hypotheses. These draw upon the results presented

in this chapter and relevant literature. Table 11 presents an overview of the support

found for each hypothesis.

> HI1. Middle management involvement in the strategic management
process through the active championing of strategic alternatives will have
a positive impact on organization performance.

No support was evident for the existence of a direct relationship between the

championing alternative role and organization performance. Both SPSS

correlation and regression and SEM show virtually no relationship.

This result appears to be counter-intuitive. The “championing” activity is
Sfundamental to bringing forward autonomous strategic initiatives,
(Burgelman, 1991) and to selling issues to top management. ( Dutton and
Ashford, 1993,1997)However, the literature also shows that the ultimate
impact of middle managers on organization performance occurs through and
with both top management and the operating level. This is a complex,
integrated relationship. ( Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1993:38, Simon, 1993:141,
Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996:106-107)

» H2. Middle management involvement in the strategic management
process by synthesizing information (for top management) will have a
positive impact on organization performance.

A direct and moderate relationship exists. Confirmed by both SPSS analysis

and SEM interpretation.

Figures 13 and 14 ( Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996) highlight the key-
integrating role played by the synthesizing information role. In respect to the
pivotal / linking position of middle managers in the strategic process
(Nonaka, 1988), it is the means by which other elements of the strategic

process are accomplished.
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> H3. Middle management involvement in the strategic management
process by facilitating adaptability will have a positive impact on
organization performance.
Not supported. While the literature strongly identifies the critical integrating,
stimulating flexibility and moderating role of the middle manager, ( Bartlett
and Ghoshal, 1993, Papadakis, Lioukas, and Chambers, 1998:132) there is
also recognition that it permits other elements of the process to function
effectively. For example, Floyd and Wooldridge,(1996:94)suggest it is a key

pre-requisite to allow middle managers to champion alternatives.

> H4. Middle management involvement in the strategic management process
through implementing deliberate strategy will have a positive impact on
organization performance.

Not supported. The traditional view of the middle manager in the strategic

process placed them as “supervisors / directors” of implementation.
Implicitly, this would suggest that this role allowed middle managers their
greatest impact on performance. However, the literature does not support
such a direct relationship. Wooldridge and Floyd’s 1990 work showed that
direct involvement in implementation does not directly impact organization
performance. Rather, prior involvement in strategy formulation is key to

implementation success. ( Westley, 1990, Barney,1991)

> H5. The combined impact on organization performance of middle
management roles of strategic involvement which feature “upward
influence”, that is championing alternatives and synthesizing information,
will be greater than the combined impact of those roles which feature
“downward influence”, that is facilitating adaptability and implementing
deliberate strategy.

Moderately strong support was found for this hypothesis. Upward Influence

correlated with all indicators of performance at a significant level and was
the significant contributor to a moderate relationship with overall
organization performance. Although downward influence correlated with

five of the seven performance indicators, and was only moderately weaker
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than the upward influence construct, it was not a significant contributor to
the prediction of overall performance.

Schilit and Paine (1987) identified that middle managers engage in
upward influencing activities over relatively long time frames. Both Nonaka
(1988) and Burgelman ( 1994) highlight the critical ability of middle
managers to initiate strategic renewal / change because they are able to

directly influence the decisions made by top management.

H6. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “autocratic” or
“command” modes will have less of an impact on organization
performance than the “rational” or “participative / aligned” modes.

Strongly supported. Both SPSS and SEM analysis demonstrate that both the

command and autocratic modes have significantly lower correlations than
the other three modes and do not make a significant contribution to the
prediction of overall performance. Note that in the SEM test of this
relationship the autocratic mode does contribute to overall performance but
at a much lower level than the rational and participative / aligned modes.
This result is consistent with the theoretical propositions developed by Hart
(1992:340) and follows the stream of logic developed by researchers such as
Bourgeois and Brodwin(1984), Thakur( 1998) and Mintzberg, Ahlstrand and
Lampel, (1998).

H7. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “generative” will
have less of an impact on organization performance than the “rational” or
“participative / aligned” modes.

Supported with some reservations. The generative mode has relatively high

correlations with performance indicators, although significantly lower than
the other two. However, in the regression model it is not a significant
contributor. But, the SEM interpretation, from the “4 X 5” test, suggests that
it may make a slightly higher direct contribution to predicting overall
performance than the rational mode.

Note that the overall analysis suggests that the generative mode is quite
significant to the strategy making process. Hart (1992), Burgelman(1991),
and Burgelman and Grove (1996) all acknowledge the need for collaborative
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arrangements which allow strategic innovations to be surfaced from the
middle and operating levels to top management. These results would suggest
that generative strategy making occurs within a complex set of inter-

relationships.

HS. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “rational” will

have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

Strongly supported. Correlations, regression analysis and SEM all show a
strong relationship with performance.

This result is consistent with Hart’s (1992) view that the rational
strategy- making mode will be one of the most significant predictors of

organization performance.

H9. Strategy making processes that are characterized as “participative /
aligned” will have a highly positive impact on organization performance.

Strongly supported. Correlations, regression analysis and SEM all show a

strong relationship with performance.

The support for this hypothesis is founded not only in its consistency with
Hart’s (1992) and Hart and Banbury’s ( 1994) original work, but in the
literature which has pointed towards a balanced collaborative relationship
between top management and other organization levels as a means to
strategic effectiveness.( Kanter, 1982, Mintzberg and Waters, 1985,Dutton
and Ashford et.al. ,1997)

H10. Organizations able to utilize flexibly all strategy making modes will
demonstrate higher levels of organization performance than those using a

limited number of modes.

Moderately supported. Superficially one could conclude from SEM testing

that because the two modes, rational and participative / aligned, contribute
an explanation of 63% of overall performance and the total modes model
only matches it; that organizations only need the two strategy making modes
to achieve high performance. However, as Hart (1992) noted, the ability to

respond to all strategic situations requires a diverse set of strategy making

217



capabilities. Indeed, the level of correlations between strategy making modes

suggests that they are supportive of and complementary to each other.

-H 11 The predominant strategy modes functioning in an organization will
be a reflection of the degree to which its’ middle managers can utilize
particular strategic roles.

The correlations necessary to support this view did not exist. Rather, by use

of SEM modeling it was shown that when particular strategy making modes
are present, then certain middle management strategic roles are likely to be
stimulated.

It is in Hart’s(1992) conceptual development that both the suggestion that
this hypothesis may be supported, and the possibility that the relationships
between strategy making modes and strategic roles were much more complex
than in this hypothesis, are postulated. He notes (Hart, 1991:344-345) that
other researchers have proposed that an ideal strategy making process
features top management vision creation and middle management
development and implementation of innovative strategic initiatives to reach
it. This approach, characterized as “middle-up-down” (Nonaka, 1988) or the
development of “autonomous strategic initiatives” ( Burgelman, 1983, 1991)
equates to a combination of the symbolic and generative strategy making
modes (Hart, 1991) and requires all four middle management strategic roles
(Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A) to be active.

However, Hart (1991:344 / 346) also acknowledges that just how the
modes, and the roles that define them, blend and interact is still open to

question and requires further research.

-H 11A. When the “rational” mode is predominant, the implementing
deliberate strategy strategic role will be most prevalent amongst an
organization’s middle managers with the role of synthesizing information
for top management as strong back up.

Partially supported. SEM testing supports the premise that a predominant

rational strategy mode will be related to the implementing deliberate strategy

role. However the direct relationship with the synthesizing information role is

weak.
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This result is quite consistent with the research into rational / analytical /
Sformal strategic management and strategic planning processes where the
expected or accepted role of middle managers is primarily strategy
implementation. While information sharing is present, its impact is much less
than the implementation role. ( See Mintzberg, Alstrand and Lampel,

1998:25-79 for a comprehensive review of relevant literature and research)

-H 11B. When the “participative / aligned” mode is predominant, both the
championing alternatives and facilitating adaptability strategic roles will
be most prevalent amongst an organization’s middle managers.

Not adequately supported. SEM identified that when the participative /

aligned mode is predominant all four strategic roles are related to it. If one

recognizes that this mode is often characterized as the ideal relationship
between the three organization levels, then one would expect that middle
managers would be able to utilize effectively all four strategic roles in a

balanced relationship with top management. ( Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A,
1996)

-H 11C. When both the “rational” and “participative / aligned” modes are
strong in an organization, all four strategic roles of middle managers will
be prevalent in an organization.

Strongly supported. In this situation the implementing deliberate strategy

role relates strongly to the rational mode, while the other three strategic roles

relate to the participative / aligned mode moderately to strong.

-H 11D. The existence of the “autocratic” “command” or “generative”
modes will not influence the level at which middle managers strategic roles
are undertaken in an organization.

Moderately supported. In all the SEM tests both the autocratic and command

modes have no or weak relationships with all strategic roles. However, in a
situation where all five strategy-making modes exist the generative mode
relates at a moderate level to three strategic roles, facilitating adaptability,

championing alternatives and implementing deliberate strategy.
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This is consistent with research that suggests that top down driven
approaches to strategic process do not stimulate middle management

involvement and participation. ( Guth and MacMillan,1986, Simon, 1993)

-H 12. Capability to use all five strategy-making modes will be the
strongest determinant of an organization’s ability to achieve superior
performance.

The analysis does not support or contradict this position. A strategy modes

SEM model featuring all five modes had the greatest relationship to
performance, but did not exceed that caused by only two modes, rational and
participative / aligned.

This outcome is consistent with the work of Hart and Banbury(1994:261)
Their results supported the hypothesis that “the more firms are able to
develop strategy making process capability, combining skills in all five modes
of strategy-making, the higher the performance”. However, as with this
researcher’s work, they were unable to identify any consistent pattern of
relationships with performance that suggested how the modes were inter-

related or additive.

-H 13. Organizations utilizing the “rational” and “participative / aligned”
strategy making modes, in which middle managers are able to strongly
utilize the championing alternatives and synthesizing information strategic
roles, will achieve superior organization performance.

Partially supported. Both SPSS analysis and SEM identify these the two

modes with the strongest significant relationship to overall performance.
However, it appears that all four strategic roles may exist when this condition
exists.

This hypothesis attempts to combine the strong impact on performance of
these two strategy making modes ( Hart, 1991) with the positive impact of the
two strategic roles that combine to give middle managers upward
influence.(Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A, 1997)However, the result
reinforces the position that the interaction between roles ( Figure 14, Floyd
and Wooldridge 1996) and modes is a complex one.( Hart and Banbury,
1994:265)
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> -H 14. Organizations where middle managers are able to effectively utilize
all four strategic roles will develop the capability to flexibly utilize all of

the strategy modes and thus achieve superior performance.

This hypothesis was not supported. Evidence was not found to support the
contention that the existence of middle management strategic roles is a
determinant of which strategy making modes will function in an

organization.

> -H 15. The degree to which middle managers are involved in and influence
the organization’s strategic processes will positively influence the level of
implementation success as measured by a summation of the level of
completion, achievement and acceptability of strategy implementation.

Moderately supported. Both upward and downward influence are correlated

with the implementation effectiveness indicators. However, regression
against the summated construct revealed that only upward influence was
able to significantly predict implementation effectiveness.

Miller’s(1997) effectiveness indicators rely on subjective management
judgement for scoring. It is reasonable to propose that the degree to which
middle managers perceive that they were able to shape the strategy, as
reflected in their upward influence scores, may affect their evaluation of how

well the strategy was implemented.(Floyd and Wooldridge, 1997)

> -H 16. The level of strategy implementation success will be directly related
to the overall level of organization performance.

Strongly supported, A high level of relationship was demonstrated by

regressing the summated implementation effectiveness measure against the
overall organization performance variable.

Miller (1997: 583) observes that the three indicators that contribute to the
implementation effectiveness construct, blend both objective and subjective
assessment of outcomes. Dean and Sharfman, (1996) suggest that judging
implementation effectiveness usually involves comparing actual and desired
outcomes. Given these views, one might expect the research data to support

this hypothesis.
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5.10 Chapter Summary

Initial analysis confirmed a very good replication of Floyd and Wooldridge’s
(1992A) Middle Management Strategic Roles model, and required modification of
Hart and Banbury’s (1994) Strategy Making Modes model. While the strategic
roles model had little direct impact on overall organization performance, that of the
strategy making modes model was substantial. However, middle management
upward influence did have a significant relationship with performance. There were
also significant relationships between influence and implementation effectiveness,
and implementation effectiveness and overall performance.

A review of the qualitative cases reinforced the fact that effective rational strategy
making is consistent with high performance. Also, that the perception of
involvement may be as important as actual involvement.

The chapter concluded with a summary identifying the status of each hypothesis

following this analysis.
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6. Conclusions

Following an overview of the key results and conclusions relative to the research
questions and hypotheses that shaped this research, at the beginning of this chapter,
the major contributions of this work are identified. Study limitations are
highlighted before the opportunities for future research are discussed drawing upon
prior and recent research. A discussion of the practical significance of this research
to middle and top management is presented before the chapter concludes with a

brief reflection on the “journey” experienced by this researcher.

6.1 Research results

Based on the literature review, three research questions were outlined which
guided this work. (Chapter 3:128-129)

1.What roles do middle managers play in the strategic management
process?

2. To what extent do the roles that middle managers play in the strategic
management process impact organization performance?

3. How does the nature of the interactions between the top management
team and other levels in the organization, primarily middle managers, effect the
formulation and implementation of strategy and subsequently impact organization
performance?

They directed inquiry that sought to identify what roles that middle

roce and hanr thaca ralac
VUOU, GLIU LU VY WIVOV AVIvO

impacted organization performance. The second major thrust sought to identify the
nature of strategic collaboration between top management, middle management
and other organization actors and how that impacted organization performance.
Simply stated, the results of this research show that middle managers do
indeed matter in the strategic management process. They play significant and well
defined roles in the strategic process, wield strategic influence that effects
performance and through collaborative strategy making with top management and

operating levels can have a major impact on overall organization performance.
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6.11 Middle Management Strategic Roles
The replication of Floyd and Wooldridge’s (1992A), four-construct model, allowed
firm conclusions to be drawn. First, middle managers have distinctive and
significant roles in the strategic management process. They reinforce the concept
that emerged from the literature review that middle managers occupy a pivotal
position in the strategic process.(see for example Nonaka, 1988, Bartlett and
Ghoshal, 1993) They act as a conduit for information and ideas from the operating
level to the TMT and vice versa (Synthesizing Information, Facilitating
Adaptability)., Autonomous strategic initiatives ( Burgelman ,1991) are bought to
light and promoted to the TMT (Championing Alternatives). Lastly, strategic
direction is provided to the operating level so that implementation can be effective.
(Implementing Deliberate Strategy, Facilitating Adaptability.)

The robust nature of the replication further permits an observation that this
model may be generalizable to other populations. At the least, it does provide a
sound conceptual framework around which to identify and measure the strategic

activity of middle managers.

6.12 Impact of Middle Management Strategic Roles on Performance
The failure to identify a strong relationship between some or all of the four role
constructs on performance was disappointing, but not unexpected. As noted before,
both theory and middle management response suggests that it is the ability to
influence the shaping and implementation of strategy that is key to the pivotal role
noted above. Also, it is clear that the manner in which middle management’s
strategic behaviour impacts the strategic management process in an organization is
complex. Whether through issue selling (Dutton & Ashford et.al 2000), surfacing
divergent strategic initiatives ( Burgelman & Grove, 1996) or day-to-day
integration (Thakur, 1998) the processes by which middle managers ultimately
impact organization performance involve complex interactions with other strategic
actors, both internal and external to the organization. The scope of this research did
not allow the longitudinal qualitative and quantitative research that is needed to
uncover this complexity. It is strongly recommended for future research.

Two outcomes are worthy of note. Consistent with the research and theory
development of Floyd and Wooldridge (1996), Synthesizing Information did

emerge as the most significant direct predictor of organization performance, and
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the greatest contributor to the Upward Influence construct which was moderately
correlated with all performance indicators and moderately related to overall

organization performance.

6.13 Strategy Making Modes

There were two major outcomes from this area of the research. First, Hart and
Banbury’s (1994) model did not fully replicate. This may indicate that the strategy
making modes constructs are not fully generalizable between populations.
Subsequent analysis appears to support the contention that the model may exhibit
situational tendencies. That is, the basic conceptual framework underpinning the
model is sound. However, situational characteristics may effect how the
relationships in constructs are viewed and defined.

The second observation is that although this researcher’ modes model has
significant differences with the original model, notably the Autocratic mode and
the elimination of the Symbolic mode, the new model maintains many of the
characteristics of original. Only two variable indicators were eliminated for cross
loading. It was noted how the original model, based on responses from primarily
top managers in highly focused organizations, featured clearly defined constructs.
In contrast, the definition of this researcher’s constructs, primarily from a middle
management perspective, was less crisp. This may reflect that middle managers
look for involvement in the strategic process, and are somewhat less concerned
with which group of strategic actors is steering the strategy ship than their top

management counterparts.

6.14 Impact of Strategy Making Modes on Performance.

Here the results are succinct. The two most collaborative strategy-making modes
have a strong and majority impact on overall organization performance. The
rational and participative / aligned modes appear to contribute the only significant
input to this relationship. This finding is consistent with the original performance
proposition put forward in Hart’s conceptual work (1992:340-341) However, the
generative and autocratic modes do correlate moderately or significantly on most
of the performance indicators. Also, the high degree of correlation between the
generative mode and the two major modes in c.f.a. SEM testing may indicate that it

plays a supportive role and thus effects performance indirectly.
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6.15 Influence, Implementation Effectiveness, and Organization Performance
Miller’s (1997) three proposed indicators of Implementation Effectiveness,
Completion, Achievement and Acceptability, were proven to be excellent
subjective parameters. The summated measure of these three indicators facilitated
two key findings.

First, middle management upward influence is a moderately strong
predictor of implementation effectiveness. It must be noted that both upward and
downward influence correlated significantly with all three effectiveness indicators
but only upward influence was significant in the regression equation against the
summated construct.

Secondly, the summated effectiveness construct proved a strong predictor
of overall organization performance. This would suggest that the implementation
effectiveness indicators / measure is a reliable proxy for measures of organization
performance and may provide researchers a useful addition to other subj ective

measurcs.

6.16 Hypotheses

As summarized in section 5.9 and Table 11, the input from all of the results and
data analysis showed the following. Three of five hypotheses relating strategic
roles of middle managers to performance were not supported, reinforcing the view
that this relationship may be complex and not direct.(Floyd and Wooldridge,
1996,1997) All four hypotheses relating strategy-making modes to performance
were supported to a reasonable degree. This supported the view that strategy-
making modes may have a direct and significant impact on performance.( Hart and
Banbury,1994, Hart 1992)

Hypotheses that attempted to delineate the relationships between strategy
making modes and middle management strategic roles were partially supported,
although based on a concept of reversed causality. Strategic roles do not correlate
with strategy making modes. Lastly, hypotheses relating middle management
strategic influence to implementation effectiveness and effectiveness to
performance were strongly supported. (Miller, 1997)

Five of the sixteen hypotheses were not supported and another five only

partially supported. However, the picture of the strategic process in general and the
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middle manager’s involvement in particular, that has emerged, provides valuable
learning and a solid foundation for future research as discussed in the two sections

below.

6.2 Contributions of the Research

This research has confirmed that middle managers play a significant part in the
strategic management process. Most notably they perform strategic roles that allow
the strategic actions and intentions of top, middle and operating levels to be
integrated, and subsequently wield considerable strategic influence which impacts
organization performance. Through strategy making relationships with the TMT
they are able to have a major impact on organization performance particularly
when the relationships are interactive and collaborative.

In support of this broad contribution the following elements are significant.

1. Confirmation of the Middle Management Strategic Roles model.

This adds an additional piece of support to the validity and generalizability of this
model. Despite cautions about the potential biases in the sample, the level of
replication and comparative behaviour of the constructs with previous research,
these results indicate this was a sound outcome. Although, as noted previously,
Schwab (1999) questioned the value and necessity of identical replication, he did
acknowledge the contribution that was possible when replication could be linked to
previous research. In this case, replicating the original research’s questionnaire and
many aspects of the sample used by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A), allows for a
significant addition to the cumulative knowledge on middle management strategic
roles.

2. Determination of a “new” Strategy Making Modes model

The model challenged the generalizability of the original research. However, both
the structure of the new model and the implication that the models are based on a
sound foundation concept that exhibits situational behaviour are valuable results.
Dess, Lumpkin and Covin (1997) utilized Hart’s (1991) original questionnaire and,
despite identifying a unique entrepreneurial strategy-making model, supported the
validity of Hart’s conceptual framework. This work serves to support the
conceptual validity of the original strategy modes model. Hart and Banbury

(1994:266) acknowledge that cross-sectional snap shots, particularly ones that
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focus on limited and narrow populations, may not produce a complete picture of
strategy making processes at work. They suggest that longitudinal studies,
incorporating a range of organizational contingencies and structural elements may

be necessary.

3. Strategy Making Modes featuring collaboration and involvement of all actors

have a major positive impact on performance.

The research shows that modes featuring integrative processes, both formal
(rational) and participative, contribute the most to organization performance. Not
only does this reinforce the original research by Hart and Banbury (1994) but adds
credence to contributions from the literature to this researcher’s study.

Van Cauwenbergh and Cool (1982:253) asserted that if afforded a major
role in the strategic management process, middle managers through “their
judgement, opinion, values, and evaluation affect strategy formulation and
implementation in a decisive way.” In a similar vein, Schilit and Paine (1987:162)
noted that  although we think of top level managers as being the only individuals
involved in strategic decisions, middle level managers often do, in fact, impact on
the nature and outcomes of the decisions”. Both Mintzberg (1994) and Burgelman
(1983, 1991, 1996) identify the critical need for collaboration between the top,
middle and operating levels of the organization in order to maximize strategic
effectiveness.

4. Scope of the study sample

_Although not an ideal random sample, the sample was drawn from a diverse group
of organizations and in the majority represented practicing middle managers. Its
size and range allowed application of analysis techniques that could complement
and reinforce each other.

Hair et.al (1998) provided guidance that suggested a minimum sample of 100 was
needed for SPSS based factor analysis (1998:98) and that a sample in the range of
100-150 was required for effective MLE (Maximum Likelihood Estimation)
approaches to structured equation modeling.

5. Qualitative confirmation

Although at best a cursory indicator of “ real life functioning”, the three cases did
provide useful indicators of actual practice. In addition to satisfying the
requirements of triangulation (Jick, 1979), albeit on a minimal scale, the use of a

qualitative sample provides another and perhaps closer perspective on strategic
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process reality. Pettigrew (1992), as noted previously, suggests that the researcher
must get closer to those being studied. Remenyi et.al. (1998) also have
acknowledged the potential value of “mini-case studies” as an evidence gathering

mechanism in positivistic research.

6.3 Research Limitations

1. Selection of the sample

As noted above, the greatest risk in this researcher’s sample is that respondents
were not totally representative of the overall population. There certainly is a
chance that some respondents were middle and top managers who had a major
interest in the strategic process and had a “predisposed positive orientation” to
their strategic roles. However, due to the time and effort involved in assembling
the sample, this risk is likely low. It has been noted previously that positively
inclined respondents may answer questionnaires as they would like things to be,
rather than reflect reality.

Scandura and Williams (2000: 1259) writing in respect to cross-sectional
surveys, indicated that management research may be moving further away from
rigour and jeopardizing applicability. They include the representative nature of the
sample as a critical component of validity.

2. Method validity and generalizability of results.

This is particularly relevant in respect to the work that was done utilizing
structured equation models and the roles / modes relationship. Although, the move
to assume causality is not without precedence, ( Hart (1991) acknowledged that
perhaps past performance might shape strategy making.) it does drive the SEM
models. Also, despite relatively good “fit’ measures there is enough variation in
variables and constructs that the absolute nature of the results should be treated
cautiously.

One area that a number of strategy researchers identify is the tendency,
reflected in this research, to equate current strategic process with current
organization performance. Boyd (1991) noted how today’s strategic plans may not
impact the balance sheet for several years. In the survey instrument respondents
were asked to use a three-year time frame, in respect of performance, in order to

alleviate this immediacy effect.
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6.4 Future Research.

The greatest need for future research that this work has uncovered is to be able to
understand exactly how the strategic roles and strategy modes actually function
within the organization context.

Snow and Thomas (1994) argued for a balance to return between
quantitative and qualitative methodology. They suggested that field studies
provided the soft data that allowed the true relationships between variables and
constructs to be uncovered.

Fuerer, et.al.(1995) commenting on their Hewlett- Packard research,
emphasize the need for practitioner and researcher to get closer together and study
the strategic process as a whole. In a similar vein Hurst, Rush and White (1989)
suggest that theory to practice research needs complementing with practice to
theory research based on the actual strategic process,

Pettigrew (1992), referenced previously describing the need for direct
observation of managerial elites, states that fundamental strategic processes must
be studied close-up over time. In 2002 Pettigrew asserts that the characteristics of
effective strategy process research include combining content, process and the
context of change alongside longitudinal data collection at all organization levels.

Burgelman, (2001) combines the two views when he calls for strategy
research to marry the theoretical modeling with the concrete, experiential reality of
the practicing manager. Making conceptual frameworks “real” through applied
research is his strong premise, arguing that it does not detract from academic
rigour.

Direct observation over “laboratory experiment” was a stance taking by
Schwenk (1995). Chakravarthy and Doz (1992:12) commenting directly on Floyd
and Wooldridge’s (1992A) work suggest that, despite its excellent contribution to
strategy process research “ it is unlikely to inform us on how strategy process
shapes strategy content.”. They argue for a combination of methodologies to
address the full scope of the strategic context.

A number of authors have called for a broader conceptualization of
strategic process research, incorporating multi-level analysis, and contrary

perspectives (bottom up versus top down ) in order to uncover as yet hidden
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relationships and outputs. ( Rajagopolan, Rasheed and Datta, 1993, Lowendahl and
Revang, 1998, Chakravarthy and White, 2002)

In sum, all of the perspectives reflected in this research could benefit from
a more in-depth, comprehensive investigation that combines research rigour with
real world immersion. Also, a number of perspectives that impact the strategic
process and have received limited or no attention in this research need to be
incorporated.
These include, Organizational Knowledge, Strategic Networks, Strategic Renewal,

Organization Culture, and multi-level leadership. (see Pappas and Wooldridge,
2002)

6.5 Practical Consequences for Middle and Top Managers.

While prior discussion has identified the potential for sample bias, assessed the
reliability of the data and reviewed the generalizability of the results obtained in
this research, there are three basic assertions that appear possible as a result of this
work.

First, the middle management strategic roles model proposed and supported
by Floyd and Wooldridge (1992A, 1996,1997) is a valid description of the
behaviours and actions that middle managers can utilize in an organization’s
strategic process. Secondly, the relationships between top, middle and operating
levels of the organization, in respect to formulating strategy, range from ones
which feature total top-down control through collaborative relationships with
varying degrees of top and other level involvement, to a situation where the top
effectively abdicates strategy development to the other organization levels.(Hart,
1991,1992) Finally, collaborative, strategy development relationships between the
top and other organization levels are strongly related to superior organization
performance.

Ideally, it would be useful to extrapolate from the three assertions what one
might expect from top managers and middle managers as actors in the strategic
management process, or to provide guidelines for how these groups should behave
in order to bring about superior organization performance. However, before
attempting to define practical approaches for the TMT and middle managers, there

are aspects of the strategic process which provide cautions that require attention.
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Two elements in particular must be acknowledged before translating theory into
action. The first is that strategic management is a contingent process. Secondly,
despite the literature and research which points to an integrated process with both
deliberate and emergent strategy and the formulation / implementation dichotomy
eliminated, (Figure 17, pp. 128), much of research which provided a foundation for
this work uses the segmented “traditional” framework as a basis for description
and prescription.

The breadth and depth of this researcher’s sample conforms to generally
accepted standards (Hair, 1998) and provides strong support for the
generalizability of the concepts and theories in respect to strategic roles and
strategy making modes. However, the specific and individual nature of each
respondent must be acknowledged. Every strategic manager has a unique role and
position within an organization that has unique strategic characteristics. In turn, the
organization develops and implements its strategy within a specific business /
industry / sector environment that has distinct characteristics.

The contingent nature of the strategic process has been reflected in the
literature that focused on strategic decision making. Both Rajagopalan, Rasheed,
and Datta (1993) and Papadakis, Lioukas and Chambers (1998), although stressing
the importance of decision specific characteristics, emphasize the strong
contribution to organization performance of organizational and environmental
factors. In his classic research review, Venkatraman (1989) identified that
establishing fit between influencing factors in the organization’s internal and
external environment, and its strategy, would contribute to superior performance.
Both the dynamic nature and complexity of strategic fit were addressed by Zajac,
Kraaatz, and Bresser, (2000) in research which modeled the antecedents and
consequences of dynamic strategic fit. They acknowledged that strategy would
change in an emergent manner as environmental and organizational contingencies
evolved and also that the relationship that emerged was complex and difficult to
predict (pp.432: Figure 2.). It should be noted, that this perspective is entirely
consistent with the work of Burgelman (1983, 1991, 1996) and Floyd and
Wooldridge (1996, 1997) in respect to internal and external forces reinforcing
strategic change and influence.

While this research focused on strategic actors, strategic process and

performance outcomes, it was not oblivious to the strategic contingencies or
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situational forces shaped by them. The conclusion that the strategy making modes
models ( Hart and Banbury, 1994 , Dess, Lumpkin and Covin, 1997) reflected
sector specific characteristics suggests that situational / contingent strategies and
outcomes may be quite consistent with the models supported in this research. Both
the strategic roles and strategy making modes models identified / confirmed in this
research are essentially descriptions of the strategic capabilities of various levels of
the organization, and in composite the organization as a whole. Although it may
not be possible to completely predict how specific organizations or actors therein
will shape the strategic process, or be able to prescribe specific strategic actions
that achieve superior performance, this research does provide a sound foundation
upon which to build these answers.

In a recent methodological treatise, De Rond (2002:36), after
acknowledging that strategy theory must relate to the practitioner, cautions against
the view that all theory must lead to generalizability and predictability. “Affording
prediction and prescription, however, is but one way in which to speak to practice.
Theories can be compelling and useful despite being explanatory. Moreover, good
description can foster better prescription....... a proper understanding of the various
sources that combine to give rise to an observable phenomenon may allow one to
manipulate various aspects of it.”

It is the view of this researcher that the conclusions drawn following the
analysis of the results obtained in this work, provide a valid and significant
description of the strategic roles that middle managers can play, the patterns of
interaction between the top, middle and operating levels in respect to strategy
development and implementation, and the collaborative modes that lead to superior
organization performance. Regardless of the strategic contingencies facing the
organization or its actors, these descriptions provide sound guidance to both levels
of management in shaping appropriate and effective strategic responses to meet
specific organization needs.

The second caution raised earlier in this section also relates to the need to
describe “new” theory in a manner that allows the practitioner to have a frame of
reference to relate to it. Kay (1993:337) notes that the rationalist approach to
strategic thinking, while unfashionable in academic circles, was still the dominant
approach in the “real world”. Although the work of both Floyd and Wooldridge,

and Hart, was clearly focused at developing integrated models which provided a
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comprehensive explanation of complex processes, it should not be surprising that
they framed it within the nomenclature of traditional strategic process steps. De
Rond (2002) suggests, that of necessity, theoretical approaches that seek to explain
pluralistic and complex phenomenon tend to be reductionist, seeking simplicity
and order. However, the use of labels such as “formulation” and “implementation”
does not reinforce the existence of the strategic dichotomy. Noting that meaningful
strategy is rooted is rooted in the distinctive capabilities of the firm, Kay (1993:
337) asserts, “When strategy is emergent in this sense, the distinction between
formulation and implementation largely falls away”. The focus on strategic
capability that underpins both models, and the integrative “linked” nature of the
strategic processes reflected in the models, strongly mirrors the contemporary view
reflected in the Research Model which guided this research. (Figure 18.)

In light of the foregoing discussion in this section, the results of this
research provide strong guidance to both top managers and middle managers. As
superior organization performance seems to result from strategy making processes
that are collaborative and integrative in nature, the responsibility must rest with top
managers to create an environment in which this can occur. (Westley, 1990, Dutton
& Ashford et.al., 2001: 732,) Also supported is Floyd and Wooldridge’s (2000:
22) view that the classical assumptions about the role of the middle manager are
changing. Top managers must be prepared to acknowledge the pivotal role they
play in the strategic process and facilitate its functioning. The fact that a top-
directed (Rational), a balanced collaboration ( Participative / Aligned) and a
bottom —up (Generative) strategy making mode all contributed to organization
performance reflects the contingent /situational nature of involvement by all levels
in the strategic process.

Burgelman, (2002) reinforces the need to ensure that organizations surface
both broad external perspectives and establish an internal climate which promotes
the development of autonomous strategic initiatives. He admonishes top
management to ensure middle managers are provided the opportunity to develop
strategic capabilities. Building upon his previous work, he emphasizes that middle
managers are better positioned and more capable of being fully aware of the
external environment affecting the firm and more effectively networked with peers
and the operating level in the organization. In sum, they are more sensitive to the

strategic contingencies facing the organization and better able to react to them.
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This is consistent with the pivotal linking role middle managers are able to
undertake with capabilities in the four strategic roles ( Floyd and Wooldridge,
2000). However, as Floyd and Wooldridge’s earlier research found (1996:127)
most middle managers have a limited repertoire of strategic capabilities. They
appear to believe they should limit themselves to top directed activity such as
implementing strategy.

For middle managers the message from this work is straightforward and
challenging. They are significant participants in the strategic process and can have
a major impact if they wish. Huy (2002), in promoting the critical balancing role
that middle managers can play in strategic change, advocates a continual learning
process that allows them to develop a broad and responsive organization context.
Huy acknowledges that the majority of effective facilitators were experienced
managers. Clearly, if middle managers are to develop and use the full range of
strategic behaviours that are within their reach, they must take responsibility for

their own learning.

6.6 Reflection on a Research Journey.

As reviewed in the introduction to the thesis, this researcher embarked on his
research journey from the perspective of corporate based practitioner. Deep
involvement in the strategic processes of a number of organizations had developed
growing concerns about the effectiveness and outcomes of key elements of the
strategic process. In particular, this researcher was concerned with the challenges
organization’s seemed to face in implementing strategy, the reality that most
strategic processes seemed to be deliberately directed by the top management team
and that the roles of middle managers in the strategic processes were at best
minimized.

Entering the research program, the practitioner hoped for “enlightenment”
that would help identify “quick fix” solutions to these strategic issues. However, as
the practitioner evolved into a researcher, it soon became apparent that there may
be none. The results of this research study, and the literature that supported it, do
provide options and alternatives for describing and reacting to the strategic

process. They do not, however, provide a definitive road map. As was noted in the
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proceeding section, organization strategy remains a contingent process with “it
depends” as an underlying mantra.

The value of thoughtful academic research applied to strategic processes should
not be discounted. It does provide viable explanations to organization phenomena;
it can identify behavioural options for managers and operating staff, and is able to
project possible outcomes. Remenyi in the prologue to his research methodology
book co-authored with Williams, Money and Swartz (1998:10-11), stresses that
business and management research is different from other disciplines because of “a
strong emphasis on the application of knowledge rather than on the creation of
knowledge for its own sake.”

Unfortunately, the realities of organization life make analysis, reflection
and balanced application of research based concepts difficult. The top, middle and
operating levels of the organization are all forced to react to circumstances and
take action to meet both real and perceived objectives with little foresight or time
to respond. After highlighting contemporary management researchers, such as
Mintzberg (1973) and Kotter (1982), who proposed that management work
featured fast pace, constant communication and fragmented, reactive decision
making, Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe (1996:6) note that “ management
(research) requires thought and action” and that “(managers) are capable of taking
action themselves in light of research results.”

The results of this researcher’s investigation add fuel to the argument that
managers will react to or judge a strategic situation by their perception of reality.
Responses to Part I of the questionnaire helped confirm that middle managers have
a repertoire of strategic roles available to them that should allow them to
participate throughout the strategic process. Also, upward influencing roles had the
greatest impact on organization performance. Yet, the strategy making modes
identified by the same sample (and reinforced in the qualitative cases) suggest that
“top down” approaches are still predominant in the organizations represented.
Clearly the transition of theory to practice is not automatic in the strategic process.

The experience of this researcher in encountering the discovery and
learning available to the practitioner, who undertakes an academic journey, may
provide guidance to aid this transition. As a practicing manager the literature and
research, in respect to the strategic management process, is characterized by

breadth, depth, complexity and simplification. The literature supporting this
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research only covers a portion of that referenced, and in turn represents only a
portion of the relevant material that exists. Frequently, multi faceted research is
reduced to fundamental models, leaving the practitioner reader confused as to
which elements to apply to organization strategy.

Practicing managers are willing to experiment with new frameworks, but
they look to the experience of other organizations to justify them and are generally
comfortable with only incremental change. Research based concepts, theories and
generalizations can be compatible with this approach, but they must be structured
and communicated in such a way that facilitates practitioner adoption. Although
strategy and the strategic process are one of the foundations of a successful
contemporary organization, most of its managers relate to strategic issues in basic
terms. In the short-term one should not expect this or other strategic process
research to result in breakthroughs. However, through development of awareness
of the relevance of new research, incremental adoption is likely.

The two models proven (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992A) and modified
(Hart and Banbury, 1994) in this research, that detail the strategic roles of middle
managers and the strategy making modes respectively, do so in such a way that the
practitioner manager can relate to them, understand them and consider applying
them. They generally conform to the admonition, credited to Joseph Pulitzer, that if
you want managers to acquire new knowledge and act upon it then one must “put it
before them briefly so they will read it, clearly so they will appreciate it,
graphically so they will remember it, and above all accurately so they will be
guided by its light.”

In a recent article, Argyris (2002) suggests that in addition to new
knowledge being internally and externally valid it must also have implementable
validity. He asserts that many new concepts have low implementation capability
and those studies, and the researchers that produce them, must identify the
behaviours and the conditions that are necessary to transfer theory into practice.

There can be little doubt that the research journey, that this researcher has
traveled, represents the “double-loop learning” that Argyris has championed. As I
have made the transition from practitioner to researcher to apprentice academic,
personal knowledge, management values and opportunities for action have been

profoundly changed. Continual learning, incremental discovery, development of
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new and challenging skills, long and sometimes arduous investigation and
interpretation were all encountered on the journey.

I began this work as a confident, experienced senior manager practitioner and have
ended it as chastened and humble apprentice academic. The research journey has
given me a new appreciation of the discipline required for academic management
inquiry and the potential it holds. Through my role of “practitioner as a researcher”
I hope to contribute to both the body of knowledge in the strategic management
field and to enhance “real world” practice. Bridging the two worlds must be a
priority for both researcher and practitioner. Both have so much to offer to the
other.

As a practitioner I had little appreciation of the scale of relevant research
and learning. Despite my focused effort to seek out and address this management
area, | realize that I have probably only touched a very small fraction of the learned
work in this area. Rather than be frustrated with the inability to access more, I am
exhilarated by the potential for further exploration. This journey has reinforced a
belief that learning should never stop.

One element of this journey that will remain with this researcher into the
future, is his acceptance from, and support of, acclaimed academic leaders.
Whether at Henley Management College (UK.), the Academy of Management
(USA), University of Calgary (Canada), or other institutions, the willingness to
share, advise, and challenge has been exemplary. The realization that as an
apprentice researcher I was part of a genuine learning community has sustained me

and motivated me to a conclusion.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

The Impact of Middle Managers on the Strategic Management Process

INTRODUCTION

The attached questionnaire focuses on the participation of the middle management group in the

organization’s strategic processes that result in the development and implementation of strategy.

The first group of questions asks you to identify the work roles that you perform and to evaluate the
influence that these have on the shaping of organization strategy.

The second group of questions allows you to describe the characteristics of the strategy making
process in your organization.

A third, and final, group of questions provides an opportunity for you to provide an assessment of
organization performance.

When considering what to focus on as your organization’s “strategy”, Henry Mintzberg’s definition,
“Strategy is a pattern in a stream of actions” may help. Organizations will have very different
strategic practices. Some will be very formal. Others will feature open communication and dialogue.
Elsewhere, strategy will emerge from the initiatives of actors across the organization. However,
whether deliberate or emergent, a pattern of actions should be evident which impacts overall
organization effectiveness and helps establish its’ strategic direction.

The questionnaire should take no more than 35 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept in
complete confidence, and will only be reported in a composite form with those of other respondents.

PART 1: STRATEGIC WORK ROLES

Listed below are sixteen strategic activities that can be performed by middle managers. For each
please indicate (i) how frequently you perform this activity and (ii) the extent to which you feel that
performing this function allows you to influence the organization’s strategy. For each item circle a
number on both scales.

1. Gather and communicate information demonstrating the feasibility of new
programs to managers above (me).

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 On Strategy
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2. Justify and define the role of new programs to managers above(me).

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 On Strategy

3. Evaluate the merits of proposals generated in my unit, encouraging and
championing some, discouraging others.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 -2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy

4. Search for new opportunities and bring them to the attention of higher level
managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1----- 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 On Strategy

5. Monitor and assess the impact of changes in the organization’s external
environment.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
R 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

6. Communicate and sell top management initiatives to subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy
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7. Present arguments to higher level managers designed to “buy time” for
experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy

8. Translate organizational goals into departmental action plans.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4 - 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

9. Propose new programs or projects to higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

10. Locate and provide resources for trial projects.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

11. Monitor and communicate to higher level managers the activities of the
competitors, suppliers and /or other outside organizations.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

12. Encourage informal discussion and information sharing among subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy
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13. Monitor activities in your unit to ensure that they support top management

objectives.
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
| 2 3 4 -- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

14. Relax regulations and procedures in order to get new projects started.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

15. Translate organizational goals into individual objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy I 2 3-- 4 5  On Strategy

16. Provide a safe haven for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
Ny Chntacs 1 o] ko A < MNen Chund s
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PART II: ORGANIZATION APPROACHES TO STRATEGY- MAKING

The section below will provide an assessment of the approaches to planning, decision making and
strategic management used in your company. Each of the statements provide a perspective on the
development of strategy within an organization. Please use the scale below each statement to
indicate the extent to which you feel that the statement reflects the situation in your organization.
Place an “X” on the scale to identify the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. The CEO of our company determines and executes the strategy based upon
analysis of the business situation.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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o

Our company / organization adopts a written strategic plan each year to guide
our operating activities.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Strategy is made on an iterative basis, involving managers, staff and executives in an
ongoing dialogue.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree 1 2 3 4-- 5- 6 7 Agree

Most people in this organization are willing to take risks.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree

People are encouraged to experiment in this company so as to identify new, more
innovative approaches or products.

Strongly Strongly

i
wn
N

Disagree 1 2 3

6 7 Agree

Top management regularly challenges staff with new goals and aspirations.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Strategic planning in our organization is a formal procedure occurring in a regular cycle.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Employees in the organization understand what needs to be accomplished in
order for the organization to survive and prosper.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3

I
w
N

6 7 Agree

Business planning in our organization is ongoing, involving everyone in the
process to some degree.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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10. The CEO primarily defines our firm’s vision — its’ basic purpose and general

direction.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

11. The CEO serves as personal example of how staff are expected to behave in this

organization.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5- 6 7 Agree

12. The Top Management Team have a joint commitment to long term targets for

the company and communicate them with clarity across the organization.

Strongly Strongly

~
1}

o)
N

Disagree 1 2 3

6 7 Agree

13. Most people in this company have input into decisions that affect them.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2--- 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

14. Our company continually adapts its strategy based upon feedback from the

market.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5-- 6 7 Agree

15. The organization has a written mission statement that is communicated to

employees.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

16. Strategy, for this company, is primarily set by the CEO and a few of his direct

reports.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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17. Formal analysis of the business environment and our competitors forms the
basis for our company’s strategic plan.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree

PART III: IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS AND ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE

In this section you have the opportunity to provide your personal assessment of how your
organization has implemented strategy and performed during the last three years. For each of the
statements below use the seven-point scale to rate the level of achievement that you perceive your
company has achieved. You may compare your organization’s results against established targets /
goals or by comparison against others in your industry. It is not necessary to refer to specific
company results to make this assessment, however you may do so if it aids your judgement.

Implementation Success:

The three statements that follow provide a basis for judging the success of strategy implementation.
In respect to significant strategic initiatives that your organization has pursued in the last three years,

identify how well the following conditions have been met.

1. Completion : The degree to which everything intended to be done, is done,

within the expected time frame.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good  Superior
1 2 3 4-- 5- 6 fl

2. Achievement: The degree to which what was done performs as intended.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good  Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7

3. Acceptability: The degree to which the method of implementation and

outcomes are satisfactory to those involved in, or affected by,

implementation.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good  Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 i

267



Organization Performance:

For each of the six measures of organization performance below, identify how well you believe your

organization has performed over the last three years using the seven point scale..

1.

Overall effectiveness achieving established goals.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
1 2 3 4- 5- 6
Overall competitive position.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
] =enee 2 3 4-- 5- 6
Return on Assets.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
1 2 3 4- 5- 6
Efficiency of operations.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
1 2 3 4 - 5- 6
Overall financial performance.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
1 2 3 4- 5- 6
Growth rate.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good
1 2 3 4- 5 6

Superior

7

Superior

7

Superior

7

Superior

7

Superior
7

Superior
7
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RESPONDENT’S PERSONAL DATA

The following information will only be used to provide an overall picture of the total sample. All
individual or company specific data will be retained in the strictest confidence. Al items marked
with an asterisk are entirely optional and respondents will only be followed up personally when

they have indicated a willingness to do so.

Name* Position held

Organization / Company*

What business(es) is your company in?

Number of employees (approx) Estimated annual revenue. $

How many organization levels is your position below the CEO?

What is the title of the position you report to?

How many subordinates do you have?

What organization function(s) is your role within?

What functions, and individual positions (peers, subordinates, and higher level managers) do you

frequently interact with?

*Would you be willing to discuss your responses to this questionnaire in a brief telephone

interview? Yes/No

*If “Yes”, Telephone contacts: (Business) (Home)

THANK YOU, FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE : (TOP MANAGEMENT VERSION)

The Impact of Middle Managers on the Strategic Management Process

INTRODUCTION

The attached questionnaire focuses on the participation of the middle management group in the

organization’s strategic processes that result in the development and implementation of strategy.

The first group of questions asks you to identify the work roles that middle managers perform and to
evaluate the influence that these have on the shaping of organization strategy.

The second group of questions allows you to describe the characteristics of the strategy making
process in your organization.

A third, and final, group of questions provides an opportunity for you to provide an assessment of
organization performance.

When considering what to focus on as your organization’s “strategy”, Henry Mintzberg’s definition,
“Strategy is a pattern in a stream of actions” may help. Organizations will have very different
strategic practices. Some will be very formal. Others will feature open communication and dialogue.
Elsewhere, strategy will emerge from the initiatives of actors across the organization. However,
whether deliberate or emergent, a pattern of actions should be evident which impacts overall
organization effectiveness and helps establish its’ strategic direction.

The questionnaire should take no more than 35 minutes to complete. Y our responses will be kept in
complete confidence, and will only be reported in a composite form with those of other respondents.

PART 1: STRATEGIC WORK ROLES

Listed below are sixteen strategic activities that can be performed by middle managers. For each
please indicate (i) how frequently they perform this activity in your organization and (ii) the extent
to which you feel that performing this function allows them to influence the organization’s strategy.
For each item circle a number on both scales.

1. Gather and communicate information demonstrating the feasibility of new
programs to managers above.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 ) 3- 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy
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2. Justify and define the role of new programs to managers above.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy I 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy

3. Evaluate the merits of proposals generated in their unit, encouraging and
championing some, discouraging others.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4--- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy

4. Search for new opportunities and bring them to the attention of higher level
managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy | 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

S. Monitor and assess the impact of changes in the organization’s external
environment.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
[ 9 B 4--- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
N Ctrntnoees 1 ] 2 A (< Non Ctndn e
Vi oualvgy 1 ' A T o /1 uualuE_y

6. Communicate and sell top management initiatives to subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3- 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy

7. Present arguments to higher level managers designed to “buy time” for
experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5 On Strategy
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8. Translate organizational goals into departmental action plans.

Frequently Most of the time

Great Influence

Never Rarely Sometimes
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3-

5 On Strategy

9. Propose new programs or projects to higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4-- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 5 On Strategy

10. Locate and provide resources for trial projects.

Frequently Most of the time

Great Influence

Never Rarely Sometimes
1 2 3- 4--- 5
Little Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3-

5  On Strategy

11. Monitor and communicate to higher level managers the activities of the
competitors, suppliers and /or other outside organizations.

Never Rarely Sometimes

1 2 3

Frequently Most of the time
4- 5

Little Influence

On Strategy 1 2 3-

Great Influence

5  On Strategy

12. Encourage informal discussion and information sharing among subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes

j 2 3

Frequently Most of the time
4- 5

Little Influence

Great Influence

5  On Strategy

Frequently Most of the time

Great Influence

On Strategy 1 2 3-
13. Monitor activities in their unit to ensure that they support top management
objectives.
Never Rarely Sometimes
1--- 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3-

5  On Strategy
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14. Relax regulations and procedures in order to get new projects started.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4 - 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

15. Translate organizational goals into individual objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 3 4- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

16. Provide a safe haven for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 -2 3 4 -- 5
Little Influence Great Influence
On Strategy 1 2 3- 4 5  On Strategy

PART II: ORGANIZATION APPROACHES TO STRATEGY- MAKING

The section below will provide an assessment of the approaches to planning, decision making and

strategic management used in your company. Each of the statements provide a perspective on the
development of strategy within an organization. Please use the scale below each statement to
indicate the extent to which you feel that the statement reflects the situation in your organization.

Place an “X” on the scale to identify the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

1.

The CEO of our company determines and executes the strategy based upon
analysis of the business situation.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree

Our company / organization adopts a written strategic plan each year to guide
our operating activities.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 2 5-- 6 7 Agree
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3. Strategy is made on an iterative basis, involving managers, staff and executives in an
ongoing dialogue.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

4. Most people in this organization are willing to take risks.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree 1 ) 3 4-- 5- 6 7 Agree
5. People are encouraged to experiment in this company so as to identify new, more
innovative approaches or products.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5- 6 7 Agree

6. Top management regularly challenges staff with new goals and aspirations.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree

7. Strategic planning in our organization is a formal procedure occurring in a regular cycle.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 ---2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
8. Employees in the organization understand what needs to be accomplished in
order for the organization to survive and prosper.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7 Agree
9, Business planning in our organization is ongoing, involving everyone in the
process to some degree.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree | ) 3 4- 5- 6 7 Agree
10. The CEO primarily defines our firm’s vision — its’ basic purpose and general
direction.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree
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11. The CEO serves as personal example of how staff are expected to behave in this

organization.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5- 6 7 Agree

12. The Top Management Team have a joint commitment to long term targets for
the company and communicate them with clarity across the organization.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7 Agree

13. Most people in this company have input into decisions that affect them.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 -2 3 4- 5 6 7 Agree

14. Our company continually adapts its strategy based upon feedback from the

market.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5- 6 7 Agree

15. The organization has a written mission statement that is communicated to

employees.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2--- 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

16. Strategy, for this company, is primarily set by the CEO and a few of his direct
reports.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7  Agree

17. Formal analysis of the business environment and our competitors forms the
basis for our company’s strategic plan.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

PART III: IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS AND ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE

In this section you have the opportunity to provide your personal assessment of how your
organization has implemented strategy and performed during the last three years. For each of the

276



statements below use the seven-point scale to rate the level of achievement that you perceive your
company has achieved. You may compare your organization’s results against established targets /
goals or by comparison against others in your industry. It is not necessary to refer to specific
company results to make this assessment, however you may do so if it aids your Jjudgement.

Implementation Success:

The three statements that follow provide a basis for judging the success of strategy implementation.
In respect to significant strategic initiatives that your organization has pursued in the last three years,

identify how well the following conditions have been met.

1. Completion : The degree to which everything intended to be done, is done,

within the expected time frame.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7

2. Achievement: The degree to which what was done performs as intended.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good  Superior
1 2 3 4-- 5- 6 7

3. Acceptability: The degree to which the method of implementation and

outcomes are satisfactory to those involved in, or affected by,

implementation.
Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4-- 5- 6 ]

Organization Performance:

For each of the six measures of organization performance below, identify how well you believe your

organization has performed over the last three years using the seven point scale..

1. Overall effectiveness achieving established goals.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 i
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2. Overall competitive position.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7

3. Return on Assets.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
| S 2-- 3 4-- 5-- 6 7

4. Efficiency of operations.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4- 5- 6 7

5. Overall financial performance.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2- -3 4-- 5- 6 i

6. Growth rate.

Minimal Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Very Good Superior
1 2 3 4-- 5- 6 /i

RESPONDENT’S PERSONAL DATA

The following information will only be used to provide an overall picture of the total sample. All
individual or company specific data will be retained in the strictest confidence. All items marked
with an asterisk are entirely optional and respondents will only be followed up personally when

they have indicated a willingness to do so.

Name* Position held
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Organization / Company*

What business(es) is your company in?

Number of employees (approx) Estimated annual revenue. $

How many organization levels is your position below the CEO?

What is the title of the position you report to?

How many subordinates do you have?

What organization function(s) is your role within?

What functions, and individual positions (peers, subordinates, and higher level managers) do you

frequently interact with?

*Would you be willing to discuss your responses to this questionnaire in a brief telephone

interview? Yes/No

*If “Yes”, Telephone contacts: (Business) (Home)

THANK YOU, FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.

279






Appendix B. Electronic versions of survey questionnaire

1. Middle management version

2. Top management version

*These are inserted into the Appendices and are somewhat distorted because they are

reduced from larger HTML formats.
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New Topic Page 1 of 8

= The Impact of Middle Managers on
the
- Strategic Management Process

l_' _ (Middle Management Version)

Introduction

The questionnaire below focuses on the participation of the middle management group in the organization's
strategic processes that result in the development and implementation of strategy.

The first group of questions asks you to identify the work roles that you perform and to evaluate the influence
that these have on the shaping of the organization strategy.

The second group of questions allows you to describe the characteristics of the strategy making process in
your organization.

Athird, and final, group of questions provides an opportunity for you to provide an assessment of
organization performance.

When considering what to focus on as your organization's "strategy", Henry Mintzberg's definition, "Strateyy
is a pattern in a stream of actions" may help. Organizations will have very different strategic practices. Some
will be very formal. Others wili feature open communication dialogue. Elsewhere, strategy will emerge from
the initiatives of actors across the organization. However, whether deliberate or emergent, a pattern of

actions should be evident which impacts overall organization effectiveness and helps establish its' strategic
direction.

The questionnaire should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept in
complete confidence, and will only be reported in a composite form with those of other respondents.

 — — ——— =

PART I: STRATEGIC WORK ROLES

Listed below are sixteen strategic activities that can be performed by middle managers. For each, please
indicate (i) how frequently you perform this activity in your organization and (ii) the extent to which you feel
that performing this function allows you to influence the organization's strategy. For each item click on a
number on both scales.

1. Gather and communicate information demonstrating the feasibility of new programs to manag:
above (me).

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 C2 C3 C 4 Cs5
i
) 1 2 3 4 5 -
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 C2 “3 4 C 8

on Strategy

2. Justify and define the role of new programs to managers above (me).

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 C2 C3 C 4 5
i T —— 0 S — .
1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on C 1 C2 e C4 C5 Greatest influence

Strategy

on Strategy

3. Evaluate the merits of proposals generated in my unit, encouraging and championing some,
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discouraging others.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 c2 C3 C 4 C5
[ = — — e . == —
' ) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 3 g4 c5 on Strategy

4. Search for new opportunities and bring them to the attention of higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
c1 C2 c3 C 4 C 5
q — _-
_ 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy L C2 C3 4 C35

on Strategy

5. Monitor and assess the impact of changes in the organization's external environment.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 cC3 C 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 C3 4 5

on Strategy

6. Communicate and sell top management initiatives to subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
A1 C2 3 C 4 C5
) . 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 c2 c3 4 5

on Strategy

7. Present arguments to higher level managers designed to "buy time"” for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 c2 3 C 4 5/
i
. 1 2 3 4 5 )
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 C2 3 €4 C5 on Strategy

8. Translate organizational goals into departmental action plans.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C1 cC2 C3 C 4 C 5
I =
’ . 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on C 1 Co C3 C 4 C5 Greatest influence

Strategy

on Strategy
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9. Propose new programs or projects to higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 c2 C3 C 4 5
) 1 2 3 4 5 )
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 3 4 C8

on Strategy

10. Locate and provide resources for trial projects.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C A1 c2 C3 C 4 @ng
. 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on C 1 Co T B C 4 C5 Greatest influence

Strategy on Strategy

11. Monitor and communicate to higher level managers the activities of the competitors, suppliers
and / or other outside organizations.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 2 3 4 C 5
—_— . -
1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy g i e € 4 C5 on Strategy
12. Encourage informal discussion and information sharing among subordinates.
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 c2 3 C 4 C 5
——— - e o P = Ty —_—
) 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influer
Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 on Strategy

13. Monitor activities in your unit to ensure that they support top management objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 C2 3 C 4 5
: R — —
1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on C 1 C 9 3 C 4 C5 Greatest influence

Strategy

on Strategy

14. Relax regulations and procedures in order to get new projects started.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 cC3 C 4 C 5
{ _ i S — e ———
1 2 3 gl 5
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Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy G 2 C3 4 C5 on Strategy

15. Translate organizational goals into individual objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 cC2 c3 C 4 5
" rosa S
- 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy (= W 2 c3 €4 5

on Strategy

16. Provide a safe haven for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 C 2 C 3 4 5
I :
’ ) 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 C3 4 C5 on Strategy
— —— - E— e —— — ————]

PART ll: ORGANIZATION APPROACHES TO STRATEGY-MAKING

The section below will provide an assessment of the approaches to planning, decision making, and strategic
management used in your company. Each of the statements provide a perspective on the development of
strategy within an organization. Please use the scale below each statement to indicate the extent to which
you feel that the statement reflects the situation in your organization. Click on a number on the scale to
identify the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. The CEO of our company determines and executes the strategy based upon analysis of the
business situation.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Cg c7

2. Our company / organization adopts a written strategic plan each year to guide our operating
activities.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ’ 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 G~ C3 C 4 C 5 C6 cC7

3. Strategy is made on an iterative basis, involving managers, staff and executives in an ongoing
dialogue.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ’ 4 ' 5 ' 6 ’ 7 'Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 C2 C3 C 4 C 5 C86 C7

4, Most people in this organization are willing to take risks.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 C2 cC3 C 4 C5 C 86 c7

5. People are encouraged to experiment in this company so as to identify new, more innovative
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approaches or products.

Strongly ' 1 2 ) 3 ' 4 ’ 5 ' 6 i 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 C2 3 C 4 5 ] c7

6. Top management regularly challenges staff with new goals and aspirations.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ) 5 ’ 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C Co 3 C 4 C5 C6 C7

7. Strategic planning in our organization is a formal procedure occurring in a regular cycle.

Strongly ' 1 ’ 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
(G cC 2 3 4 (G 8 7

8. Employees in the organization understand what needs to be accomplished in order for the
organization to survive and prosper.

Strongly ) 1 2 ' 3 4 5 ’ 6 ' 7 ‘Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 c2 3 C 4 C5 C8 cC7

9. Business planning in our organization is ongoing, involving everyone in the process to some
degree.

Strongly 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 C2 cC3 C 4 C5 C6 cC7

10. The CEO primarily defines our firm's vision - its' basic purpose and general direction.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 cC2 3 C 4 5 C8 C 7
11. The CEQ serves as narsonal examnle of haw ctaff are exnected to hoahave in thic arganization,
Strongly 1 2 3 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree

C 1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 C 6 C7

12. The Top Management Team have a joint commitment to long term targets for the company and
communicate them with clarity across the organization.

Strongly 1 2 : 3 ' 4 N 6 "7 Stongly
Disagree Agree
C A1 c2 cC3 C4 C 5 C8 cC7

13. Most people in this company have input into decisions that affect them.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree ] Agree
A c2 13 C4 C5 C 8 C 7

14. Our company continually adapts its strategy based upon feedback from the market.

-Strongly 1 ' 2 ' 3 ) 4 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 C2 C3 C 4 5 CB cC7
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15. The organization has a written mission statement that is communicated to employees.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 C6 c7

16. Strategy, for this company, is primarily set by the CEO and a few of his direct reports.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ’ 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree . Agree
C 1 2 3 C 4 C 5 C5 C7

17. Formal analysis of the business environment and our competitors forms the basis for our
company'’s strategic plan.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ’ 6 ’ 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 C8 C7

—

PART lll: IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS AND ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE

In this section you have the opportunity to provide your personal assessment of how your organization has
implemented strategy and performed during the last three years. For each of the statements below, use the
seven-point scale to rate the level of achievement that you perceive your company has achieved. You may
compare your organization's results against established targets / goals or by comparison against others in
your industry. It is not necessary to refer to specific company results to make this assessment, however you
may do so if it aids your judgement.

Implementation Success:

The three statements that follow provide a basis for judging the success of strategy implementation. In
respect to significant strategic initiatives that your organization has pursued in the last three years, identify
how well the following conditions have been met.

1. Completion: The degree to which everything intended to be done, is done, within the expected time
frame.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair K Satisfatory Good Very Good Superior'
C 1 cC2 3 C 4 5 C 6 7

2. Achievement: The degree to which what was done performs as intended.

" Minimal Poor " Fair  Satisfatory =~ Good  VeryGood  Superior
1 2 C3 C 4 C5 C6 C7

3. Acceptability: The degree to which the method of implementation and outcomes are satisfactory to
those involved in, or affected by, implementation.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair ) Satisfatory " Good Very Good Superior’
c 1 C2 C3 C 4 5 Co6 C7

Organization Performance:

For each of the six measures of organization performance below, identify how well you believe your
organization has performed over the last three years using the seven point scale.

1. Overall effectiveness achieving established goals.
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Minimal Poor Fair Satisfatory Good Very Good Superior
C 1 cC2 3 C 4 C 5 B 7

2. Overall competitive position.

" Minimal Poor " Fair  Satisfatory =~ Good  VeryGood  Superior
C 1 2 3 C 4 C 5 C 8 7

3. Return on Assets.

Minimal Poor ' Fair ) Satisfatory ~ Good Very Good Superior'
O C2 C3 4 () C86 c7

4. Efficiency of operations.

" Minimal Poor ! Fair Satisfatory ~ Good Very Good 'Superioré
C 1 c2 C 3 C 4 C5 Co cC7

5. Overall financial performance.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair ' Satisfatory " Good Very Good 'Superior'
1 2 cC3 C 4 C 5 (S cC v

6. Growth rate.

Minimal Poor Fair ) Satisfatory " Good Very Good .Superior‘
1 c2 3 C 4 C 5 C 8 7

RESPONDENT'S PERSONAL DATA

The following information will only be used to provide an overall picture of the total sample. All individual or
company specific data will be retained in the strictest confidence. All items marked with an asterisk are
entirely optional and respondents will only be followed up personally when they have indicated a
willingness to do so.

iNaiie’ I

Position Held l

Organization / Company*

What business(es) is your company in?

Number of employees (approx)

Estimated annual revenue $

How many organization levels is your position
below the CEO?

What is the title of the position you report to? l

How many subordinates do you have?

What organization function(s) is your role
within?

What functions, and individual positions (peers,
subordinates, and higher level managers) do
you frequently interact with?

Would you be willing to discuss your responses

to this questionnaire in a brief telephone C Yes € No
interview?
If"YES", Telephone contacts: (Buslness)‘
(Home) I
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THANK YOU, FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
Please send any comments to lbowd@mgmt.ucalgary.ca

Date: ¥riday, 1/24/2003 10:09 AM MST
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B The Impact of Middle Managers on
the Strategic Management
Process

(Top Management Version)

| _ _ — .
Introduction

The questionnaire below focuses on the participation of the middle management group in the organization's
strategic processes that result in the development and implementation of strategy.

The first group of questions asks you to identify the work roles that middle managers perform and to evaluate
the influence that these have on the shaping of the organization strategy.

The second group of questions allows you to describe the characteristics of the strategy making process in
your organization.

A third, and final, group of questions provides an opportunity for you to provide an assessment of
organization performance.

When considering what to focus on as your organization's "strategy”, Henry Mintzberg's definition, "Strategy
is a pattern in a stream of actions” may help. Organizations will have very different strategic practices. Some
will be very formal. Others will feature open communication dialogue. Elsewhere, strategy will emerge from
the initiatives of actors across the organization. However, whether deliberate or emergent, a pattern of

actions should be evident which impacts overall organization effectiveness and helps establish its' strategic
direction.

The guestionnaire should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept in
complete confidence, and will only be reported in a composite form with those of other respondents.

i ——— —

PART I: STRATEGIC WORK ROLES

Listed below are sixteen strategic activities that can be performed by middle managers. For each, please
indicate (i) how frequently they perform this activity in your organization and (ii) the extent to which you feel
that performing this function allows you to influence the organization's strategy. For each item click on a

numhar nn hath eralae

Mremaiier s i AW Rl WIS

1. Gather and communicate information demonstrating the feasibility of new programs to managt
above.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 C2 c3 C 4 C5
1
) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 C2 “3 4 5 on Strategy

2. Justify and define the role of new programs to managers above.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
A1 C2 C3 C 4 5
r — e S i i —
) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Littte influence on 1 ol C3 C 4 C5 Greatest influence

Strategy

on Strategy

3. Evaluate the merits of proposals generated in their unit, encouraging and championing some,
discouraging others.
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Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C1 2 3 C 4 C5
[ -
’ ) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 C3 4 c5

on Strategy

4, Search for new opportunities and bring them to the attention of higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 cC2 3 C 4 5
; — .
) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy Cyl 2 3 4 5

on Strategy

5. Monitor and assess the impact of changes in the organization's external environment.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 cC2 3 C 4 5
: == - iy
1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy (= 2 3 4 5

on Strategy

6. Communicate and sell top management initiatives to subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 2 3 C 4 5
= e = ap— T
1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 €2 c3 4 5 on Strategy

7. Present arguments to higher level managers designed to "buy time™ for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time

1 c2 3 C 4 C5
: =
. . 1 2 3 4 5 )
;xtlrll]elégf)lluence on C 1 C2 C3 C 4 oGr:esex:rilite;r;ﬂuence

C5

8. Translate organizational goals into departmental action plans.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C A1 C2 C3 C 4 c5
1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 C2 C3 4 C5

on Strategy

9. Propose new programs or projects to higher level managers.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 2 C 3 C 4 5
— e =
' 1 2 3 4 5
Little influence on C 1 ) c3 C4 Cs5 Greatest influence

Strategy

on Strategy

10. Locate and provide resources for trial projects.
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Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 cC 2 cC3 4 5
' ) 1 2 3 4 5 ;
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 C2 c3 4 5 on Strategy

11. Monitor and communicate to higher level managers the activities of the competitors, suppliers
and / or other outside organizations.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 cC2 C3 C 4 C5
i = B
) 1 2 3 4 5 :
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 (i C3 o 5 on Strategy

12. Encourage informal discussion and information sharing among subordinates.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 cC2 C 3 C 4 C 5
r —————— = B —
‘ _ 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy o G2 3 o 5 on Strategy

13. Monitor activities in their unit to ensure that they support top management objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 cC 2 C3 C 4 C 5
I
’ : 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 3 it 5 on Strategy

14. Relax regulations and procedures in order to get new projects started.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
A 2z 3 O 4 5
— S =
' _ 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 c3 4 c5 on Strategy

15. Translate organizational goals into individual objectives.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
1 C 2 C 3 C 4 C5
— = — = == —
| ) 1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 3 4 5 on Strategy

16. Provide a safe haven for experimental programs.

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Most of the time
C 1 C2 C3 C 4 C5
: == — = —
1 2 3 4 5 '
Little influence on Greatest influence
Strategy 1 2 C3 N 5

on Strategy

— — = — J
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PART lI: ORGANIZATION APPROACHES TO STRATEGY-MAKING

The section below will provide an assessment of the approaches to planning, decision making, and strategic
management used in your company. Each of the statements provide a perspective on the development of
strategy within an organization. Please use the scale below each statement to indicate the extent to which
you feel that the statement reflects the situation in your organization. Click on a number on the scale to
identify the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. The CEO of our company determines and executes the strategy based upon analysis of the
business situation.

Strongly i 1 ’ 2 ' 3 ' a4 : 5 ' 6 - 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 C3 C 4 5 C B
(W
2. Our company / organization adopts a written strategic plan each year to guide our operating
activities.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ) 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree . Agree

C A c2 c3 C 4 C5 )

c7__
3. Strategy is made on an iterative basis, involving managers, staff and executives in an ongoing
dialogue.

Strongly ] 1 ’ 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ’ 7 Strongly
Disagree : Agree
C 1 C2 c3 C 4 C5 C6
cC7

4. Most people in this organization are willing to take risks.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 4 5 ) 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree ) Agree

C A C2 C3 C 4 C5 C5
c7

5. People are encouraged to experiment in this company so as to identify new, more innovative
approaches or products.

Strongly 1 2 ' 3 ' 4 5 6 "7 Strongly
Disagree . Agree
A1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 C6
C7

6. Top management regularly challenges staff with new goals and aspirations.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ’ 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree . Agree
1 cC 2 3 4 5 C 6
cC7

7. Strategic planning in our organization is a formal procedure occurring in a regular cycle.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 i 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree ) Agree
A C2 3 C 4 C5 C8
c7
8. Employees in the organization understand what needs to be accomplished in order for the
organization to survive and prosper.

Strongly ' 1 i 2 ' 3 ' 4 ’ 5 ' 6 ’ 7 Strongly
Disagree . Agree
C 1 C2 €3 C 4 Ch C86
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cC7

9. Business planning in our organization is ongoing, involving everyone in the process to some
degree.

Strongly B 2 ) 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree ) Agree
1 C2 3 C 4 c5 Ce
c7

10. The CEO primarily defines our firm's vision - its’ basic purpose and general direction.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree y Agree
C1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 C8
c7

11. The CEO serves as personal example of how staff are expected to behave in this organization.

Strongly ' 1 ' 2 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree

C 1 C2 C3 C 4 C5 CB

cC7
12. The Top Management Team have a joint commitment to long term targets for the company anc.
communicate them with clarity across the organization.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 ' 6 ' 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 C2 3 C 4 C5 C6
c7_
13. Most people in this company have input into decisions that affect them.
Strongly ' 1 ' 2 ' 3 ' 4 ' 5 ' 6 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
A c2 C3 C 4 C5 8
c7
14. Our company continually adapts its strategy based upon feedback from the market.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 2 3 C 4 C5 c8
c7
15. The organlzatlon has a written mission statement that is communicated to employees.
Stioiigly i 3 3 4 5 6 / Strongly
Disagree ) Agree
C 1 C2 3 C 4 5 C6
c7
16. Strategy, for this company, is primarily set by the CEO and a few of his direct reports.
Strongly 1 3 5 6 7 Strongly
Disagree Agree
C 1 c2 3 C 4 C5 G
C7

17. Formal analysis of the business environment and our competitors forms the basis for our
company's strategic plan.

Strongly 1 2 ' 3 i 4 ' 5 ' 6 7 Strongly
Disagree _ Agree

1 c2 3 C 4 C5 6
c7

PART lll: IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS AND ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE

In this section you have the opportunity to provide your personal assessment of how your organization has
implemented strategy and performed during the last three years. For each of the statements below, use the
seven-point scale to rate the level of achievement that you perceive your company has achieved. You may
compare your organization's results against established targets / goals or by comparison against others in
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your industry. It is not necessary to refer to specific company results to make this assessment, however you
may do so if it aids your judgement.

Implementation Success:

The three statements that follow provide a basis for judging the success of strategy implementation. In
respect to significant strategic initiatives that your organization has pursued in the last three years, identify
how well the following conditions have been met.

1. Completion: The degree to which everything intended to be done, is done, within the expected time
frame. ) . ) . . .
) " Minimal Poor Fair Satisfatory Good Very Good  Superior

(] cC2 C 3 C 4 C 5 Co6 cC7

2. Achievement: The degree to which what was done performs as intended.

" Minimal Poor " Fair  Satisfatory Good  VeryGood  Superior
A 2 3 C 4 C 5 C 86 7

3. Acceptability: The degree to which the method of implementation and outcomes are satisfactory to
those involved in, or affected by, implementation.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair ’ Satisfatory " Good Very Good 'Superior!
C 1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 &l

Organization Performance:

For each of the six measures of organization performance below, identify how well you believe your
organization has performed over the last three years using the seven point scale.

1. Overall effectiveness achieving established goals.

Minimal Poor " Fair  Satisfatory =~ Good  VeryGood  Superior
1 c 2 C3 C 4 C 5 C 8 C 7

2. Overall competitive position.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair ' Satisfatory " Good Very Good Superiof
1 C2 C2 C 4 C 5 CH C7

3. Return on Assets.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair " satisfatory  Good ' Very Good Superior
C 1 c2 cC3 C 4 C5 C6 cC7

4. Efficiency of operations.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair ' Satisfatory " Good Very Good Superior'
1 2 3 C 4 5 C 6 C 7

5. Overall financial performance.

" Minimal Poor ' Fair " satisfatory  Good ' Very Good Superior
C 1 cC2 3 C 4 C5 C6 cC7

6. Growth rate.

" Minimal Poor " Fair  Satisfatory =~ Good  VeryGood  Superior
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C 1 c2 C3 C 4 C5 8 cC7

RESPONDENT'S PERSONAL DATA

The following information will only be used to provide an overall picture of the total sample. All individual or
company specific data will be retained in the strictest confidence. All items marked with an asterisk are
entirely optional and respondents will only be followed up personally when they have indicated a
willingness to do so.

Name*

Position Held

Organization / Company*

What business(es) is your company in?

Number of employees (approx)

How many organization levels is your position
below the CEO?

What is the title of the position you report to?

How many subordinates do you have?

What organization function(s) is your rofe
within?
What functions, and individual positions (peers

I
|
I
I
|
Estimated annual revenue $ I
|
|
|
|
]

subordinates, and higher level managers) do
you frequently interact with?
Would you be willing to discuss your responses

to this questionnaire in a brief telephone “ Yes C No
interview?
If "YES", Telephone contacts: (BusineSS)I
(Home) I

THANK YOU, FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
Piease send any comments to ibowd@mgmt.ucalgary.ca

Date: Friday, 1/24/2003 10:24 AM MST
Submit
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Appendix C, Structured Equation Modeling Qutput: Graphical and Text

1. a. Path Diagram: Middle Management Strategic Roles confirmatory factor analysis
b. Unstandardized Estimates: Middle Management Strategic Roles
confirmatory factor analysis
¢. Standardized Estimates: Middle Management Strategic Roles confirmatory
factor analysis
d. Text output AMOS: Middle Management Strategic Roles confirmatory

factor analysis

2. a. Path Diagram: Strategy Making Modes confirmatory factor analysis
b. Unstandardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes confirmatory factor analysis
c. Standardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes confirmatory factor analysis

d. Text output AMOS: Strategy Making Modes confirmatory factor analysis

3. a. Path Diagram : Middle Management Strategic Roles and Organization Performance.
b. Unstandardized Estimates : Middle Management Strategic Roles and
Organization Performance.
c. Standardized Estimates: Middle Management Strategic Roles and
Organization Performance.
d. Text output AMOS: Middle Management Strategic Roles and Organization

Performance.

4. a. Path Diagram: Strategy Making Modes and Organization Performance.
b. Unstandardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes and Organization
Performance
c. Standardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes and Organization Performance

d. Text output AMOS: Strategy Making Modes and Organization Performance

5. a, Path Diagram: Strategy Making Modes to Middle Management Strategic

Roles relationships
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b. Unstandardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes to Middle Management
Strategic Roles relationships

¢. Standardized Estimates: Strategy Making Modes to Middle Management
Strategic Roles relationships

d. Text output AMOS: Strategy Making Modes to Middle Management

Strategic Roles relationships

6. a. Path Diagram: Modes to roles relationship generative added
b. Unstandardized Estimates: Modes to roles relationship generative added
c. Standardized Estimates: Modes to roles relationship generative added

d. Text output AMOS: Modes to roles relationship generative added

7. a. Path Diagram: 4 X 5 roles to modes linkages
b. Unstandardized Estimates: 4 X 5 roles to modes linkages
c¢. Standardized Estimates: 4 X 5 roles to modes linkages

d. Text output AMOS: 4 X 5 roles to modes linkages
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Title

Middle management strategic roles:

Your model contains the following variables

V15AID
V13AID
V12AFA
VB8AIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
VAACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
VI1IASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
VTAFA
V11ASI
V5ASI
V16AFA

Implem
els
el3
el2

e8

eb

S
S

enting

Championing Alternatives

e9
ed
e3
e2
el

Facilitiating_Adaptability

eld
el0
e’7

Synthesizing Information

ell
e5
el6

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number

Summary of Parameters

NOTE:

Fixed:
Labeled:
Unlabeled:

Total:

Weights

The model is recursive.

Sample size:

132

of variables in your model:

observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed

unopserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved

oI opserved variables:
of unobserved variables:
of exogenous variables:
of endogenous variables:

Covariances Variances

Means

endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous

exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exo0genous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exX0ogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous

36
lo
20
20
16

Intercepts

Total
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Model:

Computation of degrees of freedom

[e]
0]

O W1 W=
®®®®O® DO 000

10e
1lle
12e
13e

Default model

Number of distinct sample moments: 152

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 54

Degrees of freedom: 98
10 0.0e+000 -4.4194e-001 1.00e+004 7.42190392895e+002
5 0.0e+000 -7.1114e-002 2.38e+000 3.49734429268e+002
0 1.2e+003 0.0000e+000 1.03e+000 2.32102563384e+002
0 9.7e+002 0.0000e+000 8.25e~001 1.93394631317e+002
1 0.0e+000 -2.2754e-002 9.37e-001 1.71610910760e+002
0 4.9e+003 0.0000e+000 3.86e-001 1.65747882159%e+002
0 9.5e+002 0.0000e+000 5.18e-001 1.65385625394e+002
1 0.0e+000 -8.5764e-003 3.89e-001 1.62816799769%9e+002
0 3.9e+003 0.0000e+000 1.60e-001 1.62519851892e+002
0 9.4e+003 0.0000e+000 1.62e-001 1.62426801344e+002
0 1.0e+004 0.0000e+000 9.58e-002 1.62419364212e+002
0 1.3e+004 0.0000e+000 1.32e-002 1.62418792012e+002
0 1.3e+004 0.0000e+000 1.88e-003 1.62418790323e+002
0 1.2e+004 0.0000e+000 4.01e-006 1.62418790322e+002

Minimum was

Chi-sqg

uare

achieved

162.419

Degrees of freedom =
Probability level =

98
0.

000

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: Estimate S.E.
V15AIDS <—--———————=—=- Implementing 1.000

V13AIDS <-————===—=——=- Implementing 1.050 0.170
V12AFA <——————==———==—- Implementing 0.838 0.156
VBAIDS <—=—=—————————-- Implementing 1.302 0.192
V6AIDS <—-——————————=—- Implementing 0.982 0.167
V9ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 1.000

V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 0.789 0.144
V3ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 0.955 0.152
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 1.071 0.150
V1ASI <---- Championing Alternatives 0.850 0.130
V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.000

V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.895 0.468
VIAFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.790 0.441
V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information 1.000

V5ASI <---— Synthesizing Information 1.774 0.791
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.429 0.377
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate

o~ oWy, oo o

[Py

E R B RPORNOR WS OO

.16l
.356
.789
.869

.492
.282
L1117
.518

.050
.060

.243
.788

OhFRP PR -J000 MmO~

.00e+004
.98e-001
.36e-001
.00e+000
.54e-001
.52e-001
.00e+000
.65e-001
.39e-001
.07e+000
.00e+000
.01e+000
.00e+000
.88e-001
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V15AIDS <———===—————-——~ Implementing

V13AIDS <—=—=-—-——————— Implementing
VI12AFA <——~--——-————-——— Implementing
VBAIDS <-—--———————=——— Implementing
VOAIDS <-~—=——-v--——-——- Implementing
VI9ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing_Alternatives
V2ACA <---~ Championing_Alternatives
V1ASI <---- Championing Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating_Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating_Adaptability
V7AFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability
V11AST <--- Synthesizing_Information
V5ASI <---- Synthesizing_Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability

Intercepts:

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
V8AIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
V4ACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
V7AFA
V11ASI
V5ASI
V16AFA

Covariances:

Syntheslalny Tuforma <> Implemeuting
Implementing <> Facilitiating_Adapta
Implementing <> Championing Alternat
Championing Alte <> Facilitiating Ad
Synthesizing Inf <> Championing Alte
Synthesizing Inf <> Facilitiating Ad

Correlations:

Synthesizing Informa <> Implementing
Implementing <> Facilitiating Adapta
Implementing <> Championing Alternat
Championing Alte <> Facilitiating Ad
Synthesizing_Inf <> Championing Alte
Synthesizing Inf <> Facilitiating Ad

[eNeoNeoNoNoNeNollee ol oo RNolNolol

Estimate

D WWNNNNWWWWWWWWwWwWw

Estimate

OO OO OO

Estimate

OO0 OO OO

.633
. 683
.569
.805
. 639
.704
.549
.639
.743
. 667
.408
.137
.747
.491
.828
.594

. 962
. 924
. 947
. 985
.618
. 504
.473
.873
.389
. 617
.573
.870
.532
.229
.382
. 649

. 082
.097
.139
.118
.088
.022

.315
.465
.441
.586
.351
.136

OO OO0 OO

.079
.077
.074
.081
.077
.069
.070
.073
.070
.062
.078
.082
.077
.081
.085
.077

.04d5
.034
.041
.037
.046
.022

50.
50.
53.
49.
47.
50.
49.
53.
48,
58.
32.
.960
33.
39.
39.
34.

34

e W W N e

028
891
515
144
005
886
856
281
508
340
910

035
974
806
377

.814
.829
.359
.164
.904
.012
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Variances:

Implementing
Championing Alternatives
Facilitiating Adaptability
Synthesizing Information

elS
el3
el2
e8
eb
e9
el
e3
e?
el
eld
el0
e’
ell
e5
el6

Squared Multiple Correlations:

Factor Sco

Facilitiat
Championin
Implementi
Synthesizi

Facilitiat
Championin
Implementi
Synthesizi

Facilitiat
Championin
Implementi
Synthesizi

re Weights

V16AFA

V16AFA
V5AST
V11AST
VIAFA
V10AFA
V14AFA
V1ASIT
V2ACA
V3ACA
V4ACA
V9ACA
V6AIDS
V8AIDS
V12AFA
V13AIDS
V15AIDS

V11AST

Estimate

. 327
.306
S ILEHC)
.205
.489
.413
.478
.301
.455
.311
.441
.405
.284
.276
.662
.400
.335
. 644
.294
.497

[eNeoReReRoReRoReNoRoNoNoNoNeNoeNololeope

Estimate

.353
.686
.241
N5519
.543
.167
.445
oI
.408
.302
.496
.409
. 648
.324
.466
.401

OO0 OO0OOOOO0OO0OOO OO0

VTAFA

.089
.073
.061
.111
.071
.063
.066
.061
.066
.049
.060
.059
.048
.042
.087
.076
.066
.118
L2717
.073

[eNeReR=ReRoRoReoNoNoleRoloNoNeNoliolole e,

V10AFA

.685
.203
.158
.843
.925
.561
.254
.924
.885
.320
.308
.825
.875
. 628
.621
.293
.119
.440
.062
.816

AR OO~ RN W

V14AFA

V1AST

0.08071
0.01802
0.01071
-0.00368

-0.00770
0.02875
0.02151
0.33623

~0.00199
0.00741
0.00554
0.08666

0.14972
0.03343
0.01987
-0.00682

0.13281
0.02965
0.01763
-0.00605

V6AIDS

0.04240
0.00947
0.00563
-0.00193

VB8AIDS

0.01929
0.16545
0.01025
0.01468

V12AFA

0.02363
0.20262
0.01256
0.01798

V13AIDS

0.01480
0.12694
0.00787
0.01127

V15AIDS

0.01122
0.09623
0.0059%6
0.00854

0.00762
0.00682
0.11351
0.00730

0.00948
0.00848
0.14117
0.00908

0.02017
0.17299
0.01072
0.01535

0.00803
0.00718
0.11957
0.00769

0.01614
0.01443
0.24028
0.01546

0.00653
0.00584
0.09720
0.00625
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Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
1ndependence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Independence

Summary of models

NPAR CMIN DF
54 162.419 98
152 0.000 0
16 6521.082 136
DELTALl RHO1
NFI RFI
0.975 0.965
1.000
0.000 0.000
PRATIO PNFI
0.721 0.703
0.000 0.000
1.000 0.000
NCP LO 90
64.419 33.273
0.000 0.000
6385.082 6123.988
FMIN FO
1.240 0.492
0.000 0.000
49.779 48.741
RMSEA LO 90
0.071 0.051
0.599 0.5806
AIC BCC
270.419 286.524
304.000 349.333
6553.082 6557.854
ECVI LO 90
2.064 1.827
2.321 2.321
50.024 48.030
HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
99 108
4 4

IFT

103.460
0.000
6652.498

CMIN/DF
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Strategy Making Modes CFA
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Title

Strategy making modes c.f.a.

Your model contains the following variables

V29TR
v218Y
V25TR
V24GE
V19TR
V32CO
vV26C0O
V33RA
V30TR
v28SY
V23RA
V18RA
V17CO
VZ21GE
V20GE

Participative /

e29

e27

e25

e24

el9
Command
e32

e26
Rational
e33

e30

e28

e23

els8
Autocratic
el?
Generative
ezl

e20

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number

Summary of Parameters

NOTE:

Fixed:
Labeled:
Unlabeled:

Total:

The model is recursive.

Aligned

of variables in your model:

observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed

unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
uncbserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved

of observed variables:
of unobserved variables:
of exogenous variables:
of endogenous variables:

Covariances Variances

endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous

exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous

35
15
20
20
15

Means

Intercepts

Total
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Sample size: 132

Model: Default model

Computation of degrees of freedom
Number of distinct sample moments: 135
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 53
Degrees of freedom: 82
0e 7 0.0e+000 -5.9589e-001 1.00e+004 8.93278352290e+002
le 5 0.0e+000 -1.9526e-001 2.96e+000 3.99816024972e+002
2¢ 2 0.0e+000 -6.9901e-002 2.73e-001 3.40048507954e+002
3e 1 0.0e+000 -7.1828e-003 6.18e-001 2.51688022194e+002
4e 0 1.4e+003 0.0000e+000 5.52e-001 2.14519469520e+002
Se 0 3.4e+002 0.0000e+000 6.35e-001 2.01873948871e+002
6e 0 4.3e+002 0.0000e+000 3.63e-001 1.96714127522e+002
7Je 0 5.2e+002 0.0000e+000 9.78e-002 1.96372656062e+002
8e 0 5.4e+002 0.0000e+000 1.4%e-002 1.96368193258e+002
9e¢ 0 5.4e+002 0.0000e+000 3.07e-004 1.96368191476e+002
Minimum was achieved
Chi-square = 196.368
Degrees of freedom = 82
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Regression Weights: Estimate S.E.
V29TR <---- Participative / Aligned 1.000
V278Y <---- Participative / Aligned 0.888 0.131
V25TR <---- Participative_ / Aligned 1.102 0.134
V24GE <---- Participative / Aligned 0.899 0.126
V19TR <---- Participative_/ Aligned 1.023 0.132
V32C0 <———-===—m————————— Command 1.000
V26CO <——=—————=———————=-——== Command 0.269 0.080
V33RA <——=-———————————————= Rational 1.000
V30TR <—~—===—————=———————= Rational 0.617 0.120
V288Y <———————————mm e Rational 0.987 0.147
V23RA <—=—=——————————-———=—== Rational 1.336 0.167
V1BRA <————————————==——o— Rational 1.471 0.167
V17CO <-—==———~————————————— o= el? 1.000
V21GE <—===——=—————————=—= Generative 1.000
V20GE <-=—=————=—————=---= Generative 1.241 0.181

w ~ oo,

[es BN INe I &3]

RPFRPRPRPRPP WO N0 O

. 754
.226
.132
.749

.363
157
.705

. 980
.808

.843

PR PRPO®OmOWE

.00e+004
.64e-001
.98e-001
.86e-001
.13e-001
.00e+000
.08e+000
,06e+000
.01e+000
.00e+000
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Standardized Regression Weights:

V29TR <---- Participative / Aligned
V278Y <=--- Participative / Aligned
V25TR <---- Participative / Aligned
V24GE <---- Participative / Aligned
V19TR <---- Participative_/ Aligned
V32CO <=————mmmommm s m e Command
V26C0 <memwaersmemoe st e Command
V33RA <=-—=————mmmm o m——— Rational
V30TR <—==-~—-=——-—m————— = Rational
V28SY <————————m-—m—m - Rational
V23RA <-=—=—=————-—mmm Rational
VIBRA <-——-————————————m Rational
V21GE <mmmemm=—mc=o=me——e= Generative
V20GE <=====mmoommmmmea o Generative
Intercepts:
V29TR
v27sY
V25TR
V24GE
V19TR
v32CO
V26CO
V33RA
V30TR
V288Y
V23RA
V18RA
v17C0O
V21GE
V20GE
Covariances:

Generative <> Participative / Align
Participative / Aligned <> Rational
Participative / Aligned <-> Command

Generative <-——---=————=—=——-- > Rational
Command <-—=———==—=-————-——- > Rational
Generative <---——-—-—--—-—- > Command
Autocratic <> Participative_/ Align
Autocratic <--—-—--—-———-- > Generative
Autocratic <----=--——---—--- > Rational
Autocratic <-==--—-———————- > Command
Correlations:

Generative <> Participative / Align
Participative / Aligned <> Rational
Participative / Aligned <-> Command

Generative <--=--——————=~- > Rational
Command <-——-——————=—————- > Rational
Generative <-——=-—-———-————-——- > Command
Butocratic <> Participative_/ Align
Autocratic <-——-—-——=-——-- > Generative
Autocratic <----———-—————- > Rational
Autocratic <--——--—-———=—-=-—- > Command

Estimate

Estimate

Estimate

QDO O OO OO0 OO0O

Estimate

[eNoNeNeNeNe ool o)

.736
.629
.768
.665
.723
.000
.282
. 667
.486
. 648
.793
. 939
.719
.895

[cNoNoNeoNoNoNeRol ilelieleeo]

4,232
5379
4,576
4.632
.803
.833
.091
. 748
. 947
. 977
.409
.614
.265
.174
.886

[T "SI @ I & 2 TN N N N 4 B gt =

.775
. 689
L0554
.440
.052
.052
.379
.303
.407
.423

.708
. 651
.057
.411
.032
.031
.267
.211
.293
.195

OO O OO0 OQOOO0O

.124
.128
.130
.123
.129
.139
.133
.134
.113
.135
.150
.139
.119
.128
.128

.172
.151
L1355
.132
.148
.160
.143
.144
.138
.193

34.
41.

35

36

NN OO WO N

173
893

.078
37.
37.
34.
38.
35.
43.
36.

625
263
760
338
494
796
765

.115
40.
44,
32.
30.

314
169
630
471

.519
.580

oo-

s JY0
.328
.352
%325
4653
.104
2.
Z

951
188
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Variances:

el?
Participative / Aligned
Command
Rational
Generative
e32

e29

e27

e25

e24

el

e26

e33

e30

e28

e23

el8
RDutocratic
e2l

ez20

Squared Multiple Correlations:

V20GE
V21GE
V17CO
V18RA
V23RA
v288Y
V30TR
V33RA
V26CO
v32CO
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
v278Y
V29TR

Factor Score Weights

Estimate

R HRPORRERREBNRRPRPOFPOORRENRPEPO

.000
.082
.533
NOBS
.108
.000
.918
.306
. 915
.102
.034
.126
.288
277
.394
.092
.302
.862
.035
.423

[N oo

el eoReReNoNoNoNeNeNoleioiole]

Estimate

COO0OOCORPROO0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0

V18RA

.801
.517
.000
.881
.628
.419
.236
.445
.079
.000
.523
.443
.589
.395
.541

v2

3RA

.234
.313
.250
.267

. 18319
L1789
.145
.155
.154
.263
.174
.162
.185
.166
.112
.230
.184
.209

V28

4.621
8.093
4,146
4.156

. 602
.287
.300
.085
. 707
.093
.402
.866
.528
.563
. 687
.093
.641
.021

NGONO 1o~ -0

SY V30TR

V20GE V21GE v17CO
Rational 0.002 0.001 0.014
Command -0.000 0.000 0.000
Participa 0.089 0.029 0.016
Generativ 0.475 0.157 0.011

V33RA vV26CO v32CO
Rational 0.064 -0.000 0.003
Command 0.000 0.000 1.000

Participa 0.010 0.000 -0.015
Generativ 0.000 0.000 -0.002

V29TR
Rational 0.014
Command 0.000
Participa 0.154
Generativ 0.033
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Summary of models

Pefault
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Independence

model
model

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default model
Independence model

NPAR CMIN DF
53 196.368 82
135 0.000 0
15 5681.857 120
DELTA1 RHO1
NFI RFI
0.965 0.949
1.000
0.000 0.000
PRATIO PNFI
0.683 0.660
0.000 0.000
1.000 0.000
NCP LO 90
114.368 77.159
0.000 0.000
5561.857 5318.370
FMIN FO
1.499 0.873
0.000 0.000
43.373 42,457
RMSEA LO 90
0.103 0.085
0.595 0.582
AIC BCC
302.368 317.116
270.000 307.565
5711.857 5716.031
ECVI LO 90
2.308 2,024
2.061 2.061
43.602 41.743
HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
70 77
4 4

IFT

159.283
0.000
5811.666

LO 90

0.589
0.000
40.598

CMIN/DF
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Title

Middle management strategic roles and performance:

Your model contains the following variables

V15AIDS observed endogenous
V13AIDS observed endogenous
V12AFA observed endogenous
VB8AIDS observed endogenous
V6AIDS observed endogenous
VIOACA observed endogenous
V4ACA observed endogenous
V3ACA observed endogenous
V2ACA observed endogenous
V1ASI observed endogenous
V14AFA observed endogenous
V10AFA observed endogenous
V7AFA observed endogenous
V11ASIT observed endogenous
V5ASI observed endogenous
V16AFA observed endogenous
OPERFSUM observed endogenous
Implementing unobserved exogenous
elb unobserved exogenous
el3 unobserved exogenous
el2 unobserved exogenous
e8 unobserved exogenous
e6 unobserved exogenous
Championing Alternatives unobserved exogenous
e9 unobserved exogenous
ed unobserved exogenous
e3 unobserved exogenous
e2 unobserved exogenous
el unobserved exogenous
Facilitiating Adaptability unobserved exogenous
eld unobserved exogenous
el0 unobserved exogenous
e’ unobserved exogenous
Synthesizing Information unobserved exogenous
ell unobserved exogenous
eb unobserved exogenous
el6 unobserved exogenous
ep unobserved exogenous
Number of variables in your model: 38
Number of observed variables: 17
Number of unobserved variables: 21
Number of exogenous variables: 21
Number of endogenous variables: 17
Summary of Parameters
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts
Fixed: 21 0 0 0 0
Labeled: 0 0 0 0 0
Unlabeled: 16 6 21 0 17
Total: 37 6 21 0 17

NOTE:

The model is recursive.

Sample size: 132
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Model: Default model

Computation of degrees of freedom

Number of distinct sample moments: 170

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 60

Degrees of freedom: 110

O0e 10 0.0e+000 -4.3562e-001 1.00e+004 7.71111098885e+002
le 4 0.0e+000 -6.6623e-002 2.39e+000 3.74229410131e+002
2e 0 1.3e+003 0.0000e+000 1.03e+000 2.54297742398e+002
3e 0 9.4e+002 0.0000e+000 8.24e-001 2.14978728169%e+002
4e 0 2.7e+003 0.0000e+000 9.38e-001 1.91740805767e+002
S5¢ 0 9.l1e+002 0.0000e+000 5.89%e-001 1.88046206951e+002
6e 0 5.5e+003 0.0000e+000 4.04e-001 1.84156690565e+002
7Je 0 2.8e+003 0.0000e+000 2.31e-001 1.83777613290e+002
8e 0 2.9e+003 0.0000e+000 1.18e-001 1.83729972426e+002
9¢ 0 3.1e+003 0.0000e+000 2.35e-002 1.83728425712e+002
10e 0 3.2e+003 0.0000e+000 1.15e-003 1.83728422689e+002
1le 0 3.2e+003 0.0000e+000 2.48e-006 1.83728422689%9e+002

Minimum was achieved

Chi-square = 183.728

Degrees of freedom = 110

Probability level = 0.000

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: Estimate S.E.

V15AIDS <-———————=—--—- Implementing 1.000

V13AIDS <—-—==————=———--- Implementing 1.029 0.166

V12AFA <-—=—=-———~——=—=- Implementing 0.813 0.152

V8AIDS <--—-——————=—==—- Implementing 1.294 0.187

V6AIDS <-———=—=-—————=——- Implementing 0.961 0.163

VIACA <---- Championing Alternatives 1.000

VAACA <---— Championing Alternatives 0.788 0.143

V3ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 0.953 0.152

V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives 1.070 0.150

V1ASI <---- Championing_ Alternatives 0.850 0.130

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.000

V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.863 0.457

V7AFA <-- Facilitiating_ Adaptability 1.797 0.438

V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information 1.000

V5ASI <---- Synthesizing Information 1.423 0.463

V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability 1.409 0.370

OPERFSUM <--———————=——= Implementing 0.206 0.227

OPERFSUM <- Championing Alternatives ~-0.020 0.292

OPERFSUM <- Facilitiating Adaptabili -0.462 0.436

OPERFSUM <- Synthesizing Information 0.656 0.301

= oy ~1 oy U0 (SN« W &2 1 e))

P~y

NEFE OO WW

B R R RRRNR WSSO0

.210
. 341
. 918
. 905

.495
.280
.126
.530

.074
.100

.073
.804
.906
.067
.059
.181

.00e+004
.04e-001
.47e-001
.00e+000
.5%e-001
.00e+000
.01e+000
.11e+000
.10e+000
.03e+000
.00e+000
.07e+000
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Standardized Regression Weights:

V15AIDS <=————————————— Implementing
V13AIDS <—=~————————~~—— Implementing
V12BFA <-———=—-———=—~w—— Implementing
VBAIDS <-——-——-~—=————- Implementing
VB6AIDS <-~—--————m————— Implementing
VI9ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V4ACA <~--- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing_Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing_Alternatives
VIASI <---- Championing_Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating_ Adaptability
V10AFA <~ Facilitiating Adaptability
VTAFA <-- Facilitiating_ Adaptability

V11AST <--- Synthesizing Information
V5ASI <---- Synthesizing Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
OPERFSUM <--—--—-——--—- Implementing

OPERFSUM <- Championing Alternatives
OPERFSUM <- Facilitiating Adaptabili
OPERFSUM <- Synthesizing Information

Intercepts:

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
VBAIDS
VOAIDS
VOACA
V4ACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
V7AFA
V11ASI
V5ASIT
V16AFA
OPERFSUM

Covariances:

Synthesizing Informa <> Implementing
Implementing <> Facilitiating_ Adapta
Implementing <> Championing_ Alternat
Championing Alte <> Facilitiating Ad
Synthesizing_ Inf <> Championing Alte
Synthesizing Inf <> Facilitiating Ad

Correlations:

Synthesizing Informa <> Implementing
Implementing <> Facilitiating_Adapta
Implementing <> Championing Alternat
Championing Alte <> Facilitiating Ad
Synthesizing Inf <> Championing Alte
Synthesizing Inf <> Facilitiating_ Ad

Estimate

[ocNeoNoNoNeNeoNolNoNelNolollehonNolo o]

0
-0
-0

0

Estimate

NN WWRDNDMNWWWWWWWWwWWw

Estimate

OO O 00O

Estimate

[N« e I @ Y I an]

. 642
. 678
.561
.811
. 635
.705
.549
.638
.743
. 667
.411
.129
.756
.548
.742
.590
.111
.010
«157
.307

. 962
.924
. 946
. 985
.618
.504
.473
.873
.389
.617
.573
.870
.532
.229
.381
.649
.121

.094
.098
.141
.118
L1111
.035

.320
.463
. 440
.584
.396
.189

OO O OO0

.079
.077
.074
.081
077
.069
.070
.073
.070
.062
.078
.082
.077
.081
.085
.077
.095

.044
.035
.042
.037
.046
.026

50

47

49

39

53

PN WWwWNDN

.029
50.
53.
49.
.006
50.
.856
53.
48.
58.
32.
34.
33.

892
515
146

885

280
508
340
911
962
050

.978
39.
34.

816
389

.843

.108
.842
.370
.175
.413
.329
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Variances:

Estimate S.E. C.R.

.336
.3006
.134
sks
.480
.418
.485
.292
.460
.310
.441
.405
.284
.276
. 660
.410
.325
.593
.422
.500
.024

0.089 3.751
0.073 4.210
0.062 2.176
0.109 2.336
0.070 6.879
0.063 6.613
0.066 7.298
0.061 4.818
0.066 6.924
0.049 6.314
0.060 7.310
0.059 6.832
0.048 5.879
0.042 6.626
0.087 7.616
0.076 5.422
0.065 4.988
0.108 5.491
0.169 2.503
0.073 6.847
0.139 7.358

VTAFA V10AFA V14AFA

Implementing 0
Championing Alternatives 0
Facilitiating Adaptability 0
Synthesizing_Information 0
el5 0
el3 0
el2 0
e8 0
e6 0
ed 0
ed 0
e3 0
e? 0
el 0
eld 0
el0 0
e’ 0
ell 0
e5 0
elé 0
ep 1
Factor Score Weights
OPERFSUM V16AFA V5ASI V11AST
Facilitia -0.0123 0.0798 -0.0009 0.0004
Championi 0.0018 0.0174 0.0258 0.0129
Implement 0.0122 0.0107 0.0136 0.0068
Synthesiz 0.0561 -0.0007 0.2913 0.1455
V1ASIT V2ACA V3ACA V4ACA
Facilitia 0.0190 0.0232 0.0145 0.0110
Championi 0.1658 0.2026 0.1265 0.0962
Implement 0.0105 0.0129 0.0080 0.0061
Synthesiz 0.0236 0.0288 0.0180 0.0137
V12AFA V13AIDS V15AIDS
Facilitia 0.0064 0.0093 0.0079
Championi 0.0057 0.0084 0.0071
Implement 0.0948 0.1391 0.1178
Synthesiz 0.0067 0.0099 0.0084
Summary of models
Model NPAR CMIN DF
Default model 60 183.728 110
Saturated model 170 0.000 0
Independence model 17 6957.028 153
DELTAl RHO1
Model NFI RFI
Default model 0.974 0.963
Saturated model 1.000
Independence model 0.000 0.000

P CMIN/DF
0.000 1.670
0.000 45,471

DELTA2 RHOZ
IFI TLI
0.989 0.985
1.000
0.000 0.000
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Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Independence model

HOELTER
.05

HOELTER
.01

115.053
0.000
7080.058
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Strategy Making Modes CFA
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Title
Strategy modes to organization performance:

Your model contains the following variables

V29TR observed endogenous
V278Y observed endogenous
V25TR observed endogenous
V24GE observed endogenous
V19TR observed endogenous
v32CO observed endogenous
V26C0O observed endogenous
V33RA observed endogenous
V30TR observed endogenous
V288Y observed endogenous
V23RA observed endogenous
V18RA observed endogenous
Vv17CO observed endogenous
V21GE observed endogenous
V20GE observed endogenous
OPERFSUM observed endogenous
Participative / Aligned unobserved exogenous
e29 unobserved exogenous
e27 unobserved exogenous
e2b unobserved exogenous
ezq unobserved exogenous
elS unobserved exogenous
Command unobserved exogenous
e32 unobserved exogenous
ez26 unobserved exogenous
Rational unobserved exogenous
e33 unobserved exogenous
e30 unobserved exogenous
e28 unobserved exogenous
e23 unobserved exogenous
el8 unobserved exogenous
Autocratic unobserved exogenous
el? unobserved exogenous
Generative unobserved exogenous
e2l unobserved exogenous
e20 unobserved exogenous
epr unobserved exogenous
Number of variables in your model: 37
Number of observed variables: 16
Number of unobserved variables: 21
Number of exogenous variables: 21
Number of endogenous variables: 16
Summary of Parameters
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total
Fixed: 21 0 2 0 0 23
Labeled: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unlabeled: 15 10 19 0 16 60
Total: 36 10 21 0 16 83

NOTE:

The model is recursive.

Sample size: 132
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Model: Default model

Computation of degrees of freedom

Number of distinct sample moments: 152

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 60
Degrees of freedom: 92

Oe 8 0.0e+000 -6.9162e~-001 1.00e+004 9.95664215408e+002
le* 6 0.0e+000 -2.6614e-001 3.31e+000 4.59988406871e+002
2e¢ 3 0.0e+000 -9.9060e-002 3.08e-001 3.85457645814e+002
3¢ 1 0.0e+000 -5.5882e~-003 9.60e-001 2.68942906063e+002
4de 0 5.9e+002 0.0000e+000 8.76e-001 2.25544361830e+002
5¢ 0 5.8e+002 0.0000e+000 5.67e-001 2.17790475268e+002
6e 0 6.1e+002 0.0000e+000 1.25e-001 2.15750121857e+002
7e 0 6.1e+002 0.0000e+000 4.70e-002 2.15678205879%e+002
8e 0 6.0e+002 0.0000e+000 2.76e-003 2.15677705634e+002
9e¢e 0 6.1e+002 0.0000e+000 3.38e-005 2.15677705602e+002

Minimum was achieved

Chi-square = 215.678

Degrees of freedom = 92

Probability level = 0.000

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Regression Weights: Estimate S.E.

V29TR <---- Participative / Aligned 1.000

V278Y <---- Participative / Aligned 0.937 0.136

V25TR <~--—- Participative / Aligned 1.130 0.139

V24GE <---- Participative / Aligned 0.949 0.130

V19TR <---- Participative / Aligned 1.024 0.137

VB2(EE, &= - e e e Command 1.000

V26CO <===-——-———————— Command 0.269 0.080

V33RA <————-——————————————— Rational 1.000

V30TR <==—=—==—v————————————— Rational 0.621 0.117

V28SY <——————m———mm—m Rational 0.994 0.144

V23RA <—=—=————m—mmm Rational 1.309 0.162

V18RA <—————-—————————————— Rational 1.417 0.158

V17CO <———=————————=————— Autocratic 1.000

V21GE <—==~—————————— - Generative 1.000

V20GE <—-=—=——~——————————— Generative 1.208 0.172

OPERFSUM <~ Participative / Aligned 0.511 0.156

OPERFSUM <----—--——————————— Command -0.006 0.041 .

OPERFSUM <—-——=—————~—————— Rational 0.362 0.106

OPERFSUM <—=—==——=——————— Butocratic 0.039 0.050

OPERFSUM <-—————=——=—-————= Generative 0.053 0.110

w -~ -1 O O

w oo

OO WO Wl

PP RRPREREO~LOO O

.899
.134
.288
.502

.363

.288
.917
.073
.965

.023
.283
.150
.427
.1770
L4717

.00e+004
.92e-001
.53e-001
.16e-001
.32e-001
.27e-001
.08e+000
.04e+000
.00e+000
.00e+000
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Standardized Regression Weights:

V29TR <---- Participative / Aligned
V27SY <---- Participative / Aligned
V25TR <---- Participative / Aligned
V24GE <---- Participative / Aligned
V19TR <---- Participative / Aligned
V32C0 <—--—-——mmmm oo Command
V26C0O0 <——m—m———mmm——m——— Command
V33RA <———-—————————— - ——— Rational
V30TR <====m———m———m e m e Rational
V288Y <==———mmmmm e — —— Rational
V23RA ==emm e e Rational
V18RA <———————v——— - ———— Rational
V17CO <=—————mmmmmmm————— Autocratic
V21GE <-———===—————m————— Generative
V20GE <—=—==—————————————— Generative
OPERFSUM <~ Participative_/ BAligned
OPERFSUM <=—=~m=m=imamm—isaimm Command
OPERFSUM <ommmc s e Rational
OPERFSUM <~-——-—---—eeeue Autocratic
OPERFSUM <-—-—-———-——————~ Generative
Intercepts:
V29TR
v218Y
V25TR
V24GE
V19TR
v32CO
V26CO
V33RA
V30TR
V28SY
V23RA
V18RA
vV17Co
V21GE
V20GE
OPERFSUM
Covariances:

Generative <> Participative / Align
Participative_/ Align <> Autocratic
Participative / Aligned <> Rational
Participative / Aligned <-> Command

Generative <--—---——-———- > Autocratic
Rational <--—----——-—-——- > Autocratic
Command <——--=====n————— > Autocratic
Generative <--——————=—--——— > Rational
Command <———-——=———=———a——— > Rational
Generative <—=—=-—=-——-mu—~ > Command

Estimate

.718
.647
.768
.686
.707
.000
.282
.679
.497
. 664
.791
.921
.000
.129
.883
.471
.009
. 341
.048
.051

1

OO0 OOCORPOOODODOOKHOOOOO

Estimate

.233
.379
.576
.634
.802
.833
.091
.747
. 947
. 977
.409
.614
.265
.174
.886
.097

(S BRI N & IS 3 I~ “NE SN &y R S ST - S @ 1 [ -

Estimate

0.767
0.368
0.701
-0.081
0.304
0.416
0.423
0.469
0.049
-0.057

OO O OO0 OO0CO0O

.124
.128
.130
.123
.129
.139
.133
.134
.113
.135
.150
.139
.119
.128
.128
.097

.168
.140
.151
.155
.146
.141
.193
.137
.152
.164

34

37
34

44

OO WNNNOS NS

.204
41.
35.
37.

893
078
689

.276
.760
38.
35.
43.
36.
36.
40.

338
489
796
765
115
314

.169
32.
30.
52.

630
471
769

.554
.634
.625
.524
.079
. 955
.188
.416
.322
.350
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Correlations:

Generative <> Participative / Align
Participative / Align <> Autocratic
Participative / Aligned <> Rational
Participative / Aligned <-> Command

Generative <----——-—-----——-— > Autocratic
Rational <-—-—-—-———-—=—-—---- > Autocratic
Command <—--—-————-————=—-— > Autocratic
Generative <-——--——--—------— > Rational
Command <—-————————=————-—— > Rational
Generative <—-—-—-—————-——-—-——-— > Command
Variances:

Participative / Aligned
Cormmand
Rational
Autocratic
Generative
e32

el?

e29

e27

e2b

e24

el9

e26

e33

e30

e28

e23

el8

ezl

e20

epr

Squared Multiple Correlations:

OPERFSUM
V20GE
V21GE
V17CO
V18RA
V23RA
v283Y
V30TR
V33RA
V26CO
V32CO
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
v278Y
V29TR

Summary of models

Model NPAR CMIN

Default model 60 215.678
Saturated model 152 0.000
Independence model 16 6210.990

Estimate

OO0 OO O OO0

Estimate

COROREFRRPNRPHORFROOORRENDE

Estimate

CO0O0OOFRFOOOOOORr OO0

DF

92

136

.708
.265
. 666
.050
.209
.295
.195
.425
.030
.034

.031
985
.072
.862
.139
.000
.000
. 967
J209
.914
.043
.082
.126
25!
.258
.342
.102
. 387
.005
.469
.449

.629
.780
.531
.000
.848
.625
.441
L2477
.462
.079
.000
.500
.471
.590
.419
.516

0.229
0.313
0.253
0.230
0.268

.141
L172
.142
.148
.156
.263
171
.161
.181
.167
.109
.181
.200
.065

0OCO0OD0DO0OOOCOCCOOOOO0o

.503
.093
.234
.093
.245

O 00 B 00

.860
.282
.448
.062
. 937
.093
.321
.828
.436
.599
.537
.562
.343
.925

AN T WO N2~ ~3an

CMIN/DF
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Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Independence model

DELTALl
NFI

123.678
0.000
6074.990

.05

5820.325

353.572
349.333
6247.762

.01

DELTA2
IFT

170.441
0.000
6335.979
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Strate?;y M,Fkin Modes relationships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
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Strate?;yﬂ'ziikm Modeg'fs@iationships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
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Strategy Makin Modeé”l?blationships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
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Title

Strategy Making Modes to Middle Management Strategic Roles relationships:

Your model contains the following variables

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
V8AIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
V4ACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
VTAFA
V11AST
V5ASI
V16AFA
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
V27SY
V29TR
V18RA
V23RA
v288Y
V30TR
V33RA
Implementing
Championing Alternatives
Facilitiating_Adaptability
Synthesizing Information
el5

el3

el?

e8

e6

e9

e4

el

e?

el

eld

elQ

e’

ell

eb

el6
Participative_ Aligned
eld

e24

e25

e27

e29
Rational
el8

e?23

e28

e30

e33
eimp
eca

efa

observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
obsexrved
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unopserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unopbserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved

endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
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esi

Summary of Parameters

Number of
Number of
Number of
Number of
Number of

unobserved exogenous

variables in your model: 62
observed variables: 26
unobserved variables: 36
exogenous variables: 32
endogenous variables: 30

Weights Covariances Variances Means
Fixed: 36 0 0 0
Labeled: 0 0 0 0
Unlabeled: 28 1 32 0
Total: 64 1 32 0

NOTE:

The model is recursive.

Sample size:

132

Model: Default model

Computation of degrees of freedom

Oe 12
le* 4
2e
3e
de
5e
be
Te
8e
9e
10e

cNoRoNeoNoNolljlole]
U OO RNOO

Minimum was

Chi-square =
Degrees of £
Probability

achieved

508.011
reedom =
level =

0.
0.
4.
0.
0.
0.

0
0
0

0

Number of distinct sample moments: 377
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 87

Degrees of freedom: 290

.0e+000 -5,2220e-001
.0e+000 -9.1388e-002
.4e+003
.9e+003
.0e+000 -
.0e+003
.0e+003
.0e+003
.1e+003
.1e+003
.1e+003

0000e+000
0000e+000
8612e-003
0000e+000
0000e+000
0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000

290
.000

.00e+004
.40e+000
.55e+000
.60e+000
.06e+000
.67e-001
.51e-001
.70e-001
.30e-002
.36e-003
.38e-004

NWOWOHF WWREFRPFPWE

Lo oo oy 0

.56648667054e+003
.07027859575e+002
.17042346564e+002
.88522329025e+002
.38581235092e+002
.12880533757e+002
.08450666647e+002
.08027767537e+002
.08011401706e+002
.08011168379e+002
.08011168293e+002

PR HRRORFRWOOO

Intercepts Total

.00e+004
.3%9e-001
.65e-001
.00e+000
.11e-001
.18e+000
.14e+000
.09e+000
.05e+000
.01e+000
,00e+000
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Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Implementing <- Participative_Aligne
Championing Alte <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Inf <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Information <- Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing Alternatives <- Rational

Implementing <--—-—-=---—---- Rational
V15AIDS <========——=—-—— Implementing
V13AIDS <——==—==——————— Implementing
VI12AFA <-———————r—mm——— Implementing
VBAIDS <-=—-~~=-—m—mmmm— Implementing
VO6AIDS <-——--———~--——-—- Implementing
VI9ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
VAACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing_Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
VIASTI <--—- Championing:Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
VIAFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability

V11ASI <--- Synthesizing_Information
VSAST <---- Synthesizing Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V1I9TR <—==-—=--- Participative Aligned
V24GE <——-~-=— Participative Aligned
V25TR <—---——- Participative Aligned
V2SN Seaccacs Participative_Aligned
V29TR <-—----- Participative Aligned
VIBRA <=--—=----—mmmmmmmmm Rational
V23RA <—-=-m-—mmmmmmmmmm Rational
V288Y <------mmmmmm oo Rational
V30TR <~===----—mmmmmmmmmm o Rational
V33RA <-—rmm=----ommmmemm oo Rational

Standardized Regression Weights:

Implementing <- Participative Aligne
Championing Alte <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Inf <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Information <- Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing_ Alternatives <- Rational

Implementing <-—---—=-—-—===— Rational
V15AIDS <——=——==——-—=—= Implementing
V13AIDS <=-——--——=——=—~ Implementing
VI12AFA <-——-———=——-———- Implementing
VBAIDS <-——--—--—-————~ Implementing
V6AIDS <----—-——-——~-—-~ Implementing
VIACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing:Alternatives
VZ2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V1ASTI <-~-- Championing:Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V7AFA <-- Facilitiating_ Adaptability
V11ASI <--- Synthesizing_Information
V5ASI <---- Synthesizing Information

Estimate

0.037
0.171
0.085
0.295
-0.112
-0.028
-0.018
.105
.000
.979
.752
.263
.905
.000
.749
.849
.143
.962
.000
.913
. 937
.000
.599
.588
.000
.910
.096
.848
.974
.000
.922
. 674
.423
. 681

OO0 O0OHFHOORORHORRPRPPEPLOFOORPROROOREO

Estimate

0.065
0.332
0.260
0.399
-0.215
-0.119
-0.049
0.259
0.666
0.669
0.538
0.821
0.620
0.691
0.511
0.556
0.778
0.740
0.386
0.703
0.766
0.845
0.481

[oNeoNeoRoNeNoNoNe)

o o [N el el O O O o

OO OO

OO C o

.083
.079
.055
.121
.080
.035
.052
.058

.155
.143
L1777
.153

.148
.156
.161
.139

. 517
.520

.386
.442

.129
.139
.134
.130

.079
.080
.072
.078

w = w o~ [C2BEN RS2 RN e)

oy ]

@ U1 o

.446
.158
. 540
.445
.408
.779
.346
.807

.309
.249
.117
.928

.068
.456
.110
.902

.698
.726

.551
SO

.053
.906
.336
.466

. 672
.454
.852
.740
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V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V19TR <—————--- Participative Aligned
V24GE <—=—=——— Participative Aligned
V25TR <———=—-— Participative Aligned
V27S8Y <~——-——- Participative Aligned
V29TR <------- Participative Aligned
V18RA <——=—————-———————————= Rational
V23RA <-—=—=——————————————— Rational
V28SY <——=————m——=————————— Rational
V30TR <——————————=——=======— Rational
V33RA <————————————————=--= Rational

Intercepts:

V15RIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
VBAIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
VA4ACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
VTAFA
V11ASI
V5AST
V16AFA
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
V27SY
V29TR
V18RA
V23RA
v28SY
V30TR
V33RA

Covariances:

Rational <---> Participative_ Aligned

Correlations:

Rational <---> Participative Aligned

Variances:
Participative_Aligned
Rational
eimp
eca
efa
esi
elb
el3
el?
e8
eb6
e9
ed

[oNeoNeoNoNeNolelNololNalia)

Estimate

.b.n.bmmbmbbamwwmmmwwwwwwwwww

Estimate

1.

0.

OO0 O0OO0COOOOOoONE

. 625
.716
. 682
.774
.608
L1726
.934
.800
. 647
.487
. 665

.961
.923
.946
. 984
. 618
.504
.473
.874
.389
.618
.573
.870
.534
.229
.382
. 650
.801
.632
.576
.379
.232
.614
.409
.977
. 947
.748

024

653

OO0 OO OO0

.079
L0717
.074
.081
.077
.069
.070
.073
.070
.062
.078
.082
.076
.081
.085
.077
.129
.123
.130
.128
.124
.139
.150
.135
.113
.134

50.
50.
53.
49.
.012
50.
.865
53.
48.
58.
32.
34.
.134
39.
5191
34.
37.
37.
35.
.893
.195
40.
36.

47

49

33

41
34

36

Ao IO WO

037
901
521
159

901

253
526
367
913
967

994
814
446
278
644
078

314
115

.765
43.
35.

796
500

Label
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Squared Multiple Correlations:

Synthesizing Information
Facilitiating Adaptability
Championing Alternatives

Summary of models

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated

model
model

e3 0.472
e2 0.250
el 0.225
eld 0.676
el0 0.443
e7 0.313
ell 0.242
eb 0.721
el6 0.467
eld 1.054
e24 1.056
e25 0.895
e21 1.361
e29 0.946
els 0.325
e23 1.056
e28 1396
e30 1.276
e33 1.294
Estimate
0.093
0.041
0.091
Implementing 0.093
V33RA 0.443
V30TR 0.237
V28SY 0.419
V23RA 0.641
V18RA 0.872
V29TR 0.527
V278Y 0.370
V25TR 0.598
V24GE 0.465
V19TR 0.513
V16AFA 0.390
V5SASI 0.232
V11ASI 0.714
VITAFA 0.587
V10AFA 0.494
V14AFA 0.149
VIASI 0.547
V2ACA 0.605
V3ACA 0.310
V4ACA 0.262
VOACA 0.471
V6RIDS 0.384
V8AIDS 0.674
V12AFA 0.289
V13AIDS 0.448
V15AIDS 0.443
NPAR CMIN DF
87 508.011 290
377 0.000 0

26 10595.753 351

DELTAL RHO1

NFI RFI

0.952 0.942
1.000

.065
.048
.039
.089
.084
.075
.383
.164
.074
.159
.154
.148
.187
.145
.112
.164
.186
.162
175

cNeoNoNeoNoNoNeNeoRoNoNoNeNeNolNelNolollolo)

IFI

.220
.193
.774
.615
.285
.194
.633
.408
.323
.615
.870
.029
.291
.533
.889
.448
.516
.857
.395

dN oSN O O]

CMIN/DF
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Independence

model

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Independence

0.000

AIC

682.011
754.000
10647.753

.05

0.000

727.184
949.750
10661.253

.01

284.654
0.000
10583.732

0.000

0.000
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St:;ate%y M,fkmq)Modes relationships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
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., | ) 1 wY20GE €20,
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Strate M kin Modeé'ﬁglationships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
i ol e

e6 | JSAle,é
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—0, .49 MNP
é”\ 1 79
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S0, .43
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e13 w/13AIDSH
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Strategy Making_Modeépéfaﬁonships with Middle Management Strategic Roles
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Title
Modes to roles relationship generative added:

Your model contains the following variables

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
V8AIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
VAACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1AST
V14AFA
V10AFA
VTAFA
V11AST
V5ASI
V16AFA
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
v278Y
V29TR
V18RA
V23RA
v28SY
V30TR
V33RA
V20GE
V21GE
Implementing
Championing Alternatives
Facilitiating Adaptability
Synthesizing Information
elb

el3

el2

e8

et

e9

ed

e3

e2

el

eld

el0

el

ell

ed

el6
Participative Aligned
el9

e24

e25

a2’

e29
Rational
els

e23

e28

e30

e33
eimp

observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved

endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous



eca unobserved exogenous
efa unobserved exogenous
esi unobserved exogenous
Generative unobserved exogenous
e20 unobserved exogenous
ezl unobserved exogenous
Number of variables in your model: 67
Number of observed variables: 28
Number of unobserved variables: 39
Number of exogenous variables: 35
Number of endogenous variables: 32
Summary of Parameters
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts
Fixed: 39 0 0 0 0
Labeled: 0 0 0 0 0
Unlabeled: 33 3 35 0 28
Total: 72 3 35 0 28

NOTE:

The model is recursive.

Sample siz

Model: Default model

e: 132

Computation of degrees of freedom

Oe 15
le* 6
2e
Je*
de
Se
=
Te
8e
9e
10e
11le
12e
13e
l4de
15e
16e
17e
18e
1%e
20e
21e
22e
23e
24e
25e

OO0 OO0 0000000000 OORREPOHORFW

Minimum was achieved

Chi-square

.0e+000
.0e+000
.0e+000
.0e+000
.4e+003
.0e+000
. 6e+003
.0e+000
.0e+000
.1e+004
.4e+004
.5e+004
.0e+005
. 7e+005
.0e+006
.5e+006
.0e+006
.4e+007
.0e+007
.1e+008
.2e+008
.3e+008
.2e+008
.7e+008
.7e+008
.7e+008

w

w

[o%)

w

(A

w

OSSN S W WHRERFRSBOONINOWONEPEOOCCDDOWmOOoOOoOo

= 552.084

|
—

(@)

(@]

[oeNoNeoNeNoelleNeolollollolollo e ioo o]

Number of distinct sample moments: 434
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 99

.4761e-001
.4713e-001
.2888e-002
.0082e-001
.0000e+000
.6732e-002
.00036e+000
.0451e-002
.2086e-003
,0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000
.0000e+000

OR L WNhN-JO IR, 0OVwOUAARFR, R ORI O Wk

Degrees of freedom: 335

.00e+004
.41e+000
.56e-001
.01e+000
.52e-001
.06e+000
.02e-001
.15e+000
.41e-001
.19e+000
.12e-001
.19e-001
.36e-001
.51e-001
.02e+000
.94e-001
.29e+000
.77e-001
.3%e-001
.07e-001
.09%e-001
.45e-001
.44e-001
.63e-002
.53e-002
.08e-005

(SIS S IS N IS IS I B G IS RO NS, RS B G, IO IS, B R G RN € B B o) e ) B ) LN NENO S g

.78321909236e+003
.59222629581e+002
.75002192096e+002
.77297875999e+002
.24133312567e+002
.09857327218e+002
.8531776806664e+002
.78119180570e+002
.70475153116e+002
.61981800798e+002
.58123132343e+002
.55149912711e+002
.53832237677e+002
.53071346188e+002
.52691709854e+002
.52401608581e+002
.52391455978e+002
.52160585401e+002
.52127829033e+002
.52101205928e+002
.52091905707e+002
.52085604380e+002
.52084562869e+002
.52084353219e+002
.52084351520e+002
.52084351519e+002

B R PR ERPRPNPRPRRPRRPRDOONAONOOOOO

OHR P OVOUFRPOVUROR NP RPEPRPPONJOODO NN R

.00e+004
.57e-001
.89%e-001
.71e-001
.64e-001
.00e+000
.55e-001
.00e+000
.18e-001
.90e-001
.00e+000
.24e+000
.25e+000
.31e+000
.12e+000
.25e+000
.03e-002
.05e+000
.00e+000
.26e+000
.21e-001
.11e+000
.47e-001
.02e+000
.00e+000
.94e-001
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Degrees of freedom = 335
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Implementing <- Participative Aligne
Championing Alte <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Inf <- Participative_al
Synthesizing_lnformation <- Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing Alternatives <- Rational
Implementing <-----—-=-—--——--- Rational
Synthesizing Informati <- Generative
Facilitiating Adaptabi <- Generative
Championing Alternativ <- Generative

Implementing <---—--—----- Generative
V15AIDS <-=-————=~——————= Implementing
V13AIDS <—===-——————~—— Tmplementing
V12AFA <-—----——=———-———= Implementing
VBAIDS <---———==———-———— Implementing
VOAIDS <————=—=————=—=— Implementing
V9ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
VAACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V1ASI <---- Championing Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
VIOAFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
VIAFA <-- Facilitiating_ Adaptability

V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information
V5AST <~--- Synthesizing Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating_ Adaptability
V19TR <~—-———-- Participative_Aligned
V24GE <-—----- Participative Aligned
V25TR <-——----- Participative Aligned
V278Y <—=————- Participative Aligned
V29TR <———----— Participative Aligned
V1IBRA <-——-———=———————————= Rational
V23RA <-~——---—-—-———— - Rational
V288Y <-—-—----——oo——m——— = Rational
V30TR <---——===—-—=———=—=--= Rational
V33RA <---———=----——————e—- Rational
V20GE <-—-———~=—————=———= Generative
V21GE <-——=——=————==———-——- Generative

Standardized Regression Weights:

Implementing <- Participative Aligne
Championing Alte <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative_ Al
Synthesizing Inf <- Participative_ Al
Synthesizing Information <- Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing Alternatives <- Rational
Implementing <-----—-—-—---—--- Rational
Synthesizing Informati <- Generative
Facilitiating Adaptabi <- Generative
Championing Alternativ <- Generative

Implementing <--------—--- Generative
V15AIDS <—=—=-===—-~———- Implementing
V13RIDS <----—=——=——--—- Implementing
V12AFA <-———=————=====- Implementing

Estimate

PO O0O0O0OROORORROREREPOROOREORORRF

Estimate

~] OV &

. 687
.391
.400
.439
.464
.436
.599
.363
.918
.011
.769
.301
.000
.008
.794
.312
.933
.000
.183
.929
.093
.862
.000
.909
.801
.000
.824
.420
.000
.838
.037
.833
. 985
.000
.928
.680
.429
.691
.000
.865

.881
.505
.013
.894
-1.
.778
-1.
-0.
-3.
—oF
SIS
-4.
.646
. 669
.551

035

603
921
049
851
290
163

PNRPRPRPODOOOREDNDDN

OO OO o OO OO OO OO

o OO0

142
.596
.928
.938
.392
.387
.524
.431
.654
.6438
.218
.834

.162
.149
.185
.159

.143
.151
.151
.131

.472
.445

.312
L3717

.124
.132
.129
.125

.080
.080
.073
.079

.135

o o o [S BN RS I o)

w

~ oo

w ;o

.255
.306
.245
.258
.183
.126
.141
.843
.159
.220
.248
.255

.220
.312
.081
.860

.461
.135
.235
.602

.042
.051

. 644
.764

.768
. 886
.452
.885

. 612
.459
.889
.796

.419
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VBAIDS <—==———————————— Implementing

V6AIDS <—=—=—=—————=———— Implementing
VIACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V1ASI <---- Championing Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V7AFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability
V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information
V5ASI <---- Synthesizing Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V19TR <~==—--— Participative_Aligned
V24GE <—=-——-- Participative Aligned
V25TR <---——--— Participative Aligned
V278Y <====-—-- Participative_Aligned
V29TR <-==-—-- Participative Aligned
V18RA <K== Rational
V23RA <mmmmmee—mcmeme———e Rational
V2B3Y <=rm=mEsrmemeeomeanone Rational
VBI0[R Ice====——e———= ==C=x = Rational
V33RA <-——=—-—=w—mmmmmmm Rational
V20GE <———-———————==———-——=- Generative
V21GE <====mmemmmm—————=— Generative

Intercepts:

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
VBAIDS
V6AIDS
VOACA
V4ACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
VTAFA
V11ASI
VOAS1L
V16AFA
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
vV27SY
V29TR
V18RA
V23RA
v283Y
V30TR
V33RA
V20GE
V21GE

Covariances:

Participative Aligned <---> Rational
Generative <-> Participative_Aligned
Generative <-—-—---——---—-—- > Rational

.828
. 620
.703
.545
.621
.758
. 675
.407
.739
.749
.720
.565
.588
.720
.631
.736
.600
.737
.928
.800
. 649
.490
. 670
.723
.623

[eNoNeoloRoloNoNeoNeNoloNoNeNoloNoloelollelollollolliehoia)

Estimate

.961
.923
.946
.984
.618
.504
.473
.874
.389
.617
.573
.870
.532
.229
. 382
.6495
.803
. 632
.576
.379
.230
.614
.409
.97
. 947
.748
.886
.174

B O B D TR TR S BN W WNNDNWWWwWwWwWwwwww

Estimate

1.068
1.082
0.787

0.079
0.077
0.074
0.081
0.077
0.069
0.070
0.073
0.070
0.062
0.078
0.082
0.077
0.081
U.UB5
0.077
0.129
0.123
0.130
0.128
0.124
0.139
0.150
0.135
0.113
0.134
0.128
0.128

0.205
0.19%e6
0.199

50

47

32

37

36

.038
50.
53.
49.

902
522
161

.013
50.
49.
53.
48.
58.

901
866
271
525
358

. 913
34.
33.
39
39.
34.
37.

966
046
984
813
386
262

.619
35.
41,
34.
40.

078
893
133
314

.115
36.
43.
35.
30.
32.

765
796
496
471
630
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Correlations:

Participative Aligned <---> Rational
Generative <-> Participative Aligned
Generative <---—-—-—=-————-—-- > Rational

Variances:

Participative Aligned
Rational
Generative
eimp
eca
efa
esi
elb
el3
el?
e8
eb
e9d
ed
el
e2
el
eld
el
e’
ell
eb
eleo
el9
ez2d
e25
e27
e29
el8
e23
e28
e30
e33
e20
e2l

Squared Multiple Correlations:

Synthesizing Information
Facilitiating Adaptability
Championing Alternatives
Implementing

V21GE

V20GE

V33RA

V30TR

V28SY

V23RA

V18RA

V29TR

v27SY

V25TR

V24GE

Estimate

0.
0.
0.

Estimate

0—‘}——‘OO}—‘D—')—‘}—‘OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOI—‘I\JI—‘

Estimate

OO0 00000000000

682
968
504

.122
.187
.113
.205
.130
.050
.339
L4775
.427
.493
.269
.474
.311
.444
.421
.270
.271
.663
.397
.333
.408
.639
.502
.045
.188
.021
.381
.914
.353
.056
.389
1.
1.
1.
1.

270
279
018
312

.229
.617
.574
.397
.388
X212
.449
.240
.421
.641
.861
.544
.360
.542
.399

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

.248
.328
.253
.062
.049
.030
.163
.069
.063
.067
.059
.067
.049
.060
.060
.047

041

.087
.075
.065
.169
.135
.073
.151
.16l
.149
.184
.134
.112
.164
.185
.162
174
.162
.185

\lc)\\l\1\IONLA.)O‘\\IC)\\ICT\CT\>-'>l\)U'|U'|\10\(}"@\!0\\1»-'>\1CI\O'\l\.)l—‘l\)h)bb()\»I>

.533
.676
.407
.333
.671
. 661
.076
.891
.132
.363
.535
.048
.353
.338
. 955
L7112
.586
.629
L2772
.103
.410
.719
.862
. 931
.369
.838
.502
.803
.142
.436
.492
.843
.359
.301
.084
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Summary of models

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Model

Default
Saturated
Independence

model
model
model

Default
Independence

model
model

V19TR 0
V16AFA 0
V5ASI 0
V11ASI 0
V7AFA 0
V10AFA 0
V14AFA 0
V1ASI 0
V2ACA 0
V3ACA 0
VAACA 0
VOACA 0
V6AIDS 0
V8AIDS 0
V12AFA 0
V13AIDS 0
V15AIDS 0
NPAR CMIN DF
99 552.084 335
434 0.000 0
28 11359.642 406
DELTAL RHOL
NFT RFI
0.951 0.941
1.000
0.000 0.000
PRATIO PNFI
0.825 0.785
0.000 0.000
1.000 0.000
NCP LO 90
217.084 156.486
0.000 0.000
10853.642 10609.353
FMIN FO
4.214 1.657
0.000 0.000
86.715 83.616
RMSEA LO 90
0.070 0.060
0.454 0.447

.518
. 346
SEILE)
.519
.561
.546
.165
.455
.574
.385
.297
.495
.384
.686
.303
.447
.417

P

0.000

0.000

DELTAZ2

IFI

0.980

1.000

0.000

PCFI

0.809

0.000

0.000

RI 90

285.581

0.000

11304.287

LO 90

1.195

0.000

80.987

HI 90

0.081

0.461

CMIN/DF
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Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Default model
Independence model

750.084
868.000
11415.642

.05

806.378
1114.784
11431.564

.01
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Title
4 by 5 roles to modes linkages:
Your model contains the following variables

V15AIDS
V13AIDS
V12AFA
V8AIDS
VOAIDS
VIACA
VAACA
V3ACA
V2ACA
V1ASI
V14AFA
V10AFA
V7AFA
V11ASI
V5ASI
V16AFA
V19TR
V24GE
V25TR
V278Y
V29TR
V18RA
V23RA
V288Y
V30TR
V33RA
V20GE
V21GE
V26CO
V32CO
V17CO
Implementing
Championing Alternatives
Facilitiating_ Adaptability
Synthesizing Information
el5

el3

el2

e8

eb

e9

el

e3

e2

el

eld

el0

e’

ell

e5

elo
Participative Aligned
el9

e24

e25

e2’7

e29
Rational
el8

e23

observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
observed
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved

endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
endogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
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e28

e30

e33

eimp

eca

efa

esi
Generative
e20

e2l
Command
e26

e32
Autocratic
el?

unobserved
uncbserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unobserved
unopbserved

exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
exogenous
eXogenous
exogenous

Number of variables in your model: 75
Number of observed variables: 31
Number of unobserved variables: 44
Number of exogenous variables: 40
Number of endogenous variables: 35
Summary of Parameters
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total
Fixed: 44 0 1 0 0 45
Labeled: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unlabeled: 42 10 39 0 31 122
Total: 86 10 40 0 31 167
NOTE:
The model is recursive.
Sample size: 132
Model: Default model
Computation of degrees of freedom
Nuiber of distinct sample moments. 527
Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 122
Degrees of freedom: 405
Oe 19 0.0e+000 -5.6977e-001 1.00e+004 1.97391494093e+003 0 1.00e+004
le* 9 0.0e+000 -1.7624e-001 3.41e+000 1.13416403374e+003 20 4.55e-001
2e 7 0.0e+000 -9.2107e-002 4.84e-001 1.01853697370e+003 6 8.37e-001
3e 1 0.0e+000 -2.6307e-002 1.13e+000 8.12996422274e+002 6 8.66e-001
4de 2 0.0e+000 -2.0528e-001 1.46e+000 7.21584633916e+002 6 7.49%9e-001
5e 2 0.0e+000 -2.4578e-002 6.97e-001 6.91408216065e+002 5 8.49e-001
6e 1 0.0e+000 -8.6587e-004 9.17e-001 6.64698033303e+002 4 8.07e-001
7e 1 0.0e+000 -9.2065e-003 5.13e-001 6.56570573937e+002 5 8.17e-001
8e 0 4.8e+003 0.0000e+000 5.02e-001 6.51368710412e+002 6 9.94e-001
9e 0 4.3e+003 0.0000e+000 7.93e-001 6.50720818209e+002 1 3.42e~001
10e O 1.6e+004 0.0000e+000 3.24e-001 6.48768220265e+002 1 1.01e+000
lle 0 1.8e+004 0.0000e+000 2.26e-001 6.48662008684e+002 2 0.00e+000
12e 0 2.7e+004 0.0000e+000 1.68e-001 6.48627394311e+002 1 1.10e+000
13e 0 3.4e+004 0.0000e+000 5.14e-002 6.48624247549e+002 1 1.08e+000
l4e 0 3.5e+004 0.0000e+000 1.10e-002 6.48624184728e+002 1 1.01e+000
15¢ 0 3.5e+004 0.0000e+000 2.11e-004 6.48624184688e+002 1 1.00e+000
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Minimum was achieved

Chi-square = 648.624
Degrees of freedom = 405
Probability level = 0.000

Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Synthesizing Inf <- Participative Al
Synthesizing Information <- Rational
Synthesizing Informati <- Generative
Synthesizing Information <-- Command
Synthesizing Informati <- Rutocratic
Implementing <- Participative Aligne
Championing Alte <~ Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing Alternatives <- Rational
Implementing <--—--—---—-—-—- Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabi <- Generative
Championing Alternativ <- Generative
Implementing <--—-——==---— Generative
Inplementing <------—-—=—--- Command
Championing Alternatives <-- Command
Facilitiating Adaptabilit <- Command
Facilitiating Ad <- Synthesizing_ Inf
Championing Alternativ <- Autocratic

Implementing <-—---—-—---—--— Autocratic
V15AIDS <-—-—-———————=- Implementing
V13AIDS <—==—-——-————-—= Implementing
V12AFA <—--———————————— Implementing
VB8AIDS <—=-——-—————=———— Inmplementing
V6AIDS <-————————————-= Implementing
VYACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V1ASI <~--- Championing Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating_ Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
VIAFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability

V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information
V5AST <---- Synthesizing Information
V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V19TR <——=—--— Participative Aligned
V24GE <---—-—- Participative Aligned
V25TR <—-==—-—- Participative Aligned
V218Y <——————- Participative Aligned
V29TR <—=—=--- Participative Aligned
VIBRA <————-—-————————————— Rational
V23RA <———=————————m——m—mm Rational
V288Y <———-——————mmmmm Rational
S D RIS e e e i Rational
V33RA <———————-———————————— Rational
V20GE <——=—=———-————=—————— Generative
V21GE <~====—————me—————— Generative
V26CO <————-—-————=———————=— Command
V32CO0 <=—=——————————-——————— Command
V17CO <==—==—mm=————————— Autocratic

0.
0.
0.
.800
.003
.069
.055
SIS
.259
.295
.369
.093
.187
.145
.819
.996
.002
.228
.030
.030
.000
.017
.807
.309
.952
.000
.787
.924
.062
.849
.000
.906
.807
.000
.051
.420
.000
.880
.065
.854
.971
.000
.921
.686
.433
L1704
.000
.853
.000
.373
.000

PO OHROO0O0OHOORORRRPPERPOFPOORORORREOO

Estimate

220
181
063

CO0OOO0OOOODODODDDODOODOOO0 OO0

o O OO o OO OO o O OO

OO OO

.249
.168
.178
.408
.045
.237
L2772
.267
.190
.181
.16l
.191
.199
.173
.351
.403
.502
.181
.038
.041

.1l64
.151
.187
.162

.141
.149
.147
.128

.469
.443

.350
.376

.123
.131
.128
.124

.081
.081
.073
.078
.119

.243

~ oy o w - o~ oy [S2BEN B G R e)]

@ o

~J

.884
.078
.356
.960
.062
.293
.203
.494
.364
.632
.290
.484
.938
.838
.336
.473
.998
.260
.781
.733

.192
.330
.003
.893

.571
.209
.215
. 628

.067
.080

.999
.782

.148
.127
. 655
.816

.422
.514
.930
.991
.168

.534
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Standardized Regression Weights:

Synthesizing Inf <- Participative_ Al
Synthesizing_Information <- Rational
Synthesizing_ Informati <- Generative
Synthesizing Information <-- Command
Synthesizing Informati <- Autocratic
Implementing <- Participative Aligne
Championing_ Alte <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Ad <- Participative Al
Facilitiating Adaptabili <- Rational
Championing Alternatives <- Rational
Implementing <—--—--—-—-=~--—-— Rational
Facilitiating Adaptabi <- Generative
Championing Alternativ <- Generative
Implementing <-===-=-=-=--- Generative
Implementing <-----——---—-=-~ Command
Championing Alternatives <-- Command
Facilitiating Adaptabilit <- Command
Facilitiating Ad <- Synthesizing Inf
Championing_ Alternativ <- Autocratic

Implementing <-——-—-—-—--—=—=-— Butocratic
V1S5AIDS <= Implementing
V13AIDS <====m—=m———— Implementing
V12AFA <—====—=—-——=————— Implementing
VBAIDS <————==—=——————— Implementing
VB6AIDS <~——-———mmmmmmmm Implementing
VIACA <---- Championing_ Alternatives
V4ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V3ACA <-—-- Championing:Alternatives
V2ACA <---- Championing Alternatives
V1ASI <---- Championing Alternatives

V14AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability
V10AFA <- Facilitiating_Adaptability
V7AFA <-- Facilitiating Adaptability

V11ASI <--- Synthesizing Information

V5AST <---- Synthesizing_ Information

V16AFA <- Facilitiating Adaptability

V19TR <-----—- Participative_Aligned

V24GE <===~~-= Participative Aligned

V25TR <------- Participative_ Aligned

V278Y <-=------ Participative Aligned

V29TR <——----- Participative Aligned

VIBRA <———=—-————m——— Kational

V23RA <=—=-————————m—— Rational

VIZIBISY S S i i i Rational

V30TR < emmmsammmidm e Rational

V33RA s st o e — Rational

V20GE <-——=--———————————- Generative

V2 IGEN s Generative

V26CO <-—-—-——-—————m—mm Command

V32CO <—-=—————--——————————— Command

V17CO <=————=—=—————————— Butocratic
Intercepts:

V15AIDS

V13AIDS

V12AFA

VBAIDS

V6AIDS

VOACA

V4ACA

V3ACA

V2ACA

Estimate

I
[ e oo RoReoRoloNoRad NoNoNeoNoNoNoNoNoNeoNoNoNole oo NolololNololeieioie)

Estimate

W wwwwwwww

.401
.454
.137
.874
.007
.128
.106
.390
.054
.7180
. 939
.324
.425
.317
.907
.145
.775
.369
.073
.070
.642
. 671
.556
.821
.629
L7111
.553
.624
.744
672
. 407
.738
.751
. 638
. 637
.588
.728
. 671
. 764
. 622
.735
.925
.792
.652
.494
.681
.870
.739
.422
.150
.000

. 961
.923
. 946
.984
.618
.504
.473
.874
.389

QOO OO OO OO0

.079
.077
.074
.081
.077
.069
.070
.073
.070

50

48

.036
50.
53.
49.
47.
50.
49.
53.
.526

901
521
160
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V29TR
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Covariances:

Participative Aligned <---> Rational
Participative Aligned <-> Generative

Rational <-—~—---—=--———- > Generative
Autocratic <——--——-—=--- > Generative
Autocratic <——--—---——-——-- > Rational
Butocratic <-> Participative_ Aligned
Autocratic <-—-——---———--—-—--- > Command
Participative Aligned <----> Command
Rational <—-———--===-—————-——— > Command
Generative <—-—-——-———-———---—— > Command
Correlations:

Participative Aligned <~--> Rational
Participative Aligned <-> Generative

Rational <--=----——-—-——- > Generative
Autocratic <—----—-—-——---- > Generative
Autocratic <----—————-—--—- > Rational
Autocratic <-> Participative_ Aligned
Autocratic <--—-~-—---————- > Command
Participative Aligned <----> Command
Rational <--—-——-=———————-———- > Command
Generative <-—-—-=--~———-—--—-—- > Command
Variances:
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V24GE

V19TR
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V5ASI
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Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Default
Saturated
Independence

Summary of models

model
model
model

model
model
model

Default
Independence

model
model

NPAR CMIN DF
122 648.624 405
527 0.000 0

31 12518.228 496
DELTAL RHO1
NFI RFI
0.948 0.937
1.000
0.000 0.000
PRATIO PNFI
0.817 0.774
0.000 0.000
1.000 0.000
NCP LO 90
243.624 178.068
0.000 0.000
12022.228 11661.013
FMIN FO
4.951 1.860
0.000 0.000
95.559 91.773
RMSEA LO 90
0.068 0.058
0.430 0.424
AIC BCC
892.624 971.493
1054.000 1394.687
12580.228 12600.268
ECVI LO 90
6.814 6.313
8.046 8.046
96.032 93.275
HOELTER HOELTER
.05 .01
92 96
6 6

IFI

317.099
0.000
12389.807

CMIN/DF

1.602

25.238
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Appendix D.

SPSS “Descripitive” analysis of sample rvesponses and segregated sample portions.
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Descriptives

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error | Statistic | Std. Error
V1ASI 130 2 5 3.62 71 -.218 212 -.092 422
V2ACA 131 2 5 3.39 .80 -.089 212 -.521 420
V3ACA 130 1 5 3.87 .83 -.826 212 1.293 422
V4ACA 131 2 5 3.47 .80 -.235 212 -.456 420
V5ASI 131 1 5 3.38 .97 -.017 212 -.594 420
VBAIDS 131 1 5 3.62 .88 -.676 212 .602 420
V7AFA 130 1 5 2.54 .87 .342 212 .282 422
VBAIDS 131 1 5 3.98 .93 -1.083 212 1.328 420
VOACA 131 2 5 3.50 .79 -.300 212 -.388 420
V10AFA 131 1 5 2.87 .94 -.076 212 -.289 420
V11ASI 131 1 5 3.23 .92 -177 212 -.258 420
V12AFA 131 1 5 3.95 .84 -.911 212 1.379 420
V13AIDS 131 1 5 3.92 .88 -.668 212 231 420
V14AFA 131 1 5 2.57 .89 237 212 .080 420
V15AIDS 131 1 5 3.96 91 -.805 212 347 420
V16AFA 130 1 5 2.65 .88 .042 212 -.136 422
Valid N (listwise) 128

Total sample: Middle management strategic roles items
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
V17CO 132 1 7 5.27 1.37 -1.035 211 .824 419
V18RA 132 1 7 5.61 1.60 -1.141 211 .365 419
V19TR 131 1 7 4,79 1.48 -.409 212 -.600 420
V20GE 132 1 7 3.89 1.47 .096 211 -.569 419
V21GE 132 1 7 417 1.47 -.160 211 -.780 419
V228Y 132 2 7 4,67 1.29 -.425 211 -.468 419
V23RA 132 1 7 5.41 1.72 -.957 21 -.181 419
V24GE 131 1 7 4,64 1.41 -.645 212 227 420
V25TR 132 1 7 4.58 1.50 -.625 211 -.194 419
V26CO 132 1 7 5.09 1.53 -.863 211 191 419
V278Y 132 1 7 5.38 1.48 -.998 211 673 419
V28SY 132 1 7 4,98 1.56 -.839 211 .080 419
V29TR 131 1 7 4.24 1.41 -.244 212 -615 420
V30TR 132 1 7 495 1.30 -.560 211 -.017 419
V31RA 132 1 7 5.18 1.86 -.888 211 -.327 419
V32C0O 132 1 7 4.83 1.60 -.407 21 -.749 419
V33RA 130 1 7 475 1.53 -.627 212 -.184 422
Valid N (listwise) 127

Total sample: Strategy-making modes items
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statislic Statistic Stalistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error | Statistic | Std. Error
V1ASI 14 2 5 4.00 .78 615 -1.115 597 2.622 1.154
V2ACA 14 2 5 3.79 70 489 -1.253 597 2.876 1.154
V3ACA 14 3 5 3.93 .83 .687 145 .597 -1.509 1.154
V4ACA 14 2 5 3.36 .84 709 .074 597 -.182 1.154
V5ASI 14 3 5 3.50 .76 577 1.229 597 .158 1.154
VBAIDS 14 2 5 3.79 .70 489 -1.253 .597 2.876 1.154
V7AFA 14 2 5; 2.86 77 593 1.442 597 4,238 1.154
VBAIDS 14 2 5 4.14 .86 747 -1.140 .597 1.746 1.154
VIACA 14 2 5 3.57 .76 571 -.280 597 294 1.154
V10AFA 14 2 5 3.36 74 555 572 597 725 1.154
V11ASI 14 2 4 343 .65 418 -692 597 -.252 1,154
V12AFA 14 2 5 3.86 77 .593 -.914 597 1.855 1.154
V13AIDS 14 2 5 3.79 .89 797 -.278 597 -.327 1.154
V14AFA 14 2 5 2.64 .93 .863 1.529 597 2.029 1.154
V15AIDS 14 2 5 3.79 1.12 1.258 -858 .597 -.780 1.154
V16AFA 14 2 3 2.71 A7 .220 -1.067 597 -1.034 1.154
Valid N (listwise) 14

Random top management sample: Middle management strategic roles items

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statislic Stalistic Statislic Statislic Stalistic Statistic Stid. Error | Statistic Std_Error
V1ASI 16 3 5 3.81 .66 429 197 564 -373 1.091
V2ACA 16 2 5 3.38 72 517 .500 564 579 1091
V3ACA 16 2 5 3.87 .89 783 -1.051 564 1181 1.091
V4ACA 16 2 5] 3.88 .81 650 - 627 564 754 1091
V5ASI 16 2 5 N 1,20 1.429 .108 .564 -1.598 1.091
V6AIDS 16 1 4 3.44 .89 796 -1.718 564 2.697 1.091
V7AFA 16 1 4 2.31 79 629 254 564 126 1.091
VBAIDS 16 1 5 3.94 1.00 .996 -1.702 564 4.439 1.091
V9ACA 16 2 5 3.69 .87 762 -.662 564 217 1.091
V10AFA 16 1 4 2.75 .93 867 -.567 564 -119 1.091
/14481 186 2 3 ann 103 1 0R7 aan 564 - 206 1.091
V12AFA 16 1 5 3.94 1.00 .996 -1.702 564 4439 1.091
V13AIDS 16 2 5 4,19 .91 .829 -1.019 .564 .629 1.09”
V14AFA 16 1 4 2.50 .89 .800 .000 .564 -.440 1.09,
V15AIDS 16 3 5 4,13 .81 .650 -.245 564 -1.368 1.091
V16AFA 16 1 5 2.63 1.02 1.050 465 564 .831 1.091
Valid N (listwise) 16

Nexen Inc. Middle managers’ sample: Middle management strategic roles

items
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Sid. Variance Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statislic Statistic Statistic | Std. Error | Statistic | Std. Error
V1ASI 26 2 5 3.50 .76 .580 .000 456 -127 .887
V2ACA 26 2 5 3.23 76 .585 151 456 -.150 .887
V3ACA 26 3 5 4.04 .60 358 -.007 456 137 .887
V4ACA 26 2 5 3.58 .81 .654 -.515 .456 -.068 887
VSASI 26 2 5 3.50 91 .B20 175 456 -.626 .887
V6AIDS 26 3 5 3.85 .61 375 .080 456 -178 887
V7AFA 26 1 4 2.54 .76 578 451 456 -.236 .887
VBAIDS 26 3 5 4.27 .80 .365 =171 456 -.398 .887
VIACA 26 2 5 365 .80 635 -.293 456 -.062 .887
V10AFA 26 1 4 2.88 .82 .666 -.255 456 -394 887
V11ASI 26 2 5 3.15 92 .855 1331 .456 -.669 .887
VA2AFA 26 3 5 4.31 .55 .302 074 .456 -524 887
V13AIDS 26 3 5 423 .51 .265 350 456 .088 .887
V14AFA 26 1 4 2.58 .81 654 -515 456 -.068 .887
V15AIDS 26 2 5 4,23 7 .505 -1.094 456 2.647 .B87
V16AFA 26 1 5 2.46 .99 978 518 456 439 887
Valid N (listwise) 26

Enbridge Inc. Middle managers’ sample: Middle management strategic roles

items
Descriptive Statistics
N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Variance Skewness Kurlosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Stalislic Statistic Statistic | Std. Error | Statistic | Std. Error
V1ASI 7 3 4 3.86 .38 1143 -2.646 794 7.000 1.587
V2ACA 7 3 4 3.71 49 238 -1.230 794 -.840 1.587
V3ACA 7 3 4 3.86 .38 143 -2.646 794 7.000 1.587
V4ACA 7 2 4 3.57 79 619 -1,760 794 2.361 1.587
V5ASI 7 2 4 3.29 .76 571 -.595 794 - 350 1587
VBAIDS 7 3 5 3.57 79 619 1.115 794 273 1.587
VTAFA 7 2 4 2.86 69 A76 174 794 .336 1.587
VBAIDS 7 4 5 4.29 49 .238 1.230 794 -.840 1.587
VIACA 7 3 5 3.86 69 476 174 794 .336 1.587
V10AFA 7 3 4 3.43 .53 .286 374 794 -2.800 1.587
V11ASI 7 3 4 3.71 49 238 -1.230 794 -.840 1.587
V12AFA 7 2 4 3.29 .76 571 -.595 794 -.350 1,587
V13AIDS 7 2 4 3.57 79 619 -1.760 794 2.361 1,687
V14AFA 7 2 3 243 .53 .286 374 794 -2.800 1.587
V15AIDS 7 3 5 3.86 .69 476 174 794 .336 1.587
V16AFA 7 2 3 2.57 53 .286 -.374 794 -2.800 1.587
Valid N {listwise) 7

Enbridge Inc. Top managers’ sample: Middle management strategic roles

items
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Descriptive Statistics

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
V17CO 7 6 7 6.14 .38
V18RA 7 6 7 6.71 49
V19TR 7 5 6 5.71 .49
V20GE 7 2 6 3.86 1.21
V21GE 7 3 5 3,57 .79
V22SY 7 5 6 5.43 53
V23RA [ 6 7 6.86 .38
V24GE [/ L3 7 5.57 79
V25TR [/ 4 6 5.29 76
V26C0O 7 4 6 5.14 .69
V278Y 7 5 7 6.00 .82
V28SY 4 5 7 6.29 .76
V29TR 4 3 7 4.57 1.27
V30TR 7 4 6 5.43 79
V31RA 7 4 7 6,00 1.00
V32C0O 7 5 7 6.00 1.00
V33RA 7 5 7 5.43 79
Valid N (listwise) 7

Enbridge Inc. Top managers’ sample: Strategy making modes items

Descriptive Statistics

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
V17C0O 27 1 7 5.78 1.40
V18RA 27 4 7 6.33 .88
V19TR 27 2 7 4.78 1.40
V20GE 27 1 5 3.44 1.01
V21GE 27 2 6 4.07 1.21
V22SY 27 4 7 5,33 .96
V23RA 27 3 7 6.22 1.12
V24GE 27 3 6 4.52 .94
V25TR 27 2 7 4.74 1.20
V26CO 27 2 7 5.52 1.19
V27SY 27 4 7 5.78 93
V2a3SY 27 [ 7 3.1 i,50
V29TR 27 2 6 4.37 1.18
V30TR 27 3 i 5.37 1.01
V31RA 27 2 7 5.48 1.37
V32CO 27 2 il 4.48 1.37
V33RA 27 4 il 5.44 .89
Valid N (listwise) 27

Enbridge Inc. Middle managers’ sample: Strategy making modes items
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Descriptive Statistics

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
V17CO 16 2 6 4.62 1.20
V18RA 16 3 7 5.75 1.13
V19TR 16 2 6 4.69 1.25
V20GE 16 1 6 4.38 1.41
V21GE 16 1 6 437 1.59
V228Y 16 2 6 4.31 1.25
V23RA 16 4 7 6.06 93
V24GE 16 1 7 4.69 1.49
V25TR 16 1 6 4.44 1.50
V26CO 16 2 7 4.62 1.36
V27SY 16 2 7 4.69 1.62
V28SY 16 1 7 5.00 1.59
V29TR 16 2 6 3.81 1.33
V30TR 16 3 7 475 1.18
V31RA 16 1 7 5.56 1.71
V32CO 16 2 7 4.25 1.61
V33RA 16 1 7 419 147
Valid N (listwise) 16

Nexen Inc. Middle managers’ sample: Strategy making modes items

Descriptive Statistics

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
V17CO 14 2 7 5.00 1.41
V18RA 14 2 7 5.57 1.74
V19TR 14 3 7 5.79 1.19
V20GE 14 2 7 4.64 1.50
V21GE 14 2 7 4.57 1.45
V228Y 14 3 7 4.64 1.01
V23RA 14 2 7 5.36 1.65
V24GE 14 2 7 4.86 1.51
V25TR 14 4 7 5.57 1.09
V26CO 14 1 7 4.79 1.76
V278Y 14 4 7 5.86 1.10
V28SY 14 4 7 5.64 1.01
V29TR 14 3 7 5.29 1.14
V30TR 14 2 7 5.07 144
V31RA 14 1 7 5.64 1.74
V32CO 14 1 7 5.07 177
V33RA 13 2 7 4,54 1.45
Valid N (listwise) 13

Random top management sample: Strategy making modes items
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Appendix E

A summary review of three qualitative cases.

1. Enbridge Inc.
2. Nexen Inc.

3. Suncor Energy Inc.
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ENBRIDGE INC.

Corporate Profile.

With 6000 employees, Enbridge is one of the largest energy transportation,
distribution and services companies in North America. Its pipeline business is
based in Western Canada with major intercontinental pipelines stretching into the
industrial heart of the USA. It controls the largest gas distribution company in
Ontario, Canada and has recently acquired Mid-Coast Energy based in Houston,

Texas, USA.

Performance
On November 8", 2001 current President and CEO, Pat Daniel noted that Enbridge
was “in the enviable position of having significant opportunities for profitable
growth within our core business”. Coupled with acquisitions this has allowed
Enbridge to pursue and reach a goal of “annual double digit earnings per share
growth.” (Statements contained in third quarter 2001 update.)

The 2001 Annual Report, reinforces this record of success. It reports that
e.p.s. increased from C$1.58 in 1997 to C$2.91 in 2001 for an average annual
growth of 16.5%. In 2001 earnings were C$ 458 MM on operating revenues of C$
3.7 billion, up from C$ 288 million in 1999. Return on equity in 2001 was 18.6%.

Corporate Culture

Under the guidance of its previous President and CEO, now Chairman, Brian
McNeil, Enbridge has develqped an enviable corporate and community image.
Internally and externally, i’; is perceived as a great place to work, dynamic yet
collegial, with a strong social conscience. Members of the leadership team (CEO
plus seven direct reports) are seen as accessible and reasonable. In the community
context they are usually front and centre, acting as cheerleaders and participants.
Enbridge has a powerful presence in charitable, educational and artistic endeavours

across Canada.
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While business decisions have resulted in staff losses in some business areas,
overall employees believe that there are ample career and personal development
opportunities.

Symbolic of this positive corporate culture is the manner and scale of the
response to this researcher’s request for participation in the research questionnaire.
While it was obvious that some members of the leadership team supported my
efforts, the invitation to participate was not coercive. Yet, all bar one of those
invited to participate did for a phenomenal response rate of over 95%. This
suggests that Enbridge, certainly in its management structure, is very much

“together” and seen to share common ends.

Strategic Management Process

The strategic process at Enbridge might appear to be a counterpoint to the culture.
Conforming more to the classical / formal approach to strategy development and
implementation, and definitely being top down driven, the process might be
construed as non-collaborative. Yet, while the formal policy guidelines for the
process detail a nine month flow from Board to leadership team to major operating
groups followed by consolidation at the corporate level, it appears that the rest of
the management team are not excluded from influencing strategy formulation and
implementation. An “idea data base” is open to all employees, leadership in
developing and implementing strategy is required at all levels, high level strategies
are communicated vigorously to all employees, and “iocal autonomy’ is a feature
of all operations.

Both in interviews with members of the leadership team and employees at
large, this researcher was struck by a number of factors. The right of the top team
to set the direction was not questioned. Employees did not feel excluded from the
strategic process. Those in management positions at all levels felt that they had
both autonomy and authority over their operating domains. Most significantly, all
felt that they could influence new strategic direction.

The dispersed nature of the Enbridge’s activities demands that local teams
act independently within the context of corporate goals. It seems likely that as
much strategic change is being initiated at the local level and filtered upwards, as

generated at the top. Although not a definitive conclusion, it appeared that the third
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level of management reporting to the leadership team was acting as champions. (
Burgelman, 1991)

Quantitative Sample
A total of 34 Enbridge employees responded to the survey questionnaire. Seven
members of the leadership team and 27 managers below the top two levels were
included. Review of the “Descriptives” included in this Appendix show that the
leadership team, as expected, had a stronger bias towards those strategy making
modes featuring top down control (Command, Symbolic, and Rational per Hart,
1991). Intriguingly, the mean middle level responses suggest that they do not
perceive these modes to be as strong as their top-level leaders. However, the
broader deviations reflect a breadth of experience and thinking in the mid-level.
In respect to strategic roles performed by middle managers, there is
remarkable agreement between top and middle managers at Enbridge, and with the
overall sample. There is a very slight bias towards the implementing deliberate

strategy role, by top managers, but the results are within the sample range.

Sources

Information and support for this work was provided by:
Ms. Bonnie Dupont, Group Vice President, Corporate Resources
Stephen Wuori, Group Vice President, Planning and Development

Brian McNeil, Chairman of the Board, and past President and CEO
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NEXEN INC.

Corporate Profile

Nexen is a Canadian based global energy and chemicals company. Approximately
2000 employees are dispersed across Canada, the USA, Yemen and other smaller
international locations. Conventional oil and gas is the prime product, but synthetic
crude oil production, oil and gas marketing and chemical production are significant

revenue contributors.

Performance

In both 2000 and 2001, Nexen’s revenues were in the region of C$ 2.6 billion.
Earnings for these years were C$ 522 MM and C$ 365 MM respectively. Both
these levels reflect significant increases over the previous three years. (Extracted
from Nexen’s 2001 Annual Report / SEC 10K).

It should be noted that Nexen was in the process of evolving from a
controlled subsidiary of Occidental Oil and Gas, US, into a totally independent
Canadian company, during this period.

Although Nexen is perceived to be a pragmatic, somewhat conservative
company their international program has been characterized as ambitious,
challenging and risky. In particular, their Yemen operations are viewed as
courageous and highly successful. By combining international sensibility with
proven capability, they have been accepted by the host country and its people. It
has also proven to be very productive, both operationally and financially. Nexen is
now held up as an example of how a North American oil company should behave

in foreign markets.

Corporate Culture

Input from five CanOxy / Nexen employees, primarily MBA students of this
researcher, reveals an enigmatic cultural situation. The combination of the former
US parent and the transitional CEO, Victor Zaleschuk, created an almost autocratic
perception of top management. However, employee orientation to the company
and its leaders was best described as “pioneering”. A chemical operation that had
established itself from a fragmented set of units into a North American leader for
sodium chlorate; international activities in Yemen, Nigeria and Colombia, regions

of the world not usually associated with stable economic activity, and maneuvering
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to be an independent Canadian company. These combine to create a high intensity
outward looking organization, where the employees seem drawn together by
sharing the challenge.

Under its new CEO, Charlie Fischer, the separation of the top and other
levels is being overcome. Charlie brings a gregarious approach to the business and
the community, openly reflecting the top teams direction to the internal and

external audiences.

Strategic Management Process
This may be very much a “work in progress”. When this researcher first made
contact with Nexen, then CanOxy, Victor Zaleschuck was still CEO.

The company was just emerging from a soft energy market. He had been
expected to return and maintain financial stability by bringing about operational
and business efficiencies. The overall tone of the 1998 Annual Report reflected a
tough top driven approach to strategy. But there was also an inkling of the future
orientation as targets for employee development, community involvement and
corporate citizenship were established.

An eleven person executive team representing all functional and
operational areas made most of the key planning decisions. Although Nexen had
added a dedicated Vice President for Corporate Planning and Business
Development, a sophisticated, formal process was still in the early adoption stage.
While unit planning was quite advanced, at the corporate level, CEO or “dominant
coalition” decisions were predominant.(per Hambrick and Mason, 1984) Control of
strategic direction was perceived to be a top team prerogative.

It appears that because employees can easily embrace the directions set at
the top and because they do have significant freedom to act and determine local
strategy, they do not feel left out of the process. A Yemen based operating
manager characterized it well when he said, “ If I have a crisis or an immediate
opportunity in the Red Sea, I am not about to return to Calgary to consult or worry
if this is a decision that Charlie (Fischer) would have made. I am paid to decide

and act. Corporate strategy is clear. Responsibly maximize returns from the Yemen
oil fields.”
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At the time of writing, it is clear that the new CEO is stimulating much greater and
broader involvement. This should help overcome any gaps that still exist between

the top and other levels.

Quantitative Sample

Sixteen members of the Nexen “middle management” group responded to the
survey. The “Descripitives” suggest that this group is well within the range of the
overall sample. In respect to middle management strategic roles there may be a
very slight leaning towards the implementing deliberate strategy role. For strategy
making modes the more formal approaches, rational and symbolic, demonstrate a
slight bias. Given the top down management style, the very slight response
suggests that other management levels do not feel left out of the strategic process

or overly directed from above.

Sources

Information and support was provided by:
David Wartman, formerly Senior Vice President Human Resources and
Corporate Services.
Graeme Phipps, formerly Vice President, Corporate Planning and Business
Development

Charlie Fischer, current President and CEO

358



SUNCOR ENERGY INC.

Corporate Profile

Suncor Energy Inc. is a Canada based, integrated energy company. It operates one
of the world’s largest oil sands mining, extraction and refining complexes, has an
extensive retail marketing division, Sunoco, in Eastern Canada and has substantial
natural gas reserves, primarily in Western Canada.

The company has over 3000 employees, the majority located in Western
Canada. In 2000, production from the oil sands operations averaged 114,000
barrels per day. Natural gas production reached 270 mmcf equivalent per day.
Sunoco sustained 17% of the Ontario market and returned C$ 81 MM in earnings
from a low margin product. In sum, this made Suncor one of the top five integrated

energy companies in Canada.

Performance
Revenue of C$3.4 billion in 2000, increased from just over C$ 2 billion in 1998,
yielded net earnings of C$377 more than doubling 1998 earnings of C$§178. Rick
George, President and CEO of Suncor noted that in the preceding year production
at the oil sands had increased by 8%, the marketing arm tripled its ROCI to almost
26% and the natural gas operations removed C$15 MM from its cost structure.
Suncor has embarked on an aggressive expansion program, the Millenium
Project, a C$3 billion investment that is targeted on increasing production from the
oil sands to 400-450,000 barrels per day in 2008. ( In 2002, production exceeded
200,000 barrels per day). The company is committed to developing and pioneering

environmentally sensitive technology.

Corporate Culture
“Progressive pioneering” would be an apt way to characterize Suncor’s internal
climate and external orientation. Commenting on the remarkable turnaround of the
company, to a University of Alberta audience in March, 2000, the CEO noted “this
was not a one man job, it took the efforts of all Suncor employees to turn our
company around.” |

Rick George set this tone vefry early when both the public and employee
Annual Reports in 1999 identified clearly and emphatically four strategic priorities
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for the future. A separate report, focusing on Social Responsibility and the
Environment, positioned the company and its employees in a “different space”
than many of its competitors. All employees were made eligible for performance
and earnings based incentives. Despite some moderate employee re-alignment, all
employees, across many levels, that this researcher talked to have a deep
commitment to the company and its strategy.

The CEO consistently repeats this message to both employees and external
publics, “Leadership is about transparency, communicating openly and honestly
with your employees, your customers, your shareholders, and your communities.’
In respect to employees there is ongoing direct communication, with consistent,

straightforward messages.

Strategic Management Process

Of the three “mini-cases” undertaken, Suncor was the only one with steps in their
strategic planning process that explicitly asked for initial inputs from the operating
level and unit levels of the organization. Interim and cycle end strategic reviews
appear to occur across the organization. While the process of confirming or
revising corporate strategy is finalized by the corporate leadership team (primarily
the top two levels of the organization), Divisional Vice Presidents are expected to
provide a coherent argument based on broad input from their teams.

The notion that every employee has a stake in the business, is a guiding
principle in Suncor’s strategic process. Plans are presented to the employees before
they are unveiied io ihe invesiors, ihe market vt the wedia. In cooperation with
other team members, unit leaders are expected to translate the macro corporate
strategies into appropriate strategies and implementation activities. Although
middle managers that provided input to this researcher suggested that this places a
discrete performance tension on them, they also acknowledged that it cemented

them into the “greater corporate whole’ as a shared participant.

Quantitative Input
No group survey was obtained. However, four Suncor employees from different
areas and levels were part of the random sample. There was nothing in the

individual responses to suggest that any distortion exists either in strategic roles or
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strategy making modes. It would seem that Suncor employees are as complete

participants in a collaborative strategic process.

Sources
Eric Axford, formerly Director Corporate Planning
David Byler, Executive Vice President, Natural Gas

Rick George, President and C.E.O.
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