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Abstract of Dissertation 

The Role of a Middle Management Team During a Directed Restructuring: 

A Case Study of a Government Agency Using Stones‘ Strong Structuration 

 

This study was designed to determine the role of interactions by middle managers 

in sustaining or altering the social structures of a single government agency during an 

externally mandated restructuring. The study drew on the quadripartite nature of 

structuration presented in Stones‘ strong structuration theory. The research site was the 

headquarters of a state National Guard, transitioning from primarily administrative 

responsibilities to an operational joint activity of the Department of Defense. The agents 

in focus were directors responsible for operationalizing the transformation, who were one 

level below the executive director. Data were collected primarily through interviews with 

the participants, supported by observations and review of historical and archival 

documents. The use of open coding, member check, and peer review ensured the validity 

of the research. 

 The study provided evidence that examining the interactions of the middle 

managers is a valid method to determine production of, and reproduction of, social 

structures within an organization undergoing radical transformation. The directors, by 

conscious action, utilized interactions to sustain desired social structures even when 

contrary to the direction of the executive leadership in situations where the middle 

managers, as agents ―in situ,” believed the directive to be contrary to the internal 

structures of the organization. Conversely, the study demonstrated that through 

interactions, the middle managers implemented changes in the internal structures in 

response to change initiatives they supported. 
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The study demonstrated that the middle managers interacted significantly with 

their external environment to gain knowledge of the potential impacts of the 

transformation, to exchange concepts and ideas that would allow the refinement of the 

implementation within the research site, and ultimately to inform external stakeholders of 

the impacts and outcomes of the transformation. The middle managers drew on internal 

structures, including the conjecturally specific knowledge and general dispositions of the 

organization, to evaluate potential responses to directed changes and ultimately to select 

the outcome to be effected. Internal structures were used at both the micro (individual) 

level and the meso (team) level. Finally, the research demonstrated that middle managers 

utilized their actions and practices to sustain or alter social structures within the research 

site. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

There is little doubt that governmental restructuring, reorganizing, and 

reformation is an ongoing effort. While these various efforts can be traced back through 

our history, an example is the National Partnership for Reinventing Government (Clinton, 

1993), which within 2 years generated 72 different recommendations for restructuring, 

reorganizing, or reforming across 10 different cabinet-level agencies. A U.S. General 

Accounting Office Report to Congress (2000b) stated, ―Reflecting the widespread 

interest in reforming government to improve effectiveness and service quality while 

limiting costs, the administration, Congress, and federal agencies have undertaken a 

number of important, ambitious, and largely consistent reforms in the last decade‖ (p. 4). 

More recent examples include the creation of the Department of Homeland Security in 

the aftermath of 9/11 (Homeland Security Act, 2002) and the continual restructuring of 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

These efforts are frequently borne out of operational, functional, or political 

necessity, sometimes generated by crisis, often sharing a common challenge. In each 

case, an external authority directs an agency (or agencies) to undertake this change in an 

effort to reduce cost, improve service, increase coordination, or eliminate duplication. 

Commonly, the direction given expresses what is to occur and targets are developed, 

milestones published, metrics established, and press releases issued, but little is 

understood about how these changes are inculcated into an organization.  

http://www.fema.gov/
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Considerable research has been done on the roles of various members and teams 

of an organization undergoing restructuring. There is no argument that the role of the 

executive leadership is to establish the strategic direction for the organization. It is 

equally accepted that the role of the rank and file of the organization is to continue to 

produce the outputs for which the organization is charged. Research has established that 

the role of middle managers is to translate the strategy developed by the executive 

leadership into an operational reality by the rank and file. This research is well able to tell 

us ―what‖ must be done; however, research is far less prepared to tell us ―how‖ these 

externally directed organizational changes become embedded in the roles and social 

structures of the organization.  

This dissertation examined how the interactions of middle managers, operating as 

a team within a larger government agency, influenced the organizational structure when 

faced with an externally directed change. Specifically, the dissertation explored the 

nature of middle managers‘ interactions through the lens of strong structuration (Stones, 

2005) in relation to their individual and collective knowledge, the organization‘s norms 

and values, and their actions and practice expressed as role implementation and social 

structuring. Exploration allowed the researcher to understand the nature of the social 

interaction (Giddens, 1979, 1984) of middle managers as a team in relation to the 

restructuring in one specific organization. 

To operationalize this research, an exploratory case study was used within one 

government agency that recently underwent a mandated restructure. The middle 

managers as a team were the primary source of data, along with historical documents and 

observations. The primary data collection technique was in-depth, semi-structured 
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interviews with all available members of the middle management team, seeking their 

reflections about their role and social interactions during the restructuring. Archival data 

were used to gather information about the stated intent of the restructuring, periodic 

updates of the progress and status, meeting notes, and reflections from the top 

management team. Archival data and documents were used to support, not supplant, the 

first-hand accounts by middle managers and often created clarity with which individual 

comments and reflections were contextualized. 

Statement of the Problem 

While not specific to or limited to governmental agencies, the reported number of 

organizational change initiatives that fail is significant. Various studies and reports 

provide a wide range of success and failure rates, so the actual success of organizational 

change initiatives is difficult to gauge. In his article, Grey (2003, p. 1) stated that ―change 

management initiatives are largely failures‖; Raps (2004, p. 49) set the success rate at 

―only 10-30%‖; Dent and Goldberg (1999, p. 26) reported on a 1983 study by Porras and 

Robertson that reflected ―fewer than 40% of the change efforts produced positive 

change‖; and Atkinson (2005, p. 14) stated that ―90 percent of cultural change initiatives 

fail in achieving their objectives.‖ If indeed change is pervasive, of which there is little 

doubt, yet change initiatives are largely unsuccessful or sub-successful, as the current 

research would indicate, developing a better understanding of factors that influence 

change is paramount for our continued development of knowledge about organizational 

dynamics.  

One key element in implementing strategy and change within an organization, and 

the focus of this research, is the team of middle managers (Floyd & Wooldridge, 1994; 
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Nonaka, 1988; Mintzberg, 1980). In this context, the term middle managers is used to 

identify the managers that function as the primary director of a work center or node 

directly subordinate to the executive level of the organization yet linked to other work 

centers and managers by virtue of the collaborative nature of the tasks and outcomes of 

the organization. For this study, middle managers were identified based on organizational 

function, not by salary or title. In the context of this research, the middle managers were 

considered a networked subsystem within the overall organization.  

Little research addresses the processes within the government organizations 

undergoing change. However, whether done under the heading of reengineering, business 

process improvement, restructuring, reinventing, or another term slated to catch the 

attention of the voters and general public, organizational change remains a popular topic. 

Unfortunately, while much is touted at the outset of such endeavors, little is done at the 

conclusion to assess the impact of the change, other than to report success or failure. In 

his testimony before Congress, the then comptroller of the United States stated, ―After 

having spent over $200 billion on information systems over the past 12 years, our 

national government is in the worst possible situation, . . . having invested heavily in 

costly information system projects that often fail to produce‖ (U.S. General Accounting 

Agency, 1995). A later report on reform stated, ―The Department of Defense has taken 

significant steps toward reengineering its logistics processes. However, many aspects of 

the overall plan are incomplete, raising questions about whether the overall goals . . . will 

be achieved‖ (U.S. General Accounting Agency, 2000a). A later report added that ―the 

department established a goal to achieve total asset visibility (TAV) over 30 years ago 

. . . [yet] the Army‘s current approach . . . lacks several elements that are critical to the 
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successful implementation of integrated business systems‖ (U.S. Government 

Accountability Office, 2007). Much has been written and studied on what organizational 

changes must be, or are being, undertaken, but as previously stated, little research has 

documented how structural change is being influenced within the confines of mandated 

change.  

Three interrelated elements contribute to the current gap in understanding of 

organizational change in government agencies: (1) the effects of middle managers‘ 

actions as a networked social subsystem within the larger organization; (2) organizational 

change as a process in a bureaucratic organization; and (3) the role of interactions 

between agents within the organization to create change.  

Middle managers have been identified as critical for transmitting and integrating 

organizational culture (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004) and of championing, synthesizing, 

facilitating, and implementing actions (Floyd & Lane, 2000; Anderson-Ashcraft, 2007). 

Middle managers have been reported to translate strategy from the top management team 

to the operational core (Mintzberg, 1980; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1994), responsible for 

sustaining and maintaining the culture of the organization (Schein, 1985, 1990, 1996, 

1999), coordinating and linking groups within an organization, and ―planning and 

allocating resources‖ (Kraut, Pedigo, McKenna, & Dunnette, 2005). Middle managers are 

seen as the link between the strategic leadership of the organization and the operational 

level that produces the ultimate outputs of the organization (Floyd & Lane, 2000). While 

some organization change research in government agencies has focused on middle 

managers (Geigle, 1994; Gorman, 2004; Manning, 2004; Anderson-Ashcroft, 2007), little 
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empirical work has investigated a team of middle managers assigned to guiding the 

agency through a directed restructuring.  

Organizations are social structures that are maintained and sustained by the 

members of that organization (Weick, 1979). To research how organizations change, it is 

necessary to investigate how social structures within a specific organization are altered. 

In his seminal work on the social psychology of organizations, Weick provided ―capillary 

change‖ (1979, p. 43) as an explanation for the process in action during organizational 

change, demonstrating that change in social structures occurs as more and more members 

of the organization are drawn to a new social structure. Katz and Kahn (1978) said that 

organizational change is most effective when implemented by groups with a common 

bond; in addition, the influence of organizational groups, as demonstrated by Kurt Lewin 

(1951), is superior to individual attempts to influence organizational change, again 

focusing on the outcome of actions.  

As with the two elements above, much has been written about the outcome of 

change in social structures, but little about how those social structures are altered. Current 

theory (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Whittington, 1992; Stones, 2005), however, has pointed to 

the interactions between individuals or groups within the organization as key to 

understanding how social structures are sustained or altered. This research examined how 

interactions by one subsystem within an organization resulted in sustaining current 

actions or creating changes to the social structures of the organization. 

Purpose and Research Question 

The purpose of the research was to develop a better understanding of how the 

interactions of middle managers, as a networked subsystem integrated into the larger 
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organization, influenced the social structure of the organization during a directed 

restructuring of the organization. The research question was as follows:  

Research question: What is the relationship of the interactions of middle 

managers to sustaining or altering internal social structures during externally 

mandated restructuring in one government agency?  

To explore the nature of strong structuration by middle managers as a collective 

and their environment, sub-questions examined four specific interactions, each an aspect 

of the quadripartite cycle of structuration (Stones, 2005). The four intersections of 

interest included the interaction of the middle managers to external structures; the 

interaction between middle managers and internal structures, including their active 

agency; the interaction between actions and practices; and the interaction between actions 

and outcomes. Focusing on the interactions allowed the researcher to focus on how 

changes within the structure were replicated and normalized, thereby creating 

organizational change. The sub-questions were as follows: 

Sub-question 1: What were the interactions among middle managers and the 

environment external to their team during organizational change? 

Sub-question 2: What were the interactions between the personal knowledge and 

authority inherent in the middle managers‘ position and the values and norms of 

the organization during the organizational change? How were those interactions 

shaped by the mandated organizational change? 

Sub-question 3: What were the actions and practices adopted by middle 

managers that influenced the organizational change? What was their interpretation 

of their actions? 
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Sub-question 4: How did the actions and practices of middle managers shape the 

outcome(s) of the organizational restructuring? 

Theoretical Foundation and Conceptual Framework 

The theoretical foundation for this research is drawn from Stones‘ (2005) work on 

strong structuration. Stones‘ development of strong structuration operationalized 

Giddens‘ (1979, 1984) theory of structuration. Stones commented, ―Strong structuration 

is determined to develop bridging concepts between the philosophical and substantive 

levels of structuration‖ (2005, p. 8). 

In outlining strong structuration, Stones identified six key themes: (1) maintaining 

distinction between ontology in general and ontology in situ; (2) focusing on the 

quadripartite cycle of structuration; (3) giving attention to epistemology and 

methodology; (4) focusing on the meso level of ontological abstraction; (5) focusing on 

the meso level of ontological scale; and (6) conceptualizing independent casual forces 

and irresistible causal forces (Stones, 2005). These six themes, particularly the focus on 

the meso level, allowed the research to effectively consider the subsystem of middle 

managers as a team in the larger context of the overall organization and offered the 

opportunity to operationalize the theory of structuration. For the purposes of this 

research, the micro level was defined as individuals and single workgroups, and the 

macro level was defined as the entire organization; neither was the focus of this research. 

In considering structuration at the meso level, the research attempted to remain sensitive 

to the indicators of coevolution occurring within the organization and between the team 

and its environment (Porter, 2006; Schwandt, 2007; McKelvey, 2002).  
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The research focused on the interactions by middle managers as a subsystem 

within the organization. Middle managers have been reported to be the key element to 

change implementation (Balogun, 2003; Rouleau, 2005) yet have often been overlooked 

as a change agent (Guth & MacMillan, 1986). For the purposes of this research, the 

agents in focus (Stones, 2005) were those middle managers with responsibility for 

organizational elements subject to the externally directed restructuring of this 

organization. Middle managers in elements of the organization not affected by the 

restructuring, such as field offices, were not included in the research. 

The focus on middle managers provided the opportunity to operationalize the 

‗grand theory‘ or abstract, ontological level of structuration (Stones, 2005, p. 76) by 

focusing on a networked subsystem within the organization. The researcher posited that 

simultaneous, multidimensional, multidirectional interactions were taking place that 

ultimately influenced the structures and the role in organizational change. These 

interactions could incorporate structural elements of power and authority, formal rules 

and regulations (Giddens, 1979), individual and shared knowledge, organizational 

culture, and values and norms (Stones, 2005) and would result in negotiated decisions 

and agreed-upon outcomes (Stones, 2005). The agreed-upon decisions and outcomes 

embedded into the organization through repetition or included in ―the ongoing flow of 

social life‖ (Giddens, 1984, p. 3) defined the social structure the actors ultimately lived 

and operated within. Analyzing these embedded decisions facilitated an understanding of 

change within the organization. 

The conceptual frame (Figure 1-1) reflects the four intersections of interest. 

External structures included the direction to restructure, other subsystems within the 
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organization, and the environment in which the agency operated and the operational 

requirements placed upon the organization during the period of restructuring. The internal 

elements of conjecturally specific knowledge and the general dispositions of middle 

managers, including norms and values, were considered characteristics of both 

individuals and of a networked subsystem of the organization. This conceptual frame is 

dependent on middle managers‘ individual, micro-level interactions and their group or 

meso-level interactions. 

Individual Interactions

How Do Middle Manager’s Interactions Effect Social Structures During Organizational Change
Based on Quadripartite of Nature of Structuration (Stones, 2005)

External

Factors

Individual Middle Managers

Middle Managers as a Sub-Element

Conjuncturally

Specific 

knowledge

of external 

Structures

Conjuncturally

Specific 

knowledge

of external 

Structures

General 

dispositions 

or  habitus

General 

dispositions 

or  habitus

Meso Interactions

Middle 

Managers

Actions & 

Practices

Context

Radical Organizational Change

Changes in

Roles and

Social 

Structures

Effect  

 

Figure 1-1. Conceptual framework. 

 

 Organizational change demands a change in some or all of the interactions of 

middle managers and, as an element of the structuration process, alters middle managers‘ 

actions and practices. It was anticipated that three sources could impact the roles and 
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social structures within the organization: (1) outcomes resulting from the actions and 

practices of the middle managers as agents in focus; (2) outcomes driven by factors 

within the organization but not influenced by the interactions of middle managers; and 

(3) outcomes driven by external factors outside the organizational change, such as 

changes in missions, resources, or requirements.  

The conceptual framework does not reflect hard boundaries between the four 

components but rather emerging intersections that are shaped by the interactions. Both 

the points of interaction and the interactions themselves reflect changes in structure 

negotiated and integrated by the middle managers (structuration). It was anticipated that 

changes in these interactions would indicate organizational change. 

Potential Significance 

Immense changes in the environment are forcing organizations to make 

significant transformations in order to adapt, survive, and succeed (Schwandt & 

Marquardt, 2000). This research adds understanding to the role of middle managers as a 

team in shaping the response to a directed restructuring. Specifically, this research 

explores the nature of social interactions by a key subsystem within an organization in the 

structuration process during organizational change. Increasing our understanding of how 

middle managers impact change in organizations has the potential to have positive 

impacts in four critical areas.  

First, a deeper understanding of the intersection between middle managers‘ 

interactions, structuration as a process, and possibly coevolution as a potential outcome 

extends the academic community‘s baseline for research and theory building. The 

concept of coevolution, applied in organizational settings, is a relatively new research 
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field (Porter, 2006), and the concept of structuration, while often criticized and debated, 

is seeing a resurgence in operational-level studies (Stones, 2005; Whittington, 1992). 

Second, increasing our understanding in this area positively impacts future 

research in organizational behavior and leadership. While much of the literature cited 

herein points to middle managers as critical elements in organizational change, little is 

available on how that influence is applied to impact organizational change. Students of 

organizations and leadership at the technical, operational, and strategic level all deal at 

some point with understanding how various elements within an organization comprise the 

composite organization. Developing an understanding of how middle managers impact 

organizational change broadens this knowledge. 

Third, developing an understanding of how middle managers impact change has 

direct implications and value to practice and application in the government organization 

with stratified bureaucracies (Weber, 1946/1958) that are facing change. Each such 

agency contains middle managers with defined roles and responsibilities (Currie & 

Procter, 2005), and understanding how middle managers influence organizational change 

is critical. In addition, developing this understanding by examining a government agency 

may also have implications for business organizations facing change, merger, or 

reengineering (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004). 

Finally, this research adds to the empirical knowledge of the micro dynamics of 

structuration as a social process occurring within the larger context of an organization. 

This concept, while offered in theory by Giddens (1984), speaks only to functional 

segmentation, a term too broad for this research. Whittington (1992) addressed 

subsystems as an outcome of the plurality of the individuals, a focus more narrow than 
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this research. This research examined middle managers as a subsystem of networked 

agents within a field of position-practice relationships (Stones, 2005). 

This research adds value in understanding interactions as a vehicle for strong 

structuration with three specific limitations. First, focusing on a specific subsystem 

within an organization (Stones, 2005; Giddens, 1984) allowed the researcher to examine 

specific interactions across only one subsystem. Second, by focusing on an organization 

undergoing a dramatic, externally directed restructuring, the interactions that resulted in 

either sustaining or redefining, through reflexive action, the social structure of the 

network specifically and the organization generally would be more pronounced. The 

interactions were likely to be more delineated and pronounced in fulfilling ―the 

individual‘s and collective‘s needs for structure in reducing equivocality‖ (Schwandt, 

2007, p. 9). Finally, where the interactions between the middle managers and external 

environments caused reciprocal changes, the research attempted to add evidence that 

coevolution (McKelvey, 2002; Porter, 2006) was occurring during or because of 

structuration. 

Summary of Methodology 

The research was conducted as an exploratory case study (Yin, 2003), using 

qualitative methods (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell, 1998) that examined one 

government agency undergoing a directed restructuring. This directed change resulted in 

a change of mission and changes to formal and informal structure and impacted the 

organizational culture. The primary source of information was interviews with the middle 

managers as the ―agent in focus.‖ The interviews were supplemented with archival and 

historical documents as well as observations. Interviews were not conducted with the 
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external authority that directed the change; rather, archival documents and directives 

were the source of data regarding the mandated change. Archival documents also 

included documentation submitted by the external federal authority to organizations 

external to the study site change as well as directives from the top management team. 

Historical documents included the implementation documents internal to the organization 

as well as documented evidence of the change as it progressed, including intermediate 

changes. Data were coded using Atlas.ti to facilitate analysis. 

Limitations 

The findings are specific to the site studied and have limited transferability to 

other agencies. While similar organizations in each state are undergoing the same 

directed revolutionary change, the components of each organization are unique. Because 

of the dual nature of the organization, the external environment, the internal processes, 

and the negotiated outcomes are specific to each site. Additionally, the findings represent 

one specific government agency in the United States and conversely may have little 

applicability to other agencies or the private sector.  

The research focused on a single level of analysis within this organization and did 

not represent a cross-section; therefore, it is possible that the findings represent only a 

single perception of the changes that occurred in the social structures.  

Finally, while the research examined a change that unfolded over an extended 

period, the research was not longitudinally based and therefore represented only a single 

point of time near the conclusion of the directed change, but with the historical references 

offered by the participants. Therefore, the references to interactions were primarily based 

on personal recollections and historical/archival records. The findings from this research, 
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when compiled with similar or supporting research relative to the research question, may 

develop a deeper understanding of the impacts of middle managers on bureaucratic or 

governmental organizations undergoing radical or transformational change. 

Definitions of Key Terms  

Action: ―An effortful accomplishment‖ (Pentland & Reuter, 1994, p. 488) and ―a 

continuous flow of conduct‖ (Giddens, 1979, p. 55). 

Coevolution: The simultaneous evolution of entities and their environments, 

whether these entities be organisms or organizations (Baum & Singh, 1994). 

Conjecturally specific knowledge: The agents‘ specific knowledge of the 

particular setting and context in which the structuration is taking place, including the 

norms, values, and experience, both internally and within the environment, in which the 

agent or organization operates. 

Culture: A symbolic context within which interpretations of organizational 

identity are formed and intentions to influence (Hatch & Schultz, 1997); also, ―the pattern 

of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, discovered, or developed in 

learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, and that 

have worked well enough to be considered valid, and therefore to be taught to new 

members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to these problems‖ 

(Schein, 1985, p. 17). 

Domination: The ability to mobilize ‗allocative‘ resources, such as command over 

goods, services, or material, and/or ‗authoritative‘ resources, i.e., command over persons 

or actors (Giddens, 1984). 
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Duality of structure: Structure‘s dual nature, involving both the medium of 

practice of agents and the outcome of the practices of those agents (Stones, 2005, p. 5). 

Interaction: An agent‘s ability to draw on stocks of knowledge about domination 

(power), signification (meaning), and legitimation (norms) in a social action to both 

shape and reproduce the social system (Stones, 2005, pp. 17, 19). 

Joint Force Headquarters: The Department of Defense term for an operational 

headquarters responsible for the command and control of elements from two or more 

branches of service. 

Knowledgeability: Everything that actors know (believe) about the circumstances 

of their action and that of others, drawn upon in the production and reproduction of that 

action, including tacit as well as discursively available knowledge (Giddens, 1984). 

Legitimation: The process whereby an act, process, or ideology becomes 

legitimate by its attachment to norms and values within a given society; the process of 

making something acceptable and normative to a group or audience. 

Middle managers: Those responsible to ―create and implement concrete concepts 

to solve and transcend the contradictions arising from gaps between what exists at the 

moment and what management hopes to create‖ (Nonaka, 1988, p. 9). 

Modalities: The way in which agents in particular circumstances can draw on or 

employ structures of signification, domination, and legitimation as rules and resources in 

interactions (Stones, 2005). 

National Guard Bureau (NGB): The federal element of the Department of 

Defense chartered to serve as the channel of communications and resourcing agency 
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between the Department of Defense and the National Guards of the various states, 

territories, and the District of Columbia. 

Office of the Adjutant General (OTAG): The generic title of the state agency in 

each state, territory, and the District of Columbia authorized by the Department of the 

Army to serve as the administrative headquarters of the National Guard within their 

assigned area. 

Signification: The structural features of social systems, drawn upon and 

reproduced by actors in the form of interpretative schemes (Giddens, 1979). 

Social system: A contrived complex pattern of behavior, created by people 

enacting those patterns of behavior (Katz & Kahn, 1978). 

Strong structuration: ―The bridging of concepts between the philosophical and 

substantive levels of structuration to develop not only . . . ‗ontology in general‘ but also 

‗ontology in-situ,’ ontology directed at . . . particular social processes and events in 

particular times and places‖ (Stones, 2005, p. 8). 

Structuration: ―Conditions governing the continuity or transmutation of 

structures, and therefore the reproduction of social systems‖ (Giddens, 1984, p. 25); also, 

―the structuring of social relationships across time and space, in virtue of the duality of 

structure‖ (Giddens, 1984, p. 376).  

Structure: Those actions, decisions, processes, norms, values, and outcomes that 

are accepted and replicated by mutual agreement by the members of that organization. 
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review provides both the theoretical background and current 

scholarly discussions on the major concepts and constructs contained within the body of 

this research. The literature review also serves to bound the research and identifies the 

purpose for selecting the unique set of constructs for inclusion or exclusion during the 

conduct of this research. The literature review is presented by construct and addresses the 

three elements: (1) structuration as the process being investigated, (2) the role of middle 

managers as a networked subsystem of the organization, and (3) organizational change as 

both the stimulus and context. 

Structuration 

―Structure is one of the most important, elusive, and under-theorized concepts of 

the social sciences‖ (Sewell, 1992, p. 1). Sewell said that the concept of structure is 

central to many schools of study, such as structuralism, poststructuralism, and structural 

functionalism, and appears in the natural sciences dating to the 17th and 18th centuries. 

Structure is also used in ―virtually all tendencies of social scientific thought‖ (Sewell, 

1992, p. 1), yet ―no formal definition can succeed in fixing the term‘s meaning‖ (p. 2). 

Sewell pointed out that the term structure, by its very nature, is problematic, in that it 

conjures images of things rigid, unchanging. Sewell offered that structures comprise both 

schemas and resources, that structures are a ―profoundly cultural phenomenon,‖ and that 

structures are dynamic, transformable, and continuously reproducing or transforming.  
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The term structuration (a term he himself called ―unlovely‖) was coined by 

Anthony Giddens. Giddens stated that he needed to develop a term that incorporated the 

duality of structure, not the dualism of structure (1984, pp. xx-xxi). By this distinction, 

Giddens explained that structure defines the actions of the agents in focus and that 

structure is sustained and reinforced by the reflexive actions of those agents. Sewell noted 

that Giddens, ―indicating by this neologism that ‗structure‘ must be regarded as a process, 

not a steady state‖ (Sewell, 1992, p. 4), offered that the theory of structuration continued 

to develop and emerge over the next several years. Structuration, as an overarching 

theory, was presented by Giddens in his 1984 book, The Constitution of Society. In 

presenting structuration, Giddens sought to provide ―an approach to social science‖ and 

―construct sets of stably established generalizations‖ ―that can help order and inform 

processes of inquiry into social life‖ (Preface). It is important to note that in the preface 

to his work, Giddens expressly avoided the term laws for a critical element of 

structuration, and he placed structuration as ―only one among various priorities or aims of 

social theory‖ (Preface). Giddens stated that organizations are sustained through the 

emergent nature of contextually specific outcomes occurring through the reflexive 

process among the agents involved, and these sustained outcomes define the structuration 

process. More simply stated, the structures of organizations are defined by the actions 

and decisions that are implemented by the members of the organization, and they are 

sustained and retained within the organization by common agreement of those involved. 

It is the recursive interacting with the structure by the agents that constitutes 

structuration.  
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A key contribution by Giddens was the proposal of the duality of structure 

(Sewell, 1992; Whittington, 1992; Stones, 2005). He defined this duality as structure 

being both the medium and the outcome of the conduct it recursively organizes; the 

structural properties of social systems do not exist outside of action but are chronically 

implicated in its production and reproduction (Giddens, 1984). 

From this context, the structure of the organization reflects those actions, 

decisions, processes, norms, values, and outcomes that are accepted and replicated by 

mutual agreement by the members of that organization. By agreeing to replicate those 

behaviors and outcomes, the members sustain the organization. Organizational change 

occurs when the members of the organization agree (either tacitly or explicitly) and then, 

by their decisions and actions, replicate different standards, norms, or outcomes that are 

sustained in action.  

Giddens emphasized strongly the duality of structure. It is not possible to separate 

the structure from the agent. It is the structure that defines how its members will act, and 

it is the negotiated action between the members that sustains the organization. From this 

perspective, organizational change occurs when the members of the organization alter the 

agreed-upon structure through demonstrated changes in behavior. Giddens believed that 

the key to understanding social systems is to identify what rules, resources, and actions 

were reproduced over time. He summed this concept by saying, ―Analyzing the 

structuration of social systems means studying the modes in which such systems, 

grounded in knowledgeable activities of situated actors who draw upon rules and 

resources in the diversity of action contexts, are produced and reproduced in interaction‖ 

(Giddens, 1984, p. 25).  
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Critiques and Application of Structuration Theory 

Giddens‘ work has not received universal approval. Structuration as a theory has 

generated a number of critics and criticisms, many dealing with the concept that the 

theory, as postulated by Giddens, lacks the specificity to be applicable at the empirical 

level. Such criticism, however, is not unexpected, for Giddens himself said that 

structuration is not a theory in and of itself, but rather a framework within which 

empirical research would require the lens of other theories working within structuration. 

Giddens referred to structuration as ―abstract and generalized‖ (Giddens & Pierson, 1998, 

p. 295) and did not see ―empirical research into the object-world as the province of 

structuration theory per se‖ (Stones, 2005, p. 35). Early critics sought to minimize the 

contributions of structuration because Giddens himself did little to encourage the 

application of the theory in empirical studies (Stones, 2005).  

This criticism, however, would seem to be unwarranted, as a number of empirical 

studies have been conducted using structuration as the theoretical frame to examine 

organizational processes. Probably most noted is Barley‘s (1986) study on the integration 

of new technologies into two similar hospitals, but a number of more recent studies have 

also been conducted that demonstrate the validity of using structuration as a lens to 

understand the social processes under way during organizational changes, and Stones 

(2005) pointed to several other significant studies using structuration as the theoretical 

lens. Finally, many current research efforts across a wide range of fields demonstrate the 

utility of structuration as a lens for inquiry. 

Morawska (1996) conducted an extensive case study of the Jewish population in a 

small Pennsylvania town in the 50 years ending in 1940. This study served to 
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demonstrate that even absent directive otherwise, the structuration processes within this 

subsystem of a community within Pennsylvania did, through changing roles and 

behaviors, modify the norm of the group and begin the process of significant change in 

the social system. This trend to apply structuration as a theoretical lens to support 

empirical research continues in other unrelated fields. 

In their recent article, Possebon and Pinsonneault (2005) conducted research on 

the frequency with which structuration theory was utilized in the information technology 

field. Their research identified 32 different empirical studies reported in academic 

journals over a 13-year period in which structuration played a key role in the research.  

In his 2005 book, Stones extensively addressed the criticisms of structuration and 

suggested that the major critics, while providing insights into shortcomings of 

structuration for empirical research, failed to demonstrate that ―the moment of 

‗structuration theory‘ passed some time ago . . . [and] . . . its force is only that of a tired 

conventional wisdom‖ (Parker, 2000, as quoted in Stones, 2005, p. 45). Rob Stones 

(2005), a series editor for Traditions in Social Theory, stated that over the years, ―at the 

theoretical level [structuration as presented by Giddens] has been the negative target of 

sustained and detailed criticisms, whilst at the empirical level its history, at least on the 

surface, has been one of overwhelming success‖ (p. 2). 

Strong Structuration 

Stones (2005) presented Giddens‘ work as an operationalized context, both 

addressing Giddens‘ critics and using a series of case studies as examples to demonstrate 

the validity of structuration as a theoretical lens. Both Giddens, in his original work, and 

Stones, in his subsequent operationalization of structuration known as ―strong 
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structuration,‖ focused on interactions as the medium by which organizations are 

sustained and are ultimately altered. Stones indicated that these interactions occur in 

several areas. First, interactions occur between the various members within the 

organization based on personal, professional, and individual relationships. Second, 

interactions occur between the members of the organization and the environment, both 

external to the organization and the element within the organization conducting the 

reflexive actions. Interactions also occur between the situational authority, knowledge, 

and power of the various members (referred to as conjecturally specific knowledge) and 

the general dispositions of the individual and organization, including values and norms. 

Finally, based on the various interactions, the members of the organization agree to 

decisions and actions that either sustain or change the structure of the organization, and 

actions lead to both intended and unintended consequences.  

More simply said, Stones offered that the theoretical constructs of structuration 

can be used to develop empirical information by considering the interactions between the 

agent in focus and internal and external elements. The structuration process is influenced 

by internal and external factors and results in the decisions, actions, and practices of the 

agent in focus, and the results of those decisions, actions, and practices are manifest in 

both intended and unintended consequences. Structuration, then, refers to a social process 

that occurs between interacting individuals, groups, or subgroups of a larger organization 

that is shaped by the social structure of the organization, yet sustains or alters the social 

structure through the reflexive decisions, actions, and outcomes of the agents involved in 

the structuration process. Figure 2-1 represents the four major interactions occurring 
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during the structuration process, a term Stones called the quadripartite nature or cycle of 

structuration, and central to his offering of strong structuration. 

 

 

Figure 2-1. The quadripartite nature of structuration (Stone, 2005). 

The Agents in Focus: Middle Managers 

 The term middle manager leaves much room for interpretation and in current 

literature represents a broad range of roles and responsibilities. At the local fast food 

chain, the middle manager may be the most senior shift person with the ability to open 

the cash register without ringing up a sale, whereas at General Motors, a middle manager 

may be responsible for thousands of employees and millions of dollars of revenue. Given 

this continuum for defining middle managers, it is important to create an understanding 

of what is meant by middle managers and what their role is in organizational change. In 

large organizations, this level is the chain of management that links first-line 

management to top management and has ―direct authority over the operators, and 

embodies the coordinating mechanism that we have called direct supervision‖ 

(Mintzberg, 1979, p. 26). 
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For the purpose of this study, middle managers were defined as members of the 

organization who directly managed one or more first-line managers but were not included 

in the executive-level (strategy-directing) team. Further, to identify middle managers 

within the organization undergoing the transformation, middle managers were identified 

as staff directors who reported directly to a chief of staff and had subordinate first-line 

managers or supervisors who managed the operational core of the organization. 

Middle managers have been identified by previous research as having a wide 

range of responsibilities and roles within an organization. Some of the responsibilities 

identified include translating strategy into operations (Mintzberg, 1980), sustaining and 

maintaining culture in organizations (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004), developing strategy 

(Carney, 2004), leading change from the middle (Beckwith, Glenzer, & Fowler, 2002), 

championing, synthesizing, facilitating, and implementing (Floyd & Lane, 2000; 

Anderson-Ashcraft, 2007), and serving as ―change intermediaries‖ (Balogun, 2003).  

Mintzberg (1980) defined the middle line as ―those managers who sit in a direct 

line of formal authority between the strategic apex and the operating core‖ (p. 323). 

Floyd and Wooldridge (1994, p. 48) stated, ―Middle managers have been seen as part of 

an organization‘s control system. Middle management does things which translate 

strategies defined at higher levels into actions at operating levels.‖ This concept of 

translating strategy into action is further supported by other authors. Nonaka (1988, p. 9) 

said, ―Middle management creates and implements concrete concepts to solve and 

transcend the contradictions arising between what exists at the moment and what 

management hopes to create.‖ Finally, Rouleau (2005, p. 1414) commented, ―Middle 

managers interpret and sell, through their daily activities, strategic change at the 
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organizational interface.‖ Thus, one role of middle managers in organizations is to act as 

the catalyst between strategy and action, between intent and outcome, and between 

concept and production. While the role of middle managers in translating, interpreting, 

and implementing concepts has been well supported, little has been offered that addresses 

middle managers‘ role in shaping transformation. Therefore, the logical next question is 

how middle management influences organizational change. 

Middle Managers’ Role in Strategic Change 

The organizational position of middle managers provides a context and 

operational awareness not normally afforded to top management. Rouleau (2005) stated, 

―Given their hierarchical position, they do not share the same level of consciousness of 

corporate strategy as top managers‖ (p. 1416), and Bower added that ―middle managers 

are the only men (sic) in the organization who are in a position to judge whether 

[strategic] issues are being considered in the proper context‖ (as cited in Wooldridge & 

Floyd, 1990, p. 231). 

Much like their organizational role of interpreting, translating, and implementing 

existing strategies, middle managers have a role in developing strategies. Recent studies 

have identified four key roles of middle management in defining strategy. Each of the 

four roles represents a synthesis of integrative or divergent cognition and upward or 

downward action (Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992, 1994; Anderson-Ashcraft, 2007). Floyd 

and Wooldridge identified these four roles as championing alternatives, facilitating 

adaptability, synthesizing information, and implementing deliberate strategy. Through 

these four roles, middle managers are able to integrate the issues and actions at the front-

line level into the strategy-building process while influencing top management in the 
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shaping of organizational strategy. Thompson, Purdy, and Summers (2008) established a 

five-factor framework for the role of middle managers, with a focus on following and 

championing to top managers, collaborating with peers, and listening to and directing 

subordinates. Middle managers are also facilitating adaptability in strategy development 

while influencing the front-line employees‘ or members‘ implementation of that strategy. 

In his study of Honda Motor Corporation, Nonaka (1988) identified middle 

managers as playing ―a key role in the process of abandoning the old and generating the 

new‖ by ―providing direct information links to top management, transforming top 

management‘s vision into directions for [subordinates‘] activities, and for pursuing the 

creating of meaning; managing ‗chaos‘ and keeping it within tolerable limits; and 

providing the context for integration across specialties‖ (p. 12). Of note, Nonaka 

introduced the concept of ‗middle-up-down management‘ to express the concept that 

middle managers are responsible for influencing information flow up, down, and within 

the organization. 

Some research has identified value in middle managers‘ involvement in not only 

the implementation of strategy, but also the formulation of that transformation strategy. A 

study of 20 companies found that ―middle manager involvement in the formulation of 

strategic decisions was associated with a higher financial performance‖ and ―strategies 

that lack middle management commitment suffer serious implementation problems‖ 

(Floyd & Wooldridge, 1994, p. 49).  

Finally, a Canadian study of organizations in transition due to mergers relied on 

middle managers ―as an agent of change to make sense of, unite, and transmit the 

organization‘s culture‖ (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004, p. 393) and drew on the work of 
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Bennis and the four competencies of managing attention, meaning, trust, and self as well 

as Edgar Schein‘s eight steps to build culture (create a compelling culture; coach and 

provide feedback; be a positive role model; provide opportunities for formal training; 

create in employees a sense that the leaders will allow them to manage and be in control 

of their own processes; create interdepartmental groups and cross-departmental liaisons; 

provide support groups; and align the organization‘s reward and discipline systems with 

the new way of thinking and working) (as cited in Valentino & Brunelle, 2004) to 

identify that middle managers can create a ―pull‖ style of influence to attract people to 

organizational change. 

Understanding Middle Managers’ Role in Supporting Change 

We know, then, that middle managers are responsible for translating, interpreting, 

and implementing strategies. We also know that strategies developed with middle 

managers‘ input have a more positive impact on the organization than strategies 

developed void of middle manager input. The next logical element is to consider what 

factors influence a middle manager‘s decision to support organizational change. Several 

studies have been conducted to identify the role of middle management in influencing 

organizational change, including a number of studies specifically on resistance to change 

(Agocs, 1997; Atkinson, 2005; Pardo del Val & Fuentes, 2003). It is important, however, 

to move beyond simply identifying resistance to change, which normally has a negative 

connotation (Piderit, 2000), to consider the broader issues of clarification of the role of 

middle managers in influencing, positively or negatively, organizational change. 

In her far-reaching article on rethinking resistance to change, Piderit (2000) 

suggested that often resistance to change is motivated by positive intentions designed to 
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protect an organization from a decision that is anticipated to have negative impacts, to 

protect the personal ethical principles of the individual exhibiting resistance, or to deal 

with uncertainty about the future.  

An additional key issue in considering the role of middle managers in influencing 

change is their perception of the congruence between general management and their own 

goals. A 1986 study used the expectancy theory to predict middle management support 

for organizational change and found that middle managers‘ self-interest was a critical 

element in determining likelihood of support for, or intervention in, organizational 

change (Guth & MacMillan, 1986). This study provided strong evidence that middle 

managers have the ability to intervene successfully, both within and outside their 

department, when their interests are at stake. This study provided empirical evidence that 

middle managers‘ commitment for change is essential for success. The study further 

documented that when top management proceeded with change without the commitment 

of middle managers, it ―drastically lowers the efficiency with which the decisions are 

implemented, if it does not completely stop them from being implemented‖ (p. 321). The 

study concluded by stating: 

Middle management self-interest motivates the degree of commitment to strategy 

implementation, so divergence between middle management self-interest and 

organizational interest as perceived by general management is likely to result in 

ineffective strategy implementation, unless it is anticipated and managed carefully 

by general management. (p. 325) 

In her study of a Canadian clothing manufacturer undergoing strategic change, 

Rouleau (2005) sought to identify how middle managers successfully supported the 

programmed change. The research determined that ―the success or failure in strategic 

change depends on how managers interpret and enact the new orientation during their 
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interactions and conversations.‖ The study determined that key to the success of the 

change was the middle managers‘ ability to accomplish both sensemaking (defined as 

how the managers understand, interpret, and create sense for themselves) and sensegiving 

(defined as the attempts of the managers to influence the outcome and communicate their 

thoughts about the change to others) (Rouleau, 2005). Rouleau focused on sensemaking 

at the middle-manager level as a critical aspect of success because, given the hierarchical 

nature of organizations, middle managers do not share the same level of consciousness of 

corporate strategy as the top managers (Floyd & Lane, 2000), and it is that level of 

awareness that is critical in transmitting the organization‘s underlying assumptions, 

beliefs, and values that encourage front-line personnel to embrace or reject organizational 

change. 

Middle Managers and Structuration: How, Not What 

The current literature provides considerable insights into the role of middle 

managers in implementing or conversely resisting directed organizational change. Studies 

continue to add to our knowledge on the role of managers in implementing change 

(Anderson-Ashcraft, 2007; Szabla, 2006; Noether, 2005). The current research and 

literature has focused primarily on the role of middle managers, but little research has 

been done on how middle managers impact that change. 

Considerable literature exists that identifies middle managers as critical to 

successful organizational change (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004; Mintzberg, 1980; Floyd & 

Wooldridge, 1994; Floyd & Lane, 2000; Kraut et al., 2005). This, coupled with the 

extensive literature that identifies organizational change initiatives as highly unsuccessful 

(Grey, 2003; Raps, 2004; Dent & Goldberg, 1999; Atkinson, 2005), suggests that 
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developing a better understanding of how middle managers impact social structures 

within an organization can provide a description of the impacts of the middle manager 

teams‘ interactions on social structures during organizational restructuring. Approaching 

the role of middle managers through the lens of structuration, and more specifically 

strong structuration, provided the researcher the opportunity to investigate how middle 

managers, as a subsystem within the organization, use interactions with external and 

internal elements, individually and at the meso level, to shape decisions, actions, and 

practices that ultimately sustained the current social structure or replaced the social 

structure of the organization in response to changing stimuli.  

As organizations become more complex, they generate ―a plurality of 

subsystems‖ (Whittington, 1992) where individual members and subgroups identify with 

multiple dimensions of internal and external structures. A variety of factors may 

determine subsystems within an organization. Subsystems may be based on specific 

functions in the operation of the system as a whole (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005; 

Whittington, 1992) or on a variety of other discriminators such as culture (Schein, 1990, 

1996), operational roles such as championing alternatives, facilitating adaptability, 

synthesizing information, or implementing deliberate strategy (Floyd & Wooldridge, 

1992), or responsibilities or functions (Mintzberg, 1980).  

Subsystems function within an organization much as the organization functions 

within a larger environment, each with ―objectives and modes of operation. . . . 

Subsystems, faced with their own situated positions, are faced with a variety of 

conflicting possibilities for conduct . . . with no one set of rules able to claim sole right to 

legitimacy and plausibility‖ (Whittington, as quoted in Stones, 2005, p. 105). Stones 
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(2005) offered that ―such networks routinely rely on a mutuality of world views, cultural 

schema, typifications, ethical precepts, principles of solidarity, and so on‖ (p. 106).  

Middle managers, when considered as a team, can be classified as a networked 

subsystem based on Stones‘ (2005) definition of a ―crosscutting overlap between 

dominant or organizational structures‖ (p. 106). Each middle manager maintains a 

functional responsibility to the organization unique from the other, yet as they operate 

collaboratively, they establish that cross-cutting overlap. To understand the role of 

middle managers as a networked subsystem within an organization, it is important to 

recognize how middle managers, as one subsystem, interact with other subsystems and 

the environment external to themselves to influence change in the organization. 

Organizational structure is preserved, enacted, and adapted through the sustained 

interactions within and between subsystems (Stones, 2005; Whittington, 1992; Barley, 

1986). It is through changes in sustained interactions that the social structures of 

organizations, defined as the patterning of interactions and continuity of interaction 

(original emphasis) (Giddens, 1979, p. 62), change. Central to structuration is the need to 

examine these interactions to understand the social processes under way within an 

organization (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Stones, 2005). 

While Giddens discussed interactions in general terms, Stones (2005) identified a 

number of specific interactions accomplished by the agent in focus. He termed his 

approach to operationalize structuration as ―strong structuration.‖ Stones (2005) defined 

strong structuration as ―the bridging of concepts between the philosophical and 

substantive levels of structuration to develop not only . . . ‗ontology in general‘ but also 

‗ontology in-situ,’ ontology directed at . . . particular social processes and events in 
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particular times and places‖ (p. 8). Stones‘ approach to strong structuration provides the 

researcher the tools to move from the general concept of structuration to the actual 

processes under way within a specific situation and points the researcher to specific 

interactions to examine in understanding structuration. 

In his model of strong structuration, Stones addressed networked subsystems and 

identified interactions as occurring between the agents in focus (in this case the middle 

managers as a networked subsystem) and the external environment; interactions between 

the individual members of the network; interactions between the internal structures of the 

agent(s) in focus; and interactions between practices or decisions and outcomes. This 

dissertation explored a government bureaucracy as an organization undergoing a 

transformation with a specific focus on how middle managers as a networked subsystem 

within that organization influence that change through the examination of the dual nature 

of structures on middle managers as the agents in focus. 

Organizational Change 

Organizations have long been recognized as social systems, existing within an 

environment to accomplish common goals (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Hatch, 1997). As a 

social system, organizations are unique in both how they configure and how they respond 

to stimuli. ―Organizations lack a fixed physical structure such as biological and other 

physical systems. Social systems have structure, but it is a structure of events rather than 

physical parts; a structure therefore inseparable from the functioning of the system‖ (Katz 

& Kahn, 1978, p. 67).  

Katz and Kahn also stated that the ―social-psychological bases of social systems 

comprise the role behaviors of members, the norms prescribing and sanctioning these 
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behaviors, and the values in which the norms are embedded‖ (1978, p. 43). This inability 

to separate the structure of the system from the functioning of the system has been 

labeled the ―duality of structure‖ by Giddens (1984, p. 25). It is important to note the 

distinction between ―dualism,‖ reflecting an ‗either-or construct‘ and duality, reflecting 

‗both-and.‘ Giddens explained: 

Analysing the [structure] of social systems means studying the modes in which 

such systems, grounded in the knowledgeable activities of situated actors who 

draw upon rules and resources in the diversity of action contexts, are produced 

and reproduced in interaction. (p. 25) 

Because organizational structures are composed of roles, norms, and values and 

are shaped by social phenomena and events, the speed at which the organization changes 

is significantly faster than that of biological and other physical systems (Porter, 2006). 

Organizations are adaptive systems, so the frequency of change and interaction is likely 

accelerating (McKelvey, 2002; Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). Organizations as social 

systems must constantly adapt to changes in their members, their shared goals and 

outcomes, and their environments. The variation in interactions that define an 

organization in a constantly changing environment allows for a wide range of alternatives 

for studying organizations, and a variety of contexts in which to approach these studies.  

Weick (1979) offered that organizational change occurs through a ―capillary 

process‖ that begins with individuals or subgroups, acting as outliers. As these 

individuals or groups advocate or demonstrate change, they begin to attract increasing 

numbers of organizational members to the change until the center of gravity for an 

organization shifts to the new norm. This would signal that subsystems or individuals 

have the potential to and in reality do influence organizational change, and approaching 

organizational change from a subsystem perspective is a valid approach. Developing a 
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better understanding of how various elements of the organization influence change 

improves our ability to both understand the implications of change on the social system 

of the organization and, from a practical perspective, manage change within 

organizations. 

Coevolution as a Perspective of Change 

Use of the term coevolution to define a process first appeared in the natural 

sciences in 1964 and ―encompassed two notions of interdependency and mutual 

adaptation with the idea that species or organizations evolve in relation to their 

environment, and the environment evolves in relation to them‖ (Porter, 2006, p. 479). 

Coevolution has been increasingly used for social systems. The term is applicable 

whether these entities are organisms or organizations. Coevolution in organizations 

involves multileveled and boundary-crossing interrelationships (Porter, 2006), and the 

coevolution of ―agents, emerging collective structures, and the reciprocal effects of these 

structures on the structuring interactions‖ provides a ―bridging interaction‖ between the 

micro-individual personality and the meso-collective social integrating structure 

(Schwandt, 2007, p. 15). Coevolution is the outcome of the structuration process within 

the organization. 

In organizational studies, ―applying a coevolutionary research approach can 

advance the field of organizational theory significantly‖ (Lewin & Volberda, 2003, as 

cited in Porter, 2006, p. 480) and the ―founders of the Santa Fe Institute . . . argue that 

coevolution is at the root of self-organizing behavior, constant change in systems, the 

production of novel macro structures, and associated nonlinearities‖ (McKelvey, 2002, 

p. 1). While this research did not use coevolution as the primary lens, the linkages 
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between structuration as an active social process and coevolution as an outcome of social 

interaction require that the researcher not lose sight of coevolution as an integrated 

outcome of the interactions and structuration of the middle managers during the 

organizational change. 

The question looms large, however, when considering the key concepts of the 

research framework if sufficient connectivity exists to retain a focus on coevolution when 

the professed primary lens is strong structuration. The linkages are considerable. The use 

of strong structuration at the subsystem level requires investigation of the interactions 

from individual and meso levels simultaneously. The focus on interactions demands 

sensitivity to reciprocal effects. These same demands exist within coevolution. Schwandt 

(2007), when dealing with leadership, identified the coevolutionary nature of human 

processes across two levels of analysis: the individual and the meso level. Further, 

Schwandt identified the interactions between these two levels as bridging interactions. 

McKelvey (2002) provided multilevel coevolution between the micro and macro level. 

These coevolutionary bridging interactions would appear to parallel the individual 

interactions reflected in the research conceptual framework. Strong structuration clearly 

requires the analysis to include the outcomes and effects of the decisions, actions, and 

practices of the agent in focus with the expectation that in addition to desired or planned 

outcomes, structuration also creates unanticipated outcomes. Coevolution ―is reactive. It 

is not predictive as to the specific nature of reactive content‖ (McKelvey, 2002, p. 3); 

therefore, reciprocal changes in social structure generally meet the definition of 

coevolution. 
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Finally, a tenet of structuration is that unintended consequences will trigger the 

structuration process again (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). This reciprocal process is also 

suggested in coevolution. Coevolution in organization ―cascades and non-linearity could 

persist for quite some time‖ (McKelvey, 2002, p. 6). It is this cascading and non-linearity 

of unintended or unanticipated consequences that caused Giddens to posit that 

structuration can only be examined over the passage of time and in the context of time 

and space. 

The inclusion of coevolution in the literature review is intended to identify a 

parallel dialogue that provides additional hermeneutics for analyzing data, especially in 

the context that this research considers, with both micro- and meso-level interactions and 

an anticipated mutual reaction. McKelvey (2002) said that coevolution ―approximates a 

mutual-causal, deviation amplifying, positive feedback process (Maruyama, 1963, as 

quoted by McKelvey, 2002), thus A reacts to B; B reacts to A, the . . . cycle repeats 

indefinitely until some dampening mechanism halts it‖ (p. 1). During the research, if the 

mutual reaction cycle is identified during the structuration process, a language exists 

within coevolution that will offer form to the observations.  
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODS 

An interactionist perspective guided this research. This approach, consistent with 

the conceptual framework and research questions, incorporated both the interpretivist and 

objective perspective, although the primary focus of the research was on social 

interactions. The research utilized an exploratory case study, using qualitative research 

methods to address the research. The use of case study methodology allowed the study of 

a ‗bounded phenomenon,‘ event or action in relation to its specific environment to 

develop an understanding of the nexus, activity, or outcome of that action in relation to 

the environment (Yin, 2003).  

The case study explored how the networked team of middle managers, as the 

agents in focus, faced with a directed mission and structure change within an 

organization, used interactions to shape organizational changes. In accomplishing this 

exploration, the researcher focused specifically on each interaction identified by Stones 

and reflected in the conceptual framework.  

The research question—What is the relationship of the interactions of middle 

managers to sustaining or altering internal social structures during externally mandated 

restructuring in one government agency?—was supported by four sub-questions, each 

geared to one interaction identified in strong structuration. The following sections discuss 

the research site and participants, data collection, data analysis, and issues related to 

trustworthiness and ethics. 
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Research Site and Participants 

The Organization 

A state headquarters office of the National Guard was selected for research for 

three reasons. First, by virtue of reports from the external authority that directed the 

restructuring, this agency had most completely implemented the restructuring and was 

most settled into the new organizational functional alignment and status. Second, 

virtually all of the middle managers in this site were full-time employees, and with the 

exception of three individuals, were still functioning in the same position they maintained 

from the outset, thereby allowing access to an entire networked subsystem. Finally, 

accessibility to the organization and the willingness of the organization to participate in 

the research made it a viable site for selection.  

The organization is chartered and has statutory authority as both a state agency 

and a federal agency, with dual lines of authority and dual resourcing streams. With the 

allocation of one such agency for every state, territory, and the District of Columbia, 

there are 54 agencies with similar responsibilities. The organizational complexity is 

heightened by meeting the requirements as a federal agency, which demands 

organizational and functional structures to meet the federal requirements, but 

simultaneously serving as a state/territory agency, which requires compliance with the 

specific needs and laws of each individual state. This research, while drawing on federal 

documents applicable to all similar agencies, focused on the change in one agency only. 

For the research site, approximately 94% of the resourcing was provided by the 

federal government and the remaining 6% by the state. The organization was organized 

with a state headquarters; two major divisions subordinate to, but co-located with, the 
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headquarters; and approximately 130 field offices. At the time of the study, the 

headquarters, both of the subordinate divisions, and approximately 80% of the field 

offices were undergoing revolutionary change (Gersick, 1991), although the changes at 

the field level were not the result of the same change initiative.  

Only the headquarters was impacted by the externally mandated change that was 

the focus of this dissertation; therefore, this study did not include changes at field office 

locations. The organization had personnel in seven different pay statuses, each with 

discrete personnel rules and position descriptions. The middle managers were represented 

in at least four of the different pay statuses. Essentially all personnel in management 

positions had reached their level of authority within the organization, having generally 

been promoted from field offices, and all had been a member of the organization for at 

least 10 years, often significantly longer. 

The Researcher’s Relation to the Organization 

The researcher has worked in the agency for 23 years, the first 14 years as a 

federal employee and the last 9 as a state employee. Prior to joining this organization, the 

researcher was employed at a similar organization in a different state for 16 years. Of the 

39 years total, 21 years were spent at the field level. The researcher‘s assignment since 

being transferred to the headquarters was as the organizational developer for one of the 

two divisions for 6 years, and the last 9 years as the organizational developer/strategic 

planner for the entire organization. The researcher has served on the national panel to 

develop the change initiative and as the advisor to the top management team on the 

organizational change, but did not have, nor has now, the authority to direct change. By 
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virtue of his assignment, the researcher is a middle manager and therefore would have 

qualified as a participant, but did not provide data to minimize researcher bias. 

Middle Managers at the Research Site 

The focus of the research was on middle managers, defined as ―those managers 

who sit in a direct line of formal authority between the strategic apex and the operating 

core‖ (Mintzberg, 1980, p. 323). Within the study site, these positions were identified as 

directors, the senior leader/manager of a directorate. At the research site, directors were 

generally graded as colonels and were one rank subordinate to a general. The role of 

directors is to provide overall management and leadership for a wide functional area 

under the general guidance of a general officer. Directors generally manage their own 

budgets, supervise all subordinate personnel, and prioritize work effort and are solely 

responsible for major elements of production within the organization. 

Within a typical military organization, directors lead staff functions and respond 

directly to the commander. In service-specific organizations such as Army (G staff) or 

Air Force (A staff) commands, typical directors exist for G1/A1, personnel; G2/A2, 

intelligence, G3/A3, operations; and G4/A4, logistics. In some cases directorates also 

exist for planning and interagency coordination. In a joint activity, directorates are 

doctrinally standardized and are organized as J1, joint personnel; J2, joint intelligence; 

J3, joint operations; J4, joint logistics; J5, joint plans and strategy; J6, joint computers, 

communications, and information systems; J7, joint training and exercises; J8, resource 

management and the personal and special staff of the commander. 

Since the transformation used as the trigger for this research involved 

establishment of a joint activity, including a joint staff where one had not previously 
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existed, unless the transformation directly impacted the service-specific staff, they were 

not included as participants. The model presented does allow for changes to occur in the 

social structure of an organization independent of the directed change as a normal 

response to changes in the operating environment or other factors, so to avoid confusing 

non-related change with the stimuli used for the study, those not involved in the directed 

change were not included. This decision was based on the premise that if no change was 

anticipated within their sphere of operations, the structuration process would primarily 

represent sustaining an agreed structure and process or responding to stimuli different 

than the scope of this research. Conversely, for the directors directly impacted by the 

creation of a joint staff, considerable structuration would be evident. This supposition 

was supported by reviewing historical and archival documentation for the service-specific 

divisions. 

Participant Selection and Characteristics 

The interviews were conducted with all available middle managers whose 

functional areas had been either directly or indirectly impacted by the directed 

restructuring. Within the joint staff, the potential pool of participants numbered 13, with 

eight primary staff, four special/personal staff, and one staff position within a service 

division that was directly impacted by the transformation. Exclusion criteria included 

being in the position less than 1 year, being transferred out of the position for more than 1 

year, and lack of consent. Of the 13 potential participants, five were eliminated: one 

director who had not held the position for over a year, one director who deployed for duty 

overseas before completion of the research, the researcher, one director who opted out of 

the project, and one director who was reassigned as the data collection began and was 
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unavailable during the data-gathering phase (1). The remaining eight directors, after 

completing informed consent forms (see Appendix A), participated fully in interviews, 

peer reviews, member checks, and follow-up interviews and discussions as the research 

continued.  

The experience and careers of the participants did not vary considerably, as 

essentially every director had achieved a senior position within a closed system. It is not 

probable to be selected for a position at the colonel level without having first been 

promoted through the ranks from junior officers. Additionally, the typical career path 

demands minimum times of service in each intervening rank; therefore, promotion to 

colonel requires many years of experience. 

There were some marked differences in the participants, primarily related to 

previous assignments and experience. Some participants either had served or were 

serving in a branch of service other than the Army. The technical assignments ranged 

from infantry officer to engineer and aviators. Some participants were from professional 

backgrounds, such as lawyers, while others had highly technical backgrounds such as 

aviators or navigators. No data were gathered on gender, race, or ethnicity, as it was not 

germane to the research. Throughout the dissertation, all participants are referred to with 

the masculine pronouns of he, him, and his for the sake of simplicity. The experience of 

the participants is summarized in Table 3-1. The participant number reflects the order in 

which the participant was interviewed. Participant 4 was deployed before completing the 

research, so data reflective of that participant was removed from the project and not 

considered in the findings. 

 



44 

Table 3-1 

Participants’ Length of Service at the Time of the Interview 

Participant 

Years of experience 

In the 

military  

In this 

organization 

At headquarters 

office 

As a 

director 

P1 27 25 10 2 

P2 27 14 12 3 

P3 29.5 25 18 2.5 

P5 20 10.5 4.5 1.5 

P6 27 27 23 4 

P7 20 10.5 4.75 1.5 

P8 40 32 11 4 

P9 19 19 16 3 

Average 26.2 20.4 12.4 2.7 

 

Data Collection 

The research was conducted using interviews, historical documents, archival 

documents, and observations. The researcher sought to capture both the objective data 

that influenced the middle managers and the change process, as well as the subjective 

actions and outcomes of the interactions by middle managers. All data were subject to 

triangulation, member checks, and peer review.  

Interviews 

Interviews were scheduled based on the availability of both the participant and the 

researcher and were held in the participant‘s office or another location chosen by the 

participant. Interviews lasted 60 to 90 minutes and were recorded with the participant‘s 

permission and later transcribed. All interviews were conducted between January 2009 

and March 2009.  

The researcher utilized an interview protocol developed by Yin (2003) that 

addresses the primary elements of the case study. The use of this protocol was intended to 
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ensure the case study remained focused on the purpose defined by the research question. 

In addition, the protocol contained both the instrument and the general rules of the study. 

Finally, the protocol was intended to substantiate the reliability of the case study by both 

guiding the researcher and informing the reader.  

The research for each interaction was supported by a series of open-ended 

interview questions. The interview questions were intended to draw from each middle 

manager his perspective on each of the interactions identified by Stones‘ framework. As 

anticipated, the responses to interview questions generated follow-up questions. The 

nature of the dialogue, while covering each of the interview questions, resulted in each 

interview reflecting the unique issues and recollections of the subject; therefore, no two 

interviews were identical. The researcher allowed the impacts of interactions to emerge 

from the responses. Initially, it was anticipated that the open-ended interview process 

would cause additional questions, and this proved to be accurate. As additional questions 

emerged within the scope of the interaction, they were recorded and provided to previous 

interviewees through follow-up interviews to ensure that like interviews occurred for 

every agent in focus. The interactions, sub-questions, interview questions, and probes are 

reflected in Table 3-2. 
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Table 3-2 

Interview Questions and Probes 

Interaction 

Research sub-

question Interview question Probes 

Agent in situ 

and external 

environment 

What were the 

interactions among 

middle managers and 

the environment 

external to their team 

during organizational 

change? 

 Please describe how 

you interacted with 

elements other than 

directors inside and 

outside the 

organization during 

the transformation. 

 How did those 

interactions change 

over time? 

 If these interactions 

changed, can you 

describe how and 

why they changed? 

 How did middle 

managers define 

their environment?  

 How did they 

interact with their 

defined element?  

 What were the 

perceived results 

of the 

interactions?  

 Did any elements 

of the 

environment 

change over time?  

 If so, how?  

Conjecturally 

specific 

knowledge 

and general 

dispositions 

of the 

organization 

What were the 

interactions between 

the personal knowledge 

and authority inherent 

in the middle 

managers‘ position and 

the values and norms of 

the organization during 

the organizational 

change? How were 

those interactions 

shaped by the 

mandated 

organizational change? 

 Please describe how 

the norms and values 

of the organization 

either supported or 

conflicted with your 

role as a middle 

manager. 

 How did you deal 

with disconnects or 

conflicts? Can you 

give me examples? 

 Were there 

situations where 

the norms and 

values of the 

organization were 

in conflict with the 

specific skills, 

knowledge, 

authorities, and 

power of the 

middle managers 

as individuals? As 

a group?  

 If so, how did you 

deal with that 

difference?  

Internal 

structures of 

the middle 

managers and 

their actions 

and practices 

What were the actions 

and practices adopted 

by middle managers 

that influenced the 

organizational change? 

What was their 

interpretation of their 

actions? 

 Please describe how 

your personal 

knowledge, position, 

and the norms of the 

organization shaped 

your actions and 

practices in relation 

to this 

 Did you find your 

personal 

knowledge to be 

helpful in shaping 

how you would 

act or what you 

would do? 
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Interaction 

Research sub-

question Interview question Probes 

transformation.  Did this change 

over time?  

 If so, how?  

 From your 

perspective, was 

this the same for 

most or all middle 

managers? 

Middle 

managers‘ 

actions and 

practices and 

the roles and 

social 

structures of 

the 

organization 

How did the actions 

and practices of middle 

managers shape the 

outcome(s) of the 

organizational 

restructuring? 

 What did you do to 

influence the 

transformation to 

joint force 

headquarters? Why? 

 How did your actions 

change as a result of 

the transformation? 

Why? 

 Did the transition 

change the routines 

you use in 

accomplishing your 

tasks? 

 Did your role as a 

middle manager 

change over time 

as the department 

implemented the 

organizational 

change?  

 Do you believe the 

middle managers 

influenced the 

outcome of the 

change initiative? 

If so, how?  

 Were there 

changes in how 

middle managers 

interacted with 

each other? With 

their environment? 

If so, what were 

the changes and to 

what do you 

attribute those 

changes?  

 Were there any 

changes that you 

didn‘t expect or 

that surprised 

you? If so, what 

were they and to 

what do you 

attribute the 

unanticipated 

changes? 
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 The level of analysis and level of data gathering were limited to a subsystem 

within a larger organization and limited to micro- and meso-level analysis. Additionally, 

the directed organizational change placed a number of new members in the position of 

middle managers, so there was divergence of experience operating at the middle-manager 

level. In contrast, all of the middle managers, whether new to this subsystem of the 

organization or long established as a middle manager, were undergoing the same 

organizational restructuring simultaneously. 

The interview questions were developed to be sufficiently broad to allow the 

subjects to fully explain and interpret the interactions from their own experience. The 

researcher took considerable care to not allow the broad nature of the question to prevent 

the subjects from understanding the question, nor to inadvertently steer the discussion to 

a preconceived response through discussions or follow-up questions. Given the broad 

context of each question, considerable data were collected and extensive application of 

member checks and peer review was necessary to ensure the researcher fully understood 

the interactions from the perspective of the subject. 

Archival and Historical Documents 

The use of archival and historical documents provided the researcher access to 

much of the objective data that formed elements of the duality of structuration. A 

distinction is made between these two types of documents to identify source documents 

that supported the structuration process and those that recorded completed decisions, 

actions, or directives.  

Archival documents are official documents that reflect formal directives, 

approvals, and decisions that were implemented. Archival documents may have related to 
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this specific organization only or all similar organizations. Archival documents were 

identified in three main categories: instructional and decisional documents that 

transmitted directives and instructions from senior leadership; source documents that 

were applicable to other organizations that could be reasonably assumed to be relevant to 

this organization; and those that reflected changes that had been implemented within the 

research location.  

During the interview process, many references related to ―doctrine‖ and ―joint 

doctrine.‖ (Rather than serving as a hard and fast rule, military doctrine is a guide to 

action for contributing to operations and battles, and it provides a common frame of 

reference for different military branches.) These references precipitated a systematic 

review of a variety of official publications by the Department of Defense that related to 

joint headquarters, joint operations, and specifically joint operations in civil support, an 

area of primary focus for this organization. Documents that established doctrine from 

either the Department of Defense or the headquarters that directed the transformation 

were considered archival as well as the approved decisions in response to those 

directives. A listing of the archival documents is included at Table B-1. 

Historical documents included work papers, briefings, and information papers 

prepared in support of decisions, as well as records of work in progress. In many cases 

the historical documents reflected interim staff work and processes that served as 

exemplars of the structuration and capillary change process in action. Historical 

documents did not always result in the development of a decision and therefore were not 

always tied to an archival document. A complete listing of historical documents reviewed 

is included at Table B-2. 
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The combination of the archival and historical documents provided insights into 

the objective aspects of the structuration process. Conducting an analysis of these 

documents provided documentation of evolving roles for middle managers and supported 

or challenged assertions that arose during the interview process. 

Observations 

In addition to interviews, the researcher observed various meetings and exchanges 

within the organization. The observations sought to identify where the norms reflexively 

practiced differed from stated or published practices or where changes in social structures 

could be identified. While there were a few examples where observations varied from 

stated actions, none were substantial. The list of formal observations is included in Table 

B-3. 

Data Analysis 

As shown in Table 3-3, the data analysis began with consideration of the pilot 

interviews, continued through several stages of coding, which was verified by both the 

participants and peers, and was completed with pattern matching.  
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Table 3-3 

Coding Sequence 

Developmental phase 

of analytic framework Explanation 

1. January 2008, 

following the data 

collection for the 

pilot study 

No preconceived coding scheme was developed; rather, open 

coding was used to support findings from the literature 

review. The coding of the pilot interviews resulted in 

identification of 10 potential codes. These codes were 

preserved but not used in the initial coding of the actual 

research. 

2. March 2009, initial 

codes based on 

Giddens‘/ Stones‘ 

model of 

structuration, which 

was used as the 

theoretical lens  

This coding was employed to track the ―modalities‖ (Giddens, 

1979, p. 81) to verify the lens of structuration. These codes 

were eventually linked as a family of codes for analysis. 

3. April-June 2009, 

open coding 

Open coding was used to begin to operationalize the feedback 

from the participants. This round of coding was used simply 

to memo thoughts and ideas as they emerged and to identify 

themes and concepts independent of the specific research 

questions. During this phase, a total of 20 codes emerged, 

some of which linked to the specific research questions and 

some of which served to identify issues of significance to the 

participants that helped frame their response in relation to the 

research question. 

4. June-July 2009, 

coding for the 

research questions 

specifically 

Following the open coding, the data were coded specific to 

each of the research questions to link specific responses to 

specific questions. Additionally, analysis was conducted to 

identify common links between theoretical, operational, and 

research question code patterns. 

5. August-September 

2009, member 

checks 

The results of the researcher coding were provided to the 

participants so they could validate that the coding was in 

concert with the intent of their responses to the interview 

questions. 

6. September-October 

2009, peer review 

The result of the coding, as reviewed by the participants, was 

provided to peers for review and comment. The peers were 

provided three documents: the list of codes that had emerged 

during the coding process; the interviews absent any 

identifying information; and the interviews as coded by the 

researcher. 

7. October-December 

2009, analysis 

The results of the data collection, coding, and validating were 

analyzed using most reasonable pattern matching. 

8. January-February 

2010 

Verification of links between codes and research questions 
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Coding 

Data were coded using Atlas.ti to facilitate analysis. An open coding process was 

used, with codes emerging from the data; the exception was the three codes specifically 

linked to structuration. The codes identified during the analysis are reflected in Table 3-4. 

Of note, the codes legitimation, signification, and domination reflect Giddens‘ ‗structures 

within knowledgeability‘ and therefore were effective in evaluating the role of the theory 

of structuration in the change process.  

Each coded transcript was provided to the interviewee with a list of the codes to 

allow the interviewee to validate that the researcher correctly identified the theme and 

context of the comment, theme, or quote. 

 

Table 3-4 

Codes That Emerged During Analysis 

Code Explanation/description 

Legitimation An interaction or decision based within the norms and values of the 

organization and therefore considered ‗legitimate‘ to the agents 

Missteps Discovery that a selected or directed change was ineffective or 

counterproductive, with amendment of the change action  

Peer interaction Interaction between the majority of the middle management team 

specifically related to the transformation 

External interaction Interaction between the middle management team and external 

elements, either outside the organization or outside the middle 

management team, specifically related to the transformation 

Indicator of change Description of a change in the structure of the organization 

Unanticipated 

outcome 

An outcome of actions taken or decisions made in response to the 

directed change that was later discovered to be ineffective or 

counterproductive 

Understanding 

desired outcomes 

Situations where, in advance of action, the participant knew the 

outcome desired by external authorities 

Response to external 

stimuli 

Interactions initiated by middle managers in response to stimuli from 

external elements, either outside the organization or outside the 

middle management team, specifically related to the transformation 
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Code Explanation/description 

Signification Impact of the conjecturally specific knowledge of one of the parties 

to the exchange; based on the experience or background of the 

individual, the decision or action was considered ‗significant‘ to the 

agents 

Superior/ 

subordinate 

interaction 

Individual interaction between the participant and an individual 

senior or subordinate to the participant 

Experience Impact of past experience on shaping response to the directed change 

Attitudes Impact of attitude positively or negatively affecting the 

transformation 

Authority to act Acknowledgment (independent of a directed question) of acting 

within one‘s own authority 

Cause and effect Identification of specific relationships between an action and an 

outcome related to the transformation 

Action by superior Ascribing an action from a superior to the entire organization or the 

middle management team as a group 

Actions by directors Ascribing an action or decision to the directors as the middle 

management team in response to the directed change 

Anticipated outcome Acknowledgment (independent of a directed question) that the 

outcome achieved was what had been expected 

Directors push back Tacit or explicit actions on the part of the directors, as a middle 

management team, to resist a directed action 

Domination Influence of the allocation of resources or other factors such as 

authority on an outcome 

Environmental 

awareness 

Influence of the operational environment external to the middle 

management team as a group 

Coevolution 

indicator 

An interdependency and mutual adaptation between the middle 

management team or organization and the external environment 

Communications Interpersonal communications adversely impacting the 

transformation effort  

Directors as center 

of gravity 

The directors as leading transformation independent of external 

directive or authority 

 

Table 3-5 reflects both the frequency and distribution of the various codes by 

participant, for the sole purpose of demonstrating the distributed source of codes in 

support of the findings provided by this research. Quantitative analysis was not 

conducted on the basis of either frequency or distribution of these codes.  
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Table 3-5 

Frequency and Distribution of Codes 

Code 

Participant 

Total P1 P2 P3 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 

Legitimation 21 21 19 15 10 12 6 1 105 

Missteps 0 9 0 4 4 1 6 3 27 

Peer interaction 9 8 11 5 22 5 2 5 67 

External interaction 9 1 5 4 4 3 6 2 34 

Indicator of change 21 12 11 9 21 8 7 10 99 

Unanticipated outcome 1 3 3 2 4 2 1 1 17 

Understanding desired outcome 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 6 

Response to external stimuli 8 2 0 2 5 3 2 3 25 

Signification 7 5 11 11 1 4 6 0 45 

Superior/subordinate interaction 2 2 4 4 6 2 6 4 30 

Experience 5 9 3 4 6 2 0 3 32 

Attitudes 3 6 5 8 6 0 9 1 38 

Authority to act 1 3 0 3 1 1 2 2 13 

Cause and effect 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 5 

Action by superior 2 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 13 

Actions by directors 0 0 5 10 11 4 12 11 53 

Anticipated outcome 2 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 9 

Directors push back 2 1 5 3 0 0 3 0 14 

Domination 8 8 4 8 5 9 4 1 47 

Environmental awareness 2 2 0 3 1 0 1 0 9 

Coevolution indicator 9 2 5 1 2 0 2 1 22 

Communications 0 2 0 4 2 1 1 1 11 

Directors as center of gravity 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 4 

TOTAL 115 106 92 106 115 61 79 51 725 

 

Linking Codes to the Research Questions 

Codes were linked to research questions through two phases. Once the codes 

emerged, the aggregate information was reviewed to assess the emerging themes in light 

of the research questions. That initial review validated the interview questions and that 

the emerging codes could be reasonably linked to the research questions. Following 

member checks and preparation of the initial draft of the dissertation, the researcher 

completed an analysis to match the findings to the research questions to ensure the initial 

linking of codes to research questions was valid.  
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The analysis identified that on many occasions, codes occurred in support of more 

than one research sub-question. For example, indicator of change appeared in support of 

all research questions. There was, however, in each case, a strong link between codes and 

a primary research question. Table 3-6 represents the primary link between the code that 

emerged and the research question. The three codes linked to structuration were not 

linked to research questions. 

 

Table 3-6 

Codes Linked to Research Questions 

Code (frequency) 

SQ1. 

Interactions 

among middle 

managers and 

the environment 

external to their 

team during 

organizational 

change 

SQ2. 

Interactions 

between the 

personal 

knowledge 

and authority 

of middle 

managers 

and the 

organization’s 

values/norms 

SQ3. Actions 

and practices 

adopted by 

middle 

managers that 

influenced the 

organizational 

change 

SQ4. How 

actions and 

practices of 

middle 

managers 

shaped the 

outcome(s) of 

the 

organizational 

restructuring 

Legitimation (105)     

Missteps (27)    X 

Peer interaction (67)   X  

External interaction (34) X    

Indicator of change (99)    X 

Unanticipated outcome (17)    X 

Understanding desired 

outcome (6) 

   X 

Response to external stimuli 

(25) 
X    

Signification (45)     

Superior/subordinate (30) X    

Experience (32)  X   

Attitudes (38)   X  

Authority to act (13)  X   

Cause and effect (5)    X 

Action by superior (13) X    

Actions by directors (53)   X  

Anticipated outcome (9)    X 

Directors push back (14)   X  

Domination (47)     

Environmental awareness (9) X    

Coevolution indicator (22)    X 

Communications (11)   X  

Directors as center (4)  X   
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Linking Codes to the Theory of Structuration 

Both Giddens (1979, 1984) and Stones (2005) offered that the participants within 

an organization will rely on three modes of structuration—legitimation, signification, and 

domination—in producing or reproducing the social structures in that organization. The 

conceptual frame presented here anticipated three key elements within the organization, 

including interactions, actions and practices, and outcomes. An analysis was conducted to 

identify potential patterns between the three modes of structuration and the key elements 

within the organization. As with the links between codes and research questions, 

frequently one data point related to more than one element of the organization. For 

example, a single data point that addressed domination may have reflected both 

interactions within the organization and a defined outcome. The frequency that related 

modes of structuration matched to effects of structuration is reflected in Table 3-7. 

 

Table 3-7 

Frequency of Modes of Structuration and Key Elements Within the Social Structure 

Code (frequency) Interaction  Social structure Outcome 

Legitimation (105) 35 28 39 

Signification (45) 17 11 12 

Domination (47) 16 13 18 

Total (197) 68 52 69 

 

It is important to note that raw numbers presented in this chapter were intended to 

represent not an analysis, but rather the distribution of raw data in preparation for the 

presentation and analysis of that data in chapter 5.  

Pattern Matching 

Internal validity (Yin, 2003) was accomplished by pattern matching. Based on 

Giddens‘ (1984) supposition that through examining interactions within a social system, 
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the process of structuration would be evident, interactions were identified as the 

independent variable and the research considered the three interactions of peer, external, 

and subordinate/superior to identify patterns. An analysis of the patterns of code 

frequency identified a strong link between interactions and indicators of change and a 

somewhat weaker yet significant pattern between interactions and actions by directors. 

Table 3-8 reflects both the original frequency of the code and the frequency of a pattern 

emerging between two codes. 

 

Table 3-8 

Pattern Matching Matrix 

Code 

Code (original frequency) [pattern matched] 

Total 

Peer 

interaction 

(67) [35] 

External 

interaction 

(34) [16] 

Superior/subordinate 

interactions 

(30) [16] 

Legitimation 1   1 

Missteps   1 1 

Peer interaction  1 4 5 

External interaction 1   1 

Indicator of change 14 11 5 30 

Unanticipated outcome  1  1 

Understanding desired  

outcome 

    

Response to external stimuli 1 1  2 

Signification     

Superior/subordinate  4   4 

Experience     

Attitudes 2   2 

Authority to act   1 1 

Cause and effect     

Action by superior     

Actions by directors 6  5 11 

Anticipated outcome     

Directors push back 1   1 

Domination     

Environmental awareness     

Coevolution indicator 2 2  4 

Communications 2   2 

Directors as center 1   1 
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Trustworthiness 

The use of member checks for interview data and triangulation between multiple 

types of data, including archival and historical data and interviews as well as 

observations, increased the study‘s ―truth value‖ (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 290). The 

research focused on the validity, the reliability, and the objectivity and paid specific 

attention to avoiding researcher bias. 

Validity was established by incorporating peer review of coding by independent 

researchers familiar with the research process but not the research site. Fellow students, 

some of whom had completed their defense, volunteered to review the researcher‘s 

coding process. In addition, the coding process was presented to the dissertation 

committee during the conduct of the research for oversight and direction. The extent to 

which this research can establish external validity is limited by the single site nature of 

the inquiry. The potential exists that the constructs tested were specific to this single 

group, which would therefore limit the ability to presume a causal relationship that could 

be generalized to different settings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The intent, however, of this 

research was not to develop findings that are generalizable but rather to examine the 

structuration processes in one specific setting and organization. The extent to which the 

results are transferable, given the ‗in situ‘ nature of the research, is limited to the use of 

strong structuration and the research model in other organizational settings. 

Reliability of the research protocols was established through careful adherence to 

the approved methodology and verification that the data collected from each participant 

reflected a consistent level of understanding and participation. Although the researcher 
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was prepared to deal with large disparities in content or context during interviews and 

other data gathering, no such disparities were evident.  

Objectivity was maintained through three key elements. First, member checks by 

participants were used to reduce the potential for researcher bias or interjection of 

individual subject data. Second, as the researcher served as a member of the population, 

he was not interviewed, nor were his data included in the coding to avoid undue 

individual influence. Finally, the review of findings and data by the dissertation 

committee provided an additional assurance of objectivity.  

Avoiding Researcher Bias 

A six-step process was employed to avoid researcher bias. The process was 

designed and implemented to minimize the potential that personal experience or 

preconceptions would color the outcome of the research. The process was followed 

throughout the conduct of the research and was provided to the independent individuals 

conducting the peer review as background to sensitize them to the potential for any bias.  

The first step in avoiding researcher bias was the development of the interview 

protocol, including the probes, as open-ended questions. Each question was developed 

and delivered as an inquiry with no inference. When additional information was 

requested, the researcher response was ―Can you tell me more about that?‖ or ―I am not 

sure what you meant by that. Could you elaborate?‖ Extra care was taken to avoid 

leading questions, and even when personal previous experience would indicate that the 

participant could provide additional information on an issue, if left unidentified by the 

participant, it was not asked or identified to avoid the potential to steer or shape the 
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interview. This step created a research protocol that was as devoid of personal inference 

or impact as possible.  

The second step to avoid researcher bias was the conscious decision to not code 

any interviews until all interviews were completed. Each interview was completed as if it 

were the first one in the data gathering process, and then it was set aside. No comments 

or issues raised in one interview were carried into a subsequent interview, and no attempt 

was made to identify themes or threads during the interview process. This step created 

eight individual interviews, each independent of the others as raw data sources. 

The third step was to complete open coding of all interviews at the conclusion of 

the last interview. This process allowed the emergence of codes based on the input of the 

participants. The coding was understandably an incremental development process with 

multiple iterations, which involved returning often to the interview to confirm context or 

content. This step created both a list of codes that emerged from the data, and then also a 

coding of each of the interviews to the list of codes independent of any analysis of 

meaning. 

The fourth step was the identification and verification of themes and patterns 

within the various interviews and codes. This process included both pattern matching and 

distribution. The nature of the research, which focused on interactions, demanded that for 

an issue to be considered a theme, it needed to be raised by multiple agents within the 

research population. The use of pattern matching allowed the identification of similar 

themes across the interview proceedings, for if more than one participant linked code X 

to theme Y, a review of the interview data and codes sought to identify additional 

examples of the theme by linking back to the underlying code. This step in the process 
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created a group of themes and concepts that emerged from the input of the participants 

and that could be tracked backward through the coding directly to the interviews. 

The fifth step in the protocol was to review historical and archival documents. 

This review was not accomplished prior to the previous steps to avoid creating 

preconceived concepts on outcome. The review of documents sought to identify 

documented, independent corroboration of the themes and patterns that had emerged 

from the interview process. This step provided the researcher confidence in the accuracy 

of the interview process and established outcomes that should be evident in observations. 

The final step in the process was to review field notes from the observations to 

confirm that the impacts on the social structures that had been identified in the interviews 

and recorded in historical documents had been manifest in the organization. 

The development of this six-step protocol intended to minimize researcher bias. 

The adherence to the protocol was instrumental in allowing the researcher to maintain the 

detachment necessary to remain independent of the participants. The decision to not 

move forward in the research until the previous step had been satisfied minimized the 

potential that the personal or professional experience of the researcher colored the 

findings of this research. 

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions 

Before the research began, the entire proposal, as approved by the research 

committee, was presented to the institutional review board for approval. This research did 

not include medical, psychological, or physical testing or evaluation or active 

interventions with the participants. The purpose of the research was to obtain an 

understanding of interactions that were occurring normally in an organizational change 
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setting, and while the potential existed for the research to inadvertently alter the ongoing 

protocols in the organization (the Hawthorne effect), the passive nature of the inquiry 

sought to minimize this possibility. 

Every participant was advised that this research was being conducted as part of a 

dissertation. They were advised that the information would not be attributed individually, 

nor would their personal or specific information be published or distributed except 

without attribution to substantiate any findings of the research. Every participant was 

offered access to the final dissertation prior to submission for defense. All interview notes 

were secured, and identifying information was redacted or destroyed as soon as the 

research project was complete. All participants were informed of their right to refuse 

participation initially or to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. As 

previously stated, one potential participant declined to participate, and one was 

withdrawn due to mobilization. Although the community was small, care was taken to 

not reveal any information on individuals‘ participation or non-participation, and all 

information necessary to establish the validity of the research was aggregated for 

reporting purposes.  
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CHAPTER 4: 

CONTEXT 

This chapter reflects the context in which the organization operated as it 

responded to the directed change and describes the external factors that influenced the 

overall outcome independent of the mandated change. This chapter is intended to 

acknowledge and individuate the impacts of interactions by middle managers and the 

influence of those interactions on the organizational change occurring as a result of the 

external mandate and the influences on the ultimate change influenced by external and 

environmental factors exclusive of the mandate.  

The context in which the research was conducted is critical, for a key element of 

structuration is the ontology ‗in situ‘ or within the context of the organization at the time 

of the research. To establish the contextual framework for the results, this chapter 

addresses five key aspects that shaped the knowledgeability and interactions of the 

middle managers, including the organization, the mandated transformation, the leadership 

to which the middle managers responded, external factors influencing the organization, 

and the process of transformation itself. 

The Organization 

The research site was the state headquarters for the National Guard, which has 

existed for over 150 years. The organization was initially created as a state entity and 

remained primarily a state agency until 1903 when the Dick Act (Militia Act of 1903 [32 

Stat. 775]) gave the organized militia of the states federal status and required them to 

conform to Regular Army organization within 5 years. With the arrival of federal status 
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for the organized militia came the dual status of both a state and federal entity for the 

state headquarters. The organization remained as such, funded primarily by the U.S. 

Army, with some funding from the state until the formation of the U.S. Air Force in 

1947. At that time, the state headquarters was required to expand its focus to include not 

only the U.S. Army focus established in 1903, but also to maintain a U.S. Air Force focus 

in oversight of the Air National Guard units (see Figure 4-1).  

 

 

Figure 4-1. Organization prior to transformation (until 2000). 

 

The primary mission of the headquarters was to oversee the training and readiness 

of the Army National Guard and the Air National Guard for their federally assigned 

missions. A secondary federal mission was to serve as a coordinating headquarters in the 

event of large-scale mobilization of forces to respond to a wartime deployment (Federal 

Authorization Documents). Because the headquarters also has a state nexus, it serves as 

the command and control headquarters during times of natural and manmade disasters 

and when the governor has ‗called out the Guard.‘ Of note, during the times the Guard is 

called to respond to disasters, unless mobilized under federal control, it remains under the 

control of the governor of the state, and therefore operating costs are borne by the state, 

not the federal government.  
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While the research did not focus on the elements subordinate to the state 

headquarters, these factors cannot be ignored in understanding the role and mission of the 

research site. The purpose for the state headquarters, prior to the transformation, was 

inextricably linked to the subordinate units within the state; therefore, acknowledging the 

subordinate elements places elements of the state headquarters in context. 

Prior to the directed transformation, the organization could be best described as 

three collocated entities (with the level of collocation individual to each state) loosely 

coupled but predominantly independent organizations. While this description is not 

statutorily accurate, it is functionally correct. The largest entity of the three was the Army 

National Guard. The resourcing of the Army National Guard had undergone significant 

reductions in the 8 years prior to the announced transformation. During that 8-year 

period, while the size of the Army National Guard assigned to the state did not 

substantially change, the available manpower at the state headquarters from the U.S. 

Army was reduced over 50%. In addition to the reductions in available manpower to the 

state headquarters, the mission requirements had exploded in response to high levels of 

mobilizations and deployments of forces following the events of 9/11. At the beginning 

of the transformation, the Army Guard represented 72% of all forces in the state, and the 

Army resourced 65% of all positions within the actual research site. 

The second entity within the site is the Air National Guard. The Air National 

Guard represents approximately 22% of the total force within the state but only resources 

7% of the staffing at the headquarters. This disparity is primarily caused by the 

divergence from the Army Guard model, where the state headquarters serves as a 

command and control entity, whereas in the Air National Guard the local command 
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exercises much more authority and the state headquarters primarily coordinates and 

provides limited oversight. The Air National Guard component of the state headquarters 

has remained essentially stable and has not experienced the dramatic reductions in 

staffing apportioned to the Army National Guard, although it has experienced a similar 

increase in deployments following 9/11. 

The third entity within the state headquarters is the resources and personnel that 

are funded by the state. The state provides resourcing to the headquarters to sustain the 

state agency portion of the organization and to maintain the capability for timely response 

to emergencies and disasters. Because the state can draw on the federally funded 

resources on a reimbursable basis, the larger function of state resources is to plan, 

coordinate, and manage responses. Therefore the state funds about 27% of the manpower 

requirements for the headquarters but maintains about 4.5% of the total structure of the 

overall organization. 

At the time of the directed transformation, several disparate factors were 

impacting the research site. The headquarters had completed the reductions in manpower 

resourcing that had been directed by the Army prior to 9/11, and the Army was 

contemplating further reductions to release manpower spaces dedicated to the state 

headquarters for additional deployable units. The workload for the headquarters had 

increased considerably to support the various deployments by both Army and Air 

National Guard units. The headquarters had been assigned responsibility to provide 

increased security at airports and other sites of national interest, and the federal 

government was developing national response plans that exponentially increased the 

expectations of the Guard. At the state level, the experience of the state headquarters in 
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response planning and integration of multiple organizations into coordinated efforts 

placed considerable demands on the agency to participate in and support the planning by 

other agencies. 

The operational situation facing the research site at the commencement of the 

transformation included an out-of-date structure based on a mission first chartered during 

the Cold War, inadequate resourcing as a result of several years of reductions with no 

immediate prospect of restoration, increased operational demands in response to missions 

that had not been forecast (and largely considered not a federal responsibility) by the 

Army and Air Force, unfolding expectations at both the state and federal level as both 

began to grapple with the nuances of dealing with the added burden of homeland 

security, and a requirement to simultaneously discover the new requirements and 

implement the changes with no model or experience on which to draw. 

The Directed Transformation 

The transformation from the Cold War–era ‗State Area Command‘ (STARC) to a 

modern, relevant organization was defined as transforming to a ‗joint force headquarters‘ 

(JFHQ). The concept of a joint force was born in the Goldwater-Nichols Department of 

Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-433) and was intended to reduce 

rivalry and improve coordination and cooperation across service lines. Given the 

increased demands on the state headquarters and the reduced staffing, transformation to a 

joint activity was seen as a logical way to reduce redundancies, increase efficiencies, and 

streamline operations (Department of Defense, 2003).  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_law_(United_States)
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The transformation in the organization actually occurred in three phases, which 

were not immediately evident at the outset of the research but became apparent during the 

data collection phase.  

Transformation Before the National Directive 

The first iteration began in 1999. Initially the adjutant general at that time (AG1) 

directed the agency to transform to a joint activity independent of any external stimulus 

in response to his anticipation that eventually the United States would endure terrorist 

attacks and the Guard would be expected to respond in ways never before anticipated 

(Archival Document 2 [AD2]). The focus of the initial transformation was to relieve the 

Army Guard and Air Guard elements of the headquarters from administrative and 

logistical requirements and allow them to focus exclusively on recruiting, training, and 

maintaining their forces. All functions that provided support to both components were 

consolidated into what was dubbed ―joint staff‖ and identified as a separate division. 

Note the designation as a division, equal and parallel to the two service components. This 

transformation was intended to relieve the component commanders of ancillary tasks and 

free them to focus on their primary mission, readiness of their forces. 

The agency began the transformation and developed the necessary documentation 

to request formal approval of the new structure from the national level (AD3). A key 

element to this research was that the design was defined by the leadership with no input 

from directors; they were simply directed to implement the change. In reality this change 

resulted in a realignment of the existing functions into a different configuration, but did 

not result in any change in workload or any increase in capability or capacity. The 

outcome of this directed structure was to create a support division, nominally titled ―Joint 
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Staff Division,‖ but the changes did not correspond to the doctrinally accurate concepts 

of joint operations as established by Department of Defense doctrine or regulation.  

This change was not directed from external agencies, but as it was directed by 

AG1, it was external to the middle management team. The national benefit to this effort 

was to begin the discussions at the state and national level on the benefits of a joint staff. 

An outgrowth of this effort was the use of the documentation developed by this effort to 

frame the nationally directed change. The documentation submitted for this 

transformation (Concept Plan, Dec 1999) was the basis for several working groups that 

would follow starting in 2003 after the national announcement of the directed 

transformation (Blum, 2003). The initial organizational design is reflected in Figure 4-2. 

 

 

Figure 4-2. Initial organizational structure (2000-2004). 

The National Directive to Transform 

In 2003, facing further reductions in staffing, increased requirements at the state 

level, and a need to seek improvements in efficiency and effectiveness, the chief of the 
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National Guard Bureau directed all states to transform to a JFHQ with three stated goals 

(Svitak, 2003): 

1. Consolidate the three existing headquarters (Army Guard, Air Guard, and state 

agency) into a single entity, thereby creating efficiencies that could free up 

personnel spaces for other requirements 

2 Improve effectiveness in planning for and responding to current and future 

missions by leveraging the strengths of each component 

3.  Respond to the demonstrated trend worldwide for all U.S. military to prepare for 

and operate in a joint environment 

The Chief of the National Guard Bureau, in an interview, recognized the difficulty 

with mandating a single structure or organizational design when dealing with agencies 

that also responded to and were subject to individual state laws (Department of Defense, 

2003). To that end, the direction for transformation was open ended; it addressed only 

overall concepts for joint operations and did not include any limitations on how each state 

would conform to the mandate. Because the model used for demonstration purposes was 

the model submitted by this state, there was minimal immediate impact on the research 

site outside of validation of its early efforts to transform, although as the research site 

continued to research the implications, additional impacts were identified. 

The primary driver of the directed change was the continued transformation of the 

Department of Defense and its subordinate elements in compliance with the Goldwater-

Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act (Public Law 99-433, 1986) and the 

recognized adjustments in mission focus due to the ongoing war on terrorism and the 

need for coordinated response to national disasters. Specifically, the organization was 
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directed to transform from a state-centric but primarily federally funded administrative 

oversight organization to an operational JFHQ responsible to both the federal government 

in support of the military mission but responsible to the state, commonwealth, territory, 

or district in which it was organized for emergency/disaster response and homeland 

security. 

In addition to the growth in the federal responsibilities, the change created a 

corresponding increase in state responsibilities and taskings. The organizational change 

increased exponentially the requirements for external coordination with other agencies 

and required a realignment of individual responsibilities for virtually every agent in 

focus. The restructuring changed the organization from an administrative and oversight 

agency to an operational headquarters, responsible for direct response with capabilities to 

state and federal officials. Finally, because this restructuring had not been applied 

elsewhere in government, the change resulted in the agency needing to develop new 

doctrine with widespread application, thus creating a trial-and-error, test-and-adjust 

process. 

Change in Leadership, Change in Direction 

Approximately 10 months after the directive from the chief of the National Guard 

Bureau to transform to a JFHQ, a new adjutant general (AG2) was appointed to the 

agency. AG2 represented a considerable contrast from his predecessor. This leader was 

very directive in nature and would accept little or no input from subordinates, especially 

the middle management team. For example, one participant commented,  

AG2 was a more ―you will do it my way because I‘m right.‖ He was more 

interested in giving you a thorough brow beating as to why he was so right. It was 
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more about him being right rather than the doctrine of the overall mission or the 

overall good of the organization. (P2, 2:101) 

Additionally, many respondents stated that this leader discounted any 

recommendations or source documents that ran counter to his own perceived way 

forward. Both reviewed documents and considerable comments from participants clearly 

signaled a lack of interaction, but more accurately action and reaction. This period was 

generally identified by participants as perilous for the organization, and virtually every 

participant credited this period as ―an opportunity to find out what doesn‘t work.‖  

The directed efforts at transformation under AG2 resulted in bifurcation of the 

headquarters staff that did not follow any doctrinal model for military staff. In addition, 

participants complained of frequent changes that were announced by mail or decree that 

were not explained, not defined, and were, according to interview and research, often 

contrary to legal and regulatory authorities. Unlike the first efforts to transform to a joint 

staff where existing functions were left unchanged and simply grouped under a new 

designation, this effort resulted in a major reorganization of tasks and functions, often by 

decree.  

During the review of historical documents, the researcher identified 10 different 

organizational changes within 18 months that were directed for implementation, but no 

evidence could be found that the middle managers had any input into the decision 

process. A review of public records identified a considerable number of audit findings, 

legislative inquiries, and complaints to the inspector general and other official complaint 

mechanisms. The organizational structure during this period is shown in Figure 4-3. 

                                                 

1The code reflects the participant number and the time stamp of the quote within the 

transcript. 
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Figure 4-3. Second organizational structure (2004-2006). 

Another Change in Leadership, Change in Process 

The final phase of the change occurred under the tenure of the third adjutant 

general (AG3), appointed after the retirement of AG2. Significant to the tenure of AG3, 

the responsibility for the transformation was levied on the middle managers with a decree 

that said, ―I have told you what I want; you folks figure out what ‗right‘ looks like and 

tell me.‖ During this period, the organization was able to document transformation that 

met the directives of the higher headquarters.  

Unique to this phase of the transformation, the middle managers played a pivotal 

role in defining and refining the structure of the organization. AG3 assumed command on 

the first day of the department‘s response to Hurricane Katrina/Rita, which dramatically 

changed the role of the middle managers. According to interviews, AG3 included the 

middle managers in the decision-making process, prescribed an outcome, challenged the 

middle managers to develop recommended courses of action, and directed that he would 

rely on input from the directors for decision support. Several participants identified a key 

process in this phase as the use of an offsite planning meeting where AG3 challenged the 

middle managers to develop the ―right answer.‖  
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Equally important, according to interviews, was AG3‘s willingness to allow 

modifications and adjustments as experience and application tempered initial 

assessments. Significant to this phase was the radical departure from previous attempts 

where the joint staff had been identified as an equal division, or in the latter attempt, two 

parallel divisions as peers to the Army and Air divisions. In the structure developed by 

the middle managers, the joint staff was identified as the adjutant general‘s staff without 

the designation of an independent division (see Figure 4-4). This distinction clarified the 

role, authorities, and responsibilities for the joint staff in a manner that was consistent 

with doctrine and established relationships between the three staffs within the JFHQ. 

 

 

Figure 4-4. Current organizational structure (2006-present). 

Ongoing Adjustments in Structure 

Within the overall confines of the joint staff, several minor changes have occurred 

since the establishment of the current organization. These changes have been in direct 

response to changes in the operating environment—involving moving individual 

functions around the staff to increase effectiveness or efficiency, addressing changes in 

requirements or resourcing, or assuming new requirements that surfaced subsequent to 
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the original structure developed in 2006. Significantly, participants reported that they 

were involved in the discussions of most of the adjustments, often developing the 

adjustment and then proffering it to the leadership for decision.  

External Factors That Influenced the Organizational Change 

Within the conceptual frame, allowances are made for stimuli outside the context 

of the mandated directive to change that could influence the changes in roles and social 

structures. The research identified three factors external to the mandate that were 

influential in shaping the organization: the appointment of adjutants general 

organizationally responsible for implementing change, the operational experience gained 

by participants in assignments outside the organization, and the organization‘s 

requirements to respond to operational missions such as Katrina/Rita and other natural 

disasters.  

In addition, as previously mentioned, the department underwent numerous 

external audits, the results of which were frequently identified by the participants as 

shaping the roles and structures of the department. Adjustments in manning levels and 

budgetary constraints and continuously emerging and expanding expectations of the 

department, including expectations to participate at the state, regional, and national level 

in ways never envisioned either before the mandate or within the scope of the mandate 

itself, also helped shape the changes experienced by the department. 

Changes in Leadership 

As briefly outlined above, the external mandate to transform the organization was 

broadly loomed and did not have specificity; therefore, the appointed leader had 
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substantial latitude to implement the directed change. Each of the Adjutant Generals 

involved during the period covered by the research took a distinctly different approach, 

with widely divergent outcomes. The difference between the approaches of the three 

leaders arose during the interview process and was supported by a review of the historical 

documentation. 

The first leader did not add new functional requirements but simply realigned 

existing functions in a structure deemed to be more effective and efficient and designated 

it a joint headquarters. This leader used previous operational experience as the imperative 

and the input of the executive leadership as the shaping mechanism. This realignment did 

not result in substantial changes in roles or social structures. 

The second leader directed the realignment of existing functions, renamed many 

of the entities, and, while not adding many functional requirements, significantly 

rescoped many functions. Functions that had been peer elements were directed to either 

subordinate or super-ordinate based on the AG2‘s assessment of priorities. Numerous 

organizations were repurposed, and considerable resource reallocations occurred during 

this tenure. This leader did not have previous direct operational experience in either 

federal mobilization or emergency response. This iteration resulted in bifurcated results. 

Many participants reported a high level of resistance to the directed changes, while other 

documented changes that occurred were identified in historical documents as leading to 

audit findings or changes that were reversed upon the retirement of this leader. 

The third leader (AG3) directed change based on three criteria: change that 

supported the department‘s strategic plan, change that was developed with the input of 

the middle managers, and change that could be supported by a doctrinal, regulatory, and 
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statutory authority. This directed change significantly altered the roles and structures of 

the organization. This change identified unique functions for the joint staff that were not 

present in the two previous directed changes, defined the role of the joint staff in relation 

to the component staff, and grounded the roles and structures in a framework external to 

the specific organization. Significant to this period, while the participants widely 

recounted resisting the previous directive to transform, the participants universally 

pointed to this period as the era when the directed change received their support and 

gained momentum. 

Experience Gained in Combat Deployments 

Over half of the participants had been deployed to a combat environment and 

frequently drew on the experiences from those deployments in shaping their roles and 

social structures. In some cases, the participants had deployed together and been ‗battle 

buddies,‘ while in other cases they had deployed independently but the similar 

experiences created a common thread that was evident in observations. It was not 

infrequent, when the participants were dealing with developing a recommendation or 

solution to an issue, that one would comment: ―In Iraq we did X,‖ and another would 

respond, ―That is similar to how we did it in Afghanistan, but we did Y.‖ Others would 

recount, ―When I was assigned to a joint headquarters under the command and control of 

the Navy, X was the solution,‖ only to be countered with, ―While assigned to a NATO 

peacekeeping operation, Y was how we approached that problem.‖ 

In each case, the participants were drawing on their experience and background in 

an organizational setting outside the JFHQ to shape the roles and social structures inside 

the agency. This also held true for more than one participant who did not trust senior 
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leadership that had not experienced a deployment. While it could be argued (and 

supported) that this external experience was incorporated into the conjecturally specific 

knowledge of the middle managers, that all participants who had deployed outside the 

organization into combat operations but had not deployed together pointed to this event 

as shaping the outcomes, it must be accounted for independent of conjecturally specific 

knowledge. 

Experience Gained in Responding to Disasters 

The external factors that most impacted the roles and structures of the department 

were the numerous responses to natural disasters. Every participant pointed to the 

department‘s response to Hurricanes Katrina/Rita, Ike/Gustav, local and regional 

evacuations, and direct response to civilian authorities during disasters as playing the 

most significant role in the transformation. While the stated goal of the directed 

transformation was to prepare for these types of events, that the events occurred is 

independent of the mandate and must be considered outside the context of the mandated 

transformation. Every participant pointed to these responses as accelerating the pace of 

change, demonstrating the value of the change, or identifying problems that had not been 

foreseen. 

The Structuration Process 

As outlined in the conceptual frame, the actual structuration process was 

influenced by three major factors, some within the context of the directed change and 

some outside that scope. Within the scope of the directed change was the mandate itself, 

with little definition of how the transformation should resolve; the conjecturally specific 
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knowledge by the middle managers resulting from their array of experiences and history; 

and the actions and practices taken by the middle managers in response to the directive. 

Outside the scope of the mandated transformation was the sequence of assigned 

leaders, each approaching the change with different mental pictures of what ‗right‘ 

looked like and with unique and individual management and leadership styles. Also 

outside the scope of the mandate was the ongoing ‗real-world‘ events of deployments for 

combat, response to emergency missions, staffing changes within the middle managers as 

agents in situ, and the actions and practices undertaken in response to these stimuli.  

Summary 

The organizational context within which the transformation was occurring was 

being shaped by numerous elements. The organization had enjoyed a long and 

distinguished history, based in federal and state statute and tradition, yet the organization 

found itself thrust into responding to expectations and requirements never before 

experienced and for which it was not properly organized. The transformation to a JFHQ, 

while sounding straightforward, actually resulted in multiple attempts, each resulting in 

adjustments and modifications in structure, expectations, responsibilities, and 

organizational titles. During the transformation, the organization experienced three 

different and distinct leaders, each bringing their own style and priorities. While the 

organization was being influenced internally by senior leadership, it was also being 

influenced externally. During the transformation, the organization was tasked to respond 

to both federal military mobilizations and state emergency disaster declarations at levels 

not experienced in organizational memory, all the while sorting out internally the 

processes and procedures necessary to complete the transformation. It is against this 
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complex background of competing and contrasting factors that the transformation was 

accomplished, and it is from this context that the results of the research are presented. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

RESULTS 

The research focused on the relationship of interactions of middle managers to 

sustaining or altering internal social structures during externally mandated restructuring 

in a government agency. The primary data source for this research was interviews with 

middle managers regarding their interactions during the transformation of the 

organization. The data collected during interviews were augmented by observations and 

review of historical documentation. The results of the research are provided in four 

sections, one section for each research sub-question.  

Research Sub-question 1 

Research sub-question 1 addressed the interactions among middle managers and 

the environment external to their team during organizational change. The conceptual 

frame anticipated the emergence of interactions at both the team, or meso, level and the 

individual, or micro, level. The interviews quickly demonstrated that the issue of external 

interactions could not be limited to interactions at the team level and that in reality 

external interactions did occur at both the meso and micro levels during the 

transformation.  

To address this sub-question, data were gathered primarily from sources coded as 

action by superiors, environmental awareness, external interactions, response to external 

stimuli, and superior/subordinate interaction.  
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Patterns of Micro Interactions Among Middle Managers  

Within every interview, participants offered examples of interactions among 

middle managers. The participants reported that these interactions served to clarify 

processes and procedures as well as responsibilities. The participants reported that 

because the transformation demanded the establishment of new functional and 

operational areas, much of the personal interaction served to develop common 

understandings of the expectations of the middle managers in the new organizational 

structure and how the participants were going to respond to the new requirements and 

expectations. For example, a typical response was ―I do believe it has to do with the 

directors coming together jointly and working more closely together and actually acting 

as a joint staff that the joint message comes out‖ (P3, 3:73). 

The participants reported that interactions among the middle managers provided 

the opportunity to investigate potential solutions and options to issues and problems that 

arose as a result of the transformation. The review of documentation validated the 

comment that the lack of documented positional expectations required the participants to 

interact, develop recommended solutions, and present those solutions for approval. For 

example, one participant explained, ―I can‘t overemphasize the importance of bringing 

the staff together. Those events forced us [to] come together on battle rhythm issues, . . . 

sit down as a group as a staff and take on problems as a staff‖ (P6, 6:44). 

A recurring theme, offered by five of the eight participants, was that the nature of 

the interactions between middle managers changed over time. Some participants offered 

that the change in interactions was an outgrowth of the maturation process whereby 

directors were discovering their roles and the responsibilities were becoming more 
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defined. For example, ―We got our arms around what jointness really meant. Interactions 

were more of, ‗OK , let‘s kind of plan for this too‘; ‗OK, we really need to knuckle down 

and figure out what the best way of moving forward in this is going to be‘‖ (P3, 3:47). 

Others identified that the changes in interactions among middle managers related 

to changes in authorities or externally imposed constraints. ―In the past, there used to be 

orders that directors were not allowed to talk to each other specifically because there was 

an attempt to stovepipe‖ (P2, 2:64). Of note, however, all participants reported changes in 

external forces over the course of the organizational change that supported improved 

interactions among the middle managers as well as a recognition on the part of the 

participants that success demanded improved interactions. For example, one stated, ―So 

not only have you had encouragement on the formal side but you had encouragement on 

the informal side of people who work together because there is less of the finger pointing 

and blame finding‖ (P2, 2:86). 

The participants reported a considerable increase in interactions among the middle 

managers to coordinate their functional responsibilities. These reported increases served 

to develop agreements among the middle managers on the allocation of resources and 

responsibilities, coordinate procedural processes, and clarify disconnects and 

disagreements. For example, one participant stated, 

We developed the design of the joint staff and in discussions about how the 

components of the joint staff would interact. That went on to everything from 

manning to how we would execute. . . . So while I would have to contend that 

there would maybe be more competition for that power, the results are 

significantly better. The truth is that you have both components and the joint 

trying to make better things happen, and those better things are happening. (P5, 

5:40) 
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Observations also documented significant changes in interactions between middle 

managers. The middle managers elected to implement a weekly ‗directors‘ staff huddle,‘ 

primarily to facilitate interactions at the middle manager level to improve operations, 

clarify responsibilities and roles, and refine the social structures of the department. In 

addition, the researcher observed a significant increase in personal interactions to resolve 

questions and problems. Early in the transformation, directors were unlikely to walk to 

another directorate to resolve questions or issues, but this practice was commonplace by 

the end of the observation period. It was routine to observe problem resolution occurring 

at all levels on an ongoing basis at desk-side meetings, at chance meetings in the halls, or 

over lunch tables. A representative supporting comment was as follows: 

It is to the point now where you are looking across all the lanes. You are doing a 

cross-check with everybody; you are looking around and you are knowing that 

after this particular meeting I will need to coordinate with this person or this 

person to make the task successful. (P1, 1:35) 

Patterns of Meso Interactions with External Elements 

External interactions were not limited to individual, or micro level, exchanges. 

The middle managers also interacted external to their team on a number of levels, 

including with other joint force headquarters (JFHQs) undergoing the similar transition, 

other groups within the department, and external agencies that could be classified as 

customers or higher headquarters. Much like the micro interactions, every participant 

provided examples of meso interactions with external elements, and these interactions 

served a number of purposes. First, these interactions served to clarify and validate 

understanding of expectations from the transformation. Next, these encounters offered the 

participants the opportunity to exchange concepts, often modifying or clarifying initial 
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plans following these exchanges. The participants reported that these interactions served 

to improve confidence in the direction, speed, and functionality of the organization as it 

transitioned and provided the opportunity for the organization to influence the overall 

outcome of the mandate. 

The characteristics of these meso-level interactions accomplished three distinct 

outcomes. These interactions provided the opportunity for the participants to demonstrate 

support for the mandated change, to blunt aspects or elements they found objectionable, 

and to reduce tensions as they arose during the transformation process. As with micro-

level interactions, meso-level interactions occurred both within and outside the research 

site.  

Patterns of Micro Interactions with External Elements  

Every participant provided examples of interactions with external elements in 

shaping the implementation of the mandated change. These external elements included 

individuals and organizations. Interactions with external individuals were predominantly 

functionally focused, such as the director of operations in this state interacting with his 

counterpart in another state. Organizational interactions were identified in a wide range 

of alignments, including other JFHQs undergoing the same directed change, agencies 

within the state identified as ‗customers‘ to the emergency response capabilities of the 

Guard, agencies at the federal level such as the Army and Air Force, and the governor‘s 

office and the National Guard Bureau [NGB] as the next higher organization/element in 

the resourcing/missioning stream. The participants offered that these external interactions 

served to develop understanding, to shape the implementation, and to inform others of the 

outcomes of the organizational change. 
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The external elements participants interacted with ranged from other states 

undergoing the transformation to the NGB, the entity that had directed the change. The 

participants reported that these external interactions sought clarity on options to 

implement the change. Six of the eight participants reported direct interactions with 

external organizations specifically to exchange concepts on the impacts of implementing 

the change. For example, one participant provided this representative comment:  

I talked to my counterparts in Texas, Kentucky, Rhode Island. . . . They really 

embraced it so we went down that road. We discussed a lot about how it was 

going to impact our missions and what pieces of the [our functions] really fit the 

jointness and how they were doing it there. 

Five of the eight participants specifically commented that the transformation 

efforts developed in this organization were used by other organizations to leverage their 

own transformation. Of note, the reported impacts were not limited to parallel or peer 

organizations, but also involved higher levels within the Department of Defense. For 

example, one participant stated: 

Externally, there have been so many changes. Once we became a fully functional 

joint staff and began operating in that mode, you can see a change in how NGB 

treated us. Our cachet with the working groups, our relationship with 

NORTHCOM as they went through their transition, their work with us—some of 

the great ideas that came out of the joint staff, our staff is having a tremendous 

impact nationally in working with ARNORTH, 1st Army when they stood down 

5th Army. (P8, 8:48) 

The participants also reported that their interactions with external entities 

reflected an improved confidence in the organization‘s ability to meet its federal and state 

missions. Historical documentation and operational realities demonstrated an increased 

reliance on the National Guard. Five of the participants provided comments that 

expressed a belief that the organization was better prepared to meet its expected missions. 
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One middle manager offered that at the state level, ―We now enjoy a level of respect we 

never had before. We are especially well thought out at the cabinet level, with the 

governor‘s office, with almost every department we interact‖ (P8, 8:49). At the federal 

level this assertion was supported by a comment by the chief of the NGB following a 

recent natural disaster. He said: ―This has been probably the most proactive response to a 

domestic event that I have seen in my 40 years in uniform.‖ 

Interactions’ Effects on Middle Managers’ Response to Organizational Structure 

Virtually all participants provided examples of how their interactions with their 

external environment shaped their response to the organizational change. These 

interactions served a range of purposes, from comparing definitions to gathering 

information to informing others about the transformation. Because all states were 

experiencing the same directive, the participants often interacted with their counterparts 

in other states. For example: ―I talked to my counterparts in Texas, Kentucky, Rhode 

Island. Even though they are a small state, they really embraced it, so we went down that 

road. We discussed a lot about how it was going to impact our missions‖ (P3, 3:44). 

This is not to signal that the interactions gathered information only to shape the 

transformation in the research site. Others reported interacting to inform ‗peer agencies‘ 

what the transformation would mean to them. Most participants reported reaching out to 

other agencies to explain the ongoing transformation and the potential impacts for them. 

For example, one participant commented: ―I‘ve had extensive interaction with other state 

agencies [state emergency management agency, state forestry department], and I‘m 

saying that not just as a department but also as a director‖ (P1, 1:70).  
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The dual nature of the organization, as both a state and federal agency, required 

coordination with state officials regarding the federally mandated transformation. Every 

participant with authority or responsibility to coordinate with the state officials above the 

research site recounted interactions with the governor‘s office or governor‘s staff. A 

representative comment referred to ―getting approval from the governor‘s office to 

implement, to make a positive change within the department . . . relating to the transition 

to joint force headquarters‖ (P1, 1:43). These interactions served to validate the direction 

of the transformation for both the middle managers and their customers.  

External interactions also became a necessity for operational reasons. During the 

data collection period, the organization responded to a number of state emergencies, 

which required interaction at the federal level. The directors reported using these 

interactions to leverage considerations and additional resourcing. For example:  

So we‘ve had a closer working relationship with NGB over time because of 

forced interaction as a result of emergencies, which in turn leads to opportunities 

for us to get more money or to help influence and shape the way NGB is going in 

their role to help states respond to emergencies. (P6, 6:26) 

The participants reported that these external interactions, initiated to better 

understand the transformation, migrated to educating and informing other organizations, 

which ultimately created benefits for the research site. Of note, one director stated: 

So the real answer is yes: the outside agencies I had at that point a significant 

input and in contact with other state emergency responder organizations. Not only 

that, but you are now going halfway around the world in order to learn to work 

together better ourselves within our state, and it is almost unique. (P5, 5:51) 

It is important to note, however, that this external interaction was not always the 

norm for the organization. Many participants recounted how AG2 had prevented external 

interaction and how this prohibition had adversely affected the ability of the participants 
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to function properly. For example: ―Under the previous commander, no one but he was 

allowed to do external coordination. . . . Under the current commander, he delegates 

authority to everyone and encourages external coordination because it makes the machine 

run better‖ (P6, 6:27). 

The participants reported extensive external interactions, often reporting a 

considerable increase compared with before the transformation. These interactions served 

three purposes. Initially the interactions served to validate understanding of the 

transformation by interacting with other agencies undergoing the same directed change. 

After developing the concept of how the transformation would impact the research site, 

the interactions served to inform customers of the impacts, benefits, and outcomes of the 

transformation as developed by the middle managers. Finally in an operational 

environment, the middle managers interacted with their external environment to inform 

and educate how the transformation had been implemented within the department. 

Interactions’ Effects on Identification of Varied Sources to Develop Organizational 

Concept  

The transformation, although mandated for all like agencies simultaneously, had 

not been attempted by any similar agency previously. As such, the participants indicated 

that there was no identifiable historical source for information on such a transformation 

and no readily available subject matter experts. The participants said it was necessary to 

extrapolate their frame of reference from a variety of sources. A review of historical 

documents utilized during the transformation identified a reliance on publications that, 

while not specific to this organization, reflected accepted frameworks for other joint 

headquarters. Paramount in the documentation was a series of joint publications such as 
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the Organization and Function Manual for the Joint Staff (CJCSM 5100.01B) and 

organizational charts for other joint functions, that, while considerably different in focus 

and mission from the agency undergoing the transformation, did provide some reference 

materials from which to draw ideas and conclusions. Still, the participants offered that the 

source documents only created a starting point that required interactions between the 

participants to extrapolate a meaning for application in their setting. As one participant 

stated: 

There was a lot of debate about what does a joint force headquarters mean. If 

you‘re going to say that‘s not what it is, you better have an answer for what you 

think it really is. And so there‘s a lot of debate about what the joint force 

headquarters mean. At least you start with fundamental core beliefs. (P5, 5:22) 

Other participants pointed to interactions with other agencies undergoing similar 

transformation and counterparts in functional areas as sources of clarity and confirmation 

on transformation issues as they unfolded. For example: 

Within the headquarters itself, there was simply the relationship building about 

how joint was going to work and who had what piece of the pie. By nature of the 

business, there was interaction with [our customers]. (P5, 5:35) 

[The transformation] has required us here at the staff, has forced us to work 

directly with other agencies in the best interest of the department. (P1, 1:104) 

Still other participants identified how interactions outside the agency helped shape 

the transformation of both this agency and other organizations with which the agency 

interacted. For example:  

I had lots of conversations; frankly, most states were so far behind where we were 

that their mistakes were the only thing that provided much help. There were 

exceptions to that. . . . I stole some of that. Anytime I found something that was a 

better idea than I had, I took it. (P5, 5:14) 
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In addition to external interactions shaping the transformation in the organization, 

these interactions helped shape the transformation of other organizations and to change 

the perceptions of this agency by others. Participants commented: 

I believe we have gained enormous respect with sister agencies and with the 

military structure overall. (P8, 8:50) 

I think our state leads the way in affecting the external environment, something 

we have actually done. . . . We are actually out there trying to make the change,  

. . . communicating with fellow states in trying to move in a direction. (P2, 2:90) 

Summary of Research Sub-Question 1 

The data demonstrated a pattern of interactions by middle managers with their 

external environment. These interactions occurred at the micro and meso levels, and 

occurred both external to the middle managers as a team and external to the organization 

as a whole. The participants reported several purposes for the interactions: discovering 

new roles and clarifying existing roles, influencing mandates, and shaping the overall 

outcome of the transformation. Strong evidence was provided that the nature and 

complexity of these interactions changed over time, and the participants provided many 

examples that supported the concept that external interactions helped shape the social 

structures within the organization.  

While external interactions, at the micro and meso level, were instrumental in 

shaping the social structures, other factors were also instrumental in shaping the 

transformation. Within the context of the conceptual frame, it is suggested that both 

participants‘ personal knowledge and authority and the organization‘s values and norms 

were influential in shaping the social structures, as discussed below. 
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Research Sub-question 2 

The second research question asked: What were the interactions between the 

personal knowledge and authority inherent in the middle managers‘ position and the 

values and norms of the organization during the organizational change? How were those 

interactions shaped by the mandated organizational change? Thus, it dealt with 

interactions between middle managers and their conjecturally specific knowledge. This is 

best identified as the agents‘ specific knowledge of the particular setting in which the 

structuration is taking place. In this case, the setting was the research site, and the context 

was the mandated restructuring and the operational setting in which the organization was 

operating. Included in this knowledge were the norms and values of the organization and 

participants‘ personal and professional experience. This knowledge not only included the 

internal organization, but also extended to the environment in which the agent and 

organization operated.  

The interview protocol dealt directly with experience. The primary question dealt 

with experience and background and then sought reflections on organizational norms and 

values subsequent to responses on experience. This allowed the researcher to identify 

issues first at the individual (micro) level and then, by extension, at the organizational 

(meso) level.  

The primary data source for understanding interactions with conjecturally specific 

knowledge was interviews with middle managers regarding their interactions during the 

transformation of the organization. The research drew on data coded as authority to act, 

experience, directors as center of gravity, legitimation, and domination. The inclusion of 

legitimization and domination provided the researcher the opportunity to identify modes 
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of structuration during the transformation process. The participants were able to provide 

examples of patterns of interactions with conjecturally specific knowledge throughout the 

transformation and expressed significant change as the transformation unfolded. 

Participants’ Personal Knowledge and Experience 

Every participant reported linkages between their personal knowledge and their 

interactions among the other participants. The research documented that the directed 

transformation was establishing a joint staff in an organization where such a function had 

not previously existed. During the interviews, the participants reported that their own 

personal and professional experiences shaped the interactions between the middle 

managers. In some cases, the participants credited their professional development 

throughout their entire career as shaping their interactions. ―Personally coming in here as 

a director as an O6, I have drawn on a lot of those experiences all the way from the past 

when I first joined the Guard through my different assignments‖ (P1, 1:91). Others 

pointed to one specific assignment or deployment where they operated in a joint 

assignment. ―[I went] halfway around the world in order to learn to work together better 

in [our state]‖ (P5, 5:51).  

The responses regarding personal knowledge reflected two major influences on 

the interactions among the middle managers. The major influences aligned along 

functional and organizational lines. Functional knowledge related to the positional 

responsibilities of the respondent and fell within generally accepted and recognized 

categories within the military. For example, participants who had a strong operational 

background drew on that frame of reference, while participants with technical 

backgrounds such as communications, finance, or logistics drew on those backgrounds to 



94 

shape their interactions. A typical comment that demonstrated how functional knowledge 

shaped the interactions was ―So my influence comes from my experience in the 

[technical] arena‖ (P3, 3:58). Organizational influences related to whether the individual 

had experience in the Army or Air Force, field units or headquarters, and active duty or 

National Guard.  

The participants also drew on their experiences deploying on a federal mission, 

most frequently to Iraq, Afghanistan, or for international peacekeeping operations. Six of 

the eight participants had completed at least one deployment to one of the three federal 

missions above, and these experiences played a significant part in shaping how they 

interacted among themselves. The influence of prior deployment experience was best 

summed by one participant who stated: 

The other thing that really has significant impact on our transition was the war. 

We experienced deployments and were on active duty in a combat environment 

for a year, where it changed the mode in thinking about the way we do things . . . 

or a senior staff position somewhere or working in an embassy or some other 

location. We brought those experiences back. . . . We were able to take all those 

experiences and bring them in here and point to what ‗right‘ looks like because 

we deployed or because we‘ve interacted with some staff. (P6, 6:49)  

Observations supported the responses to the interviews about personal knowledge 

and experience shaping the interactions of the middle managers. Over the period of 

observations, the formal templates for information sharing by the middle managers 

changed, and four specific times were developed, each based on recommendations or 

input from the middle managers. The changes implemented were based on 

recommendations from the middle managers when they would report an improvement, 

adjustment, or reframing of a process based on their experience in a recent deployment or 

operation. 
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Perceptions of the Organization’s Norms and Values 

Participants provided insights into how the norms and values of the organization 

shaped their interactions. In some cases, the issue of norms and values was attributed to 

the military basis for the organization, and a distinction made by the directors was their 

organization versus other organizations. The participants credited much of the 

transformation to the underlying military culture. For example, one stated, ―It is 

somehow culture in the military you don‘t say no. . . . We have worked around that. We 

have been able to adjust. We adapt, we improvise, we overcome, and that is probably one 

of the best things the military is good at‖ (P1, 1:29). The participants did not, however, 

uniformly credit a single set of norms and values to the interactions. 

Much like the element of personal experience, some of the norms and values were 

based on organizational differences, such as the difference in culture between the Air 

Force and the Army. Other differences were related to the distinction between the 

component staff (Army Guard and Air Guard) versus the joint staff. One participant 

exemplified the awareness of the distinctions between norms and values across 

organizational lines by commenting, ―The stove pipe blue [Air Force] versus green 

[Army] is not the big curtain that it used to be; the biggest change has been the 

integration of the Air Guard and the integration of the state military reserve‖ (P3, 3:22). 

The participants indicated that not all norms and values were positive. Several of 

the participants made general statements or pointed to specific examples prior to the 

transformation where the norms and values were not conducive to interactions between 

the middle managers and inhibited the directed transformation. For example, one offered, 
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―It was difficult, very difficult. You would get stupid decisions based upon personal 

aggrandizement or pettiness or complete lack of vision about the future‖ (P2, 2:25). 

One of the most significant findings related to how norms and values impacted 

interactions, however, was the almost unanimous reflection by participants on the change 

over the course of the transformation. Every participant offered examples of how the 

norms and values within the organization had morphed over the course of the change. 

Equally as frequent was the recognition that the changes in norms and values had 

improved the ability of the organization to accomplish the new mission requirements. As 

one participant stated:  

At the beginning, maybe it was like sitting a child down and saying ‗you are not 

going to leave the table until you eat broccoli‘ because we had to jump start 

everybody into thinking that way. Now we have been disciplined to the point 

where we all know. You almost don‘t have to call us up to respond because we 

are already checking in and immediately starting to take action on our own. (P1, 

1:106)  

The middle managers‘ understanding of the organization‘s norms and values 

played a critical role in shaping their interactions. The consideration of norms and values 

was central in determining what aspects of the transformation would be supported or 

opposed and also provided a significant yardstick against which decisions and actions 

were measured. Equally significant to identifying norms and values as central to decision 

making was that the norms and values had shifted during the transformation, and the shift 

was seen as positive in nature and direction. 

Use of Personal Knowledge and Authority to Shape the Organizational Structure 

Every participant recounted that their experience, personal knowledge, and 

authority—either from past assignments, their military grade, or their position—was an 
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important factor in shaping the organizational structure. In some cases, the experience 

was longitudinal, based on many years within the organization or as a military member. 

For example, a typical statement came from Participant 1: 

Coming in here as a director as an O6, I have drawn on a lot of those experiences, 

all the way from the past when I first joined the Guard through my different 

periods. Hopefully [I‘ve] been able to implement some positive change here 

within this directorate to match up with my own personal vision and the vision of 

the department. I think a lot of directors are doing that. (P1, 1:91) 

In other cases, the experience was episodic, related to specific assignments, 

deployments, or events. The typical comments related to assignments and deployments 

generally related to federal deployments to Iraq, Afghanistan, or international 

peacekeeping operations, where the experience related to operating in a joint environment 

at the federal level. For example, one stated: 

The other thing that really has significant impact on our transition was the war. 

We had directors and deputy directors down to the major level that were helping 

to do the thinking on the strategic plan that had experience. [They] experienced 

deployments where they deployed as part of [one of our units] and then were on 

active duty for a year in a combat environment for a year. It changed the mode in 

thinking about the way we do things. Or they did a senior staff position 

somewhere or worked in the embassy or some other location like that and brought 

those experiences back. (P6, 6:49) 

Irrespective of the link to longitudinal or episodic experience, all participants 

provided examples of their experiences and authorities as key factors in shaping their 

individual and collective approach to the transformation. One participant best summed 

the linkage to experience: 

So we‘re able to take all their experiences and bring them in here and point to 

what ‗right‘ looks like because we deployed or because we‘ve interacted with 

some staff, and also because the experience we had over the many years we had 

working in the OTAG [Office of the Adjutant General] or in the field about what 

we liked or mostly didn‘t like about those experiences in order to shape the 

direction where we were going to go with JFHQ. (P6, 6:50) 



98 

The extent to which past experiences, knowledge, and position influenced the 

structuration within the organization cannot be overstated. Whether relating decisions on 

the transformation process or reflecting on the ability to rely on authority and ability to 

control resources, every participant recounted these factors as influencing the final 

outcome of the directed change. These factors, while significant, were not the only factor 

that influenced the final organizational structures.  

Use of Knowledge of Organizational Norms and Values in Determining How to 

Effect Organizational Changes  

Virtually all participants had come up through the organization and over time had 

developed a strong sense of the organization. The research showed that the participants 

were able to identify two distinct sets of norms and values for the organization. The 

distinction was drawn between the organization at the outset and the values and norms as 

the transformation was completed.  

When addressing the pre-transformational organization, the comments and 

reflections were less than flattering. For example, one participant offered: 

In the past there was this fear, and I think it was just lack of knowledge, a lack of 

knowledge on one part and a fear or a lack of confidence, self-confidence on the 

part of senior leaders, perhaps because they had never done it before; they had 

never had the experience; they had never seen the bigger world. Perhaps there was 

a lack of academic acumen that they weren‘t sure of their own skills, their own 

ability to write—whatever it is, they were just never going to do something like 

that. (P2, 2:26) 

This assessment was supported when still another participant offered: 

The old OTAG was looked upon with great disdain by the field. People in the 

field wondered: What really is the focus of that headquarters? Are they self-

serving? Do they work for themselves? Do they work for the greater good? Do 
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they resource and do they focus on combat readiness, or is the focus just on 

perpetuating whatever retirement system they belong to? (P6, 6:51) 

This mindset was not attributed solely to the organization; it was also attributed to 

individual directors. For example, one participant stated: 

[One director] at the time was not an innovator. He was not one to try and change 

the world. I think that‘s another thing that‘s key about the different directors is, 

that depending on the personalities, you get innovators in there that really get the 

changes that we need to make, [and] we made changes. When we had people that 

were ―go along and get along‖ kind of guys, change would slow down. (P6, 6:20) 

When speaking of the norms and values after the transition, an entirely different 

picture of the organizational norms and values emerged. Typical comments were as 

follows: 

None of us are afraid to take the beatings, because ultimately we knew we had to 

get done. And that‘s really what happened. We just have a culture of mission 

orientation and success in spite of individual people. (P8, 8:34) 

We are at the tail end of a generational shift, and the generational shift really is in 

part due to the experiences that people have. (P2, 2:69)  

Now the change, brought on by these emergencies and a sense of purpose of 

mission of the headquarters has now, [is] that people will collaborate. (P6, 6:58)  

The mission is not going to go away; it is somehow culture in the military you 

don‘t say no. You could come up with a number of different reasons to mitigate it, 

but typically the bottom line is you are going to end up doing the mission, of 

course within limits. We have worked around that. We have been able to adjust. 

We adapt, we improvise, we overcome, and that is probably one of the best things 

the military is good at. (P1, 1:29) 

The shift in norms and values was attributed to leadership and subordinates alike. 

The following two quotes addressing observations about changes in the top management 

team and the organizational core were representative of the comments of most 

participants about changes over the course of the transformation: 
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What‘s happening now is that the leaders we have are very much not self-

centered. They work for the greater good of the state and the nation‘s interests for 

responding to emergencies or times of war. But there‘s a significant generational 

difference between a lot of the directors now and the general officers, and that is 

in some cases driving changes, in other cases hampering change. (P6, 6:59) 

I think that the National Guard as an overall culture has gone through a 

transformation of its own with the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, by the amount of 

people that have been called up to deploy. (P1, 1:87) 

One participant summed up the application of understanding of organizational 

norms and values well: 

In the main, what most of us did, we learned from the negative experiences we‘ve 

had over the entire experiences with [the old organization], . . . about what we 

didn‘t like about the way we did business, about the way we‘re organized, and we 

brought that to bear. (P6, 6:48) 

This finding indicates that the middle managers were aware of the cultural norms 

and values of the organization, and through sanctions either reinforced existing or new 

structures. The middle managers were able to identify significant differences that 

occurred after the transformation. The wide range of individuals who commented on the 

change in norms and values supports the concept that middle managers used the 

transformation to change not only the organizational design but also the norms and values 

they had identified as undesirable in their previous interactions with the organization. 

This supports the Giddens‘/Stones‘ assertion that legitimation is integral in sustaining or 

altering organizational structures. 

Use of Personal Experience and Background to Contextualize Potential 

Organizational Changes  

The transformation was mandated without specifics on form or function. To that 

end, each agency was responsible for defining the structure of the organization. Since no 
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model existed for a joint force headquarters within a state, the middle managers drew 

heavily on their previous experience and assignments to shape their participation. Many 

had recently returned from a deployment in an overseas operational environment, and all 

had extensive experience in the subordinate components of the department. The middle 

managers utilized their individual and collective experience in shaping the 

transformation. For example:  

A small number of directors had the operational skill set to recognize the change 

and want to make things do better, and they created a center of gravity where 

people jumped on board and help those things become a success. (P5, 5:46)  

They applied the way they trained for war with the way they did their state 

mission. I stole some of that. . . . Anytime I found something that was a better 

idea than I had, I took it. (P5, 5:14) 

The bulk of my career was spent in Army division, and the bulk of that was spent 

in the field. . . . Having said that, I didn‘t come [to the joint staff] with anything 

but Army experience and my personal life experiences. (P8, 8:24)  

Most participants, when asked how their personal knowledge and background 

helped shape the transformation, quickly pointed to shared experiences in collaboration 

as equally important to individual experiences in shaping the outcome. 

What you have now is a whole new Guard that has deployed just as much as 

active duty has, and you have those soldiers that are here in the [department] that 

have gone off and done those things and come back with all those experiences. 

They have come back to the department and have been able to see things 

differently just based on their experiences. I have seen some of the culture change 

there. I have been in the Guard long enough, dating back into the [19]80s, where I 

had the opportunity to go from what the Guard looked like then and what people‘s 

perception of it to what it is today. (P1, 1:20) 

We all did a piece of it. If you are going to get into something, meaning if you are 

going to participate and you want to really know what you are talking about, of 

course all of us as professional officers go out, and you want to find out more 

about it. (P3, 3:12) 
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For all of the directors, and me as a subset of that, all of the experiences we had 

when we grew up as a field guy or in the AGR system [Active Guard/Reserve) or 

as a military person or some combination of that, were able to take all of our 

experiences. In the main, what most of us did, we learned from the negative 

experiences we‘ve had over the entire experiences with [the old organization], . . . 

about what we didn‘t like about the way we did business, about the way we‘re 

organized, and we brought that to bear. (P6, 6:48) 

 While the examples provided differed by individual, virtually all participants 

offered examples of personal knowledge, experience, and background that helped shape 

the transformation, and often comments on the transformation were provided as a 

contrast to prior experiences. 

Reliance on Doctrine and Experience, Even When Counter to Leaders’ Direction 

When faced with decisions on what source to use for decision making in the 

restructuring process in support of changes they agreed with, the middle managers relied 

heavily on available doctrine that could be related to the general situation facing the 

agency. Military doctrine became the starting point for the middle managers‘ efforts to 

develop the end state, but the overarching goal was to do what the middle managers felt 

was right for the organization. For example:  

All the current directors sign on to that. We want to do it correctly. We want to do 

it because it works. (P6, 6:77)  

I will have to say that a lot of it was on doctrinal readings, and that is a sign of 

fairly good intellect. At least start with your fundamental core beliefs. (P5, 5:72)  

Basically they chose people who took it seriously, gave them the right intent, and 

they went out and did their homework, brought back the essence of what it was 

going to mean, and then got buy in from the senior leadership. (P3, 3:11) 

They became a doctrinally correct and the functional joint staff as intended. So if 

you take a look at the Army and the combatant commands and you look at the 

joint staff, there is a doctrinal model and joint doctrine that‘s published for quite 

some time with the J1 through J8 and special staff. So what we did is we came out 
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of an archaic, ad hoc, made-up organization that was rather dysfunctional. (P8, 

8:2) 

Doctrine often became the ―tie breaker‖ in disputes or differences of opinion. 

That is one where the J5 came to me and pulled out the book and said according 

to doctrine, this is the way we need to do it. And I made counterargument and said 

we can nest those functions in the J3, but the J5 countered according to doctrine. 

. . . Doctrine was good enough because that is another significant change in this 

headquarters. . . . Organizationally, we used to resist doctrine, because we 

considered ourselves different. (P6, 6:76) 

The middle managers identified challenges attempting to resolve the confusion 

created by AG2‘s directives to implement changes not supported by doctrine or the 

organizational norms and values.  

That chaos created by working in a made-up organization caused everyone to 

have to work much harder; we were not working smart. (P8, 8:3) 

If you completely disagree with doctrine, and [AG2] is an example, you can 

congeal the staff against you very quickly, even as a leader, and not get done what 

you want to get done. (P5, 5:80 

When we got the authorization to consolidate the CSD and the RSD [Civil 

Support Division and Resource Service Division, two organizational terms that 

were coined by AG2], we got all the directors together. We outlined what all 

those things were that we‘re responsible for. We put them in a box and then drew 

them out and organized them so that they were doctrinally and functionally 

correct. (P8, 8:57) 

Doctrine has been established and published by the military because it has been 

found to be an effective method for framing actions and decisions. While doctrine had 

not been developed for this specific level of organization, drawing on doctrine for higher-

level organizations and drawing on experience as the arbiter of decisions related to 

organizational change indicates that the middle managers wanted to base their decisions 

on proven outcomes. The decision to rely on doctrine over individual leadership directive 
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indicates that the middle managers made conscious decisions on which inputs to value in 

determining the final structure of the organization, and the input of the senior leadership 

did not receive preferential status when in conflict with former success that had been 

documented as doctrine. 

Patterns of Interactions with Values and Norms External to the Middle 

Management Team 

The participants reported that the interactions of the middle managers influenced 

the values and norms of the entire organization. These changes were reported in a range 

of areas, including the influence of the middle managers on the overall operation of the 

department, the trust and confidence expressed by external agencies to the research site, 

and the respect for the demonstrated capabilities of the department. One participant 

offered, ―There is an improved confidence on the part of the governor‘s office that we 

know what we are doing; therefore, they have to manage us less closely‖ (P9, 9:9). 

The historical documentation reflected that while the mission and function of the 

organization had shifted, the requisite resources such as personnel and funding were 

lagging by several years, yet the middle managers pointed to a dramatic increase in the 

ability to accomplish their assigned tasks as indicators that the values and norms of the 

organization had changed. Five of the participants mentioned changes in the values and 

norms that improved the ability to respond to domestic emergencies. For example, one 

stated, ―Now we have been disciplined to the point where we all know. You almost don‘t 

have to call us up to respond because we are already checking in and immediately 

starting to take action on our own‖ (P1, 1:107). Five also addressed the increased ability 
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to respond to the federal mission. The sentiment of the participants is best reflected by 

this comment: 

If we were to deploy 1200 people or have to mobilize 1200 people to [a training 

site] in 1997 or even right after 9/11, that kicked our asses. We couldn‘t do that 

well or efficiently. Now because of all the practice, and because of the exercises 

of those . . . muscles in the functionalities, we do SRPs [Soldier Readiness 

Processing] of 1200 people at [training site], will mobilize 1400 more to go to the 

border, support the overseas mission, and never stop training and never stop the 

air mission. And oh, by the way, everybody plays. (P2, 2:16) 

Summary of Research Sub-Question 2 

The data demonstrated a pattern of interactions by middle managers where they 

relied on their personal knowledge and background to influence the outcomes of the 

directed change. Additionally, the middle managers were aware of and could articulate 

the norms and values of the organization, and they were able to provide clear examples of 

shifts in these patterns as the organization continued through the transformation. The 

participants were fully aware of situations where directed change was counter to the 

norms and values of the organization, and they reportedly fell back on organizational 

norms to blunt changes they disagreed with, but rallied together to change norms and 

values that stood in the way of changes they supported. The participants were sometimes 

required to balance competing influences, such as directives from higher-ranking 

individuals or agencies, against their own assessments of what was right for the 

organization, and the participants expressed pride in their accomplishments in shaping the 

outcomes based on their conjecturally specific knowledge. 

In terms of conjecturally specific knowledge—i.e., agents‘ specific knowledge of 

the particular setting and context in which the structuration is taking place (Stones, 

2005)—this research determined that the middle managers drew heavily on their 
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understanding of the organization beyond what was documented on paper to influence 

change. Additionally, when faced with situations that tested or challenged the 

organizational norm, the middle managers increased their level of collaboration, often to 

the extent of loss of status or resourcing within their own functional areas to accomplish 

an agreed-upon outcome.  

Research Sub-question 3 

Sub-question 3 asked: What were the actions and practices adopted by middle 

managers that influenced the organizational change? What was their interpretation of 

their actions? In structuration, action/practice is the link between the agent and the 

structure. Stones (2005) indicated that changes in structure can be identified by observing 

changes in interactions within the organization. This research, in considering middle 

managers as a meta team, sought to identify changes in the interactions in situ. The 

conceptual frame suggested that middle managers‘ actions and practices would be 

influenced by the interactions that came before and would result in altering or sustaining 

existing roles and social structures. This sub-question focused on actions and practices 

and offered the middle managers the opportunity to provide their accounts of interactions 

dealing with actions and practices during the transformation. The participants provided 

considerable data on the topic, which was coded as actions by directors, attitudes, 

communications, directors push back, and peer interaction.  

Internal Actions and Practices 

Common to every interview was the representation that the middle managers 

utilized actions and practices to influence the outcomes they desired. The range of actions 
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taken at both the individual and team levels was as broad as the range of participants. The 

participants provided examples of actions that at times facilitated change (produced 

structures) and at other times facilitated maintenance of the status quo (reproduced social 

structures) in opposition to a directed change.  

The middle managers actively sought clarification of the impacts of the directed 

change. In some cases, they reported attending formal military classes or seminars 

specific to joint operations. As one participant stated: 

If you are going to get into something, meaning if you are going to participate and 

you want to really know what you are talking about, of course all of us as 

professional officers go out and you want to find out more about it. . . . I think that 

did help because it helped the staff and some of the subordinates to see what the 

benefits were and where the world was going. So I think it was more of 

everybody started looking at this and started saying ―I need to learn more about 

this.‖ (P3, 3:12) 

In other cases, they reported interacting with functional counterparts undergoing 

the same transition to garner different perspectives on the transition. The key element, 

however, was not just seeking clarity on the transition; rather, it was the act of bringing 

the information back and incorporating the information into the ongoing change within 

the organization. A representative comment explained how one participant worked, 

―taking it seriously and learning about it and then being able to come back and bring the 

senior leadership in and explain to them the benefits of it, how it works and all that good 

stuff‖ (P3, 3:50). 

The middle managers actively negotiated among themselves to identify and then 

satisfy the implications of the directed change. Every participant provided numerous 

examples of the active interaction between peers to define, refine, and reorganize the 

actions and practices related to the directed transformation. The comments validated 
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several observations from staff huddles, where an issue was presented to change an action 

or practice with a recommended outcome. The middle managers would collaboratively 

discuss the various implications, including second- and third-order effects, and develop 

the resolution on which they could build consensus. The middle managers would then 

implement resolutions within their authority, or present the resolution to the executive 

level for approval as either a unified recommendation or, when unanimity could not be 

achieved, as a majority/minority opinion. One participant summarized this coordination 

effort: 

We had a significant, although not majority, group of directors who are smart 

enough that they went looking for the right answers. It only took three or four or 

five people to go study doctrine, see if we understood what we were talking about, 

and fight our way through it. Sometimes that was based on just doctrinal readings; 

sometimes that was based on, ―Well, we tried this and that didn‘t work.‖ I will 

have to say that a lot of it was on doctrinal readings, and that is a sign of fairly 

good intellect. At least start with your fundamental core beliefs. (P5, 5:72) 

The interviews provided considerable evidence of the middle managers‘ 

interactions among themselves to shape the outcome of the directed organizational 

change. These internal interactions included exchanges between and among the middle 

managers to establish their own understanding and agreements on the implications of the 

change. The interactions of the middle managers were shaped by their individual and 

collective personal knowledge and the values and norms of the organization. The 

participants recounted numerous examples of internal actions that resulted in actions and 

practices to influence the impacts of the directed change.  
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Interpretations of External Actions 

All participants spoke with considerable pride in the accomplishments of their 

organization in first developing an understanding of the implications and then in 

implementing the ―right‖ solution. While some pointed to accomplishments within their 

individual directorate and others provided a more holistic view, the participants were 

uniform in their acknowledgment of accomplishing the transformation and the 

improved/increased capabilities. Of note, most reported that their external interactions 

provided the opportunity to compare the effect of the transformation. Seven participants 

offered their perceptions of external evidence of the success of the transformation within 

the research site. For example, one commented, ―Frankly, most states were so far behind 

where we were that their mistakes were the only things that provided much help‖ (P5, 

5:56). These participants also offered examples where other states had adopted the 

solutions developed by their agency, identified examples where the documentation 

developed within their organization were adopted as the national standard, and spoke of 

improved capabilities or capacities for the department to accomplish the new 

responsibilities.  

Of note, the participants across the board credited interactions as the catalyst for 

the change. All eight participants reported that their interactions impacted the 

relationships among and between the middle managers as a team, and between the middle 

managers and their external environment. This sentiment was best expressed by one 

participant: 

The team did it, made the changes and improved it, and it certainly has improved. 

. . . The real answer is the directors were the ones who could set the tone of ‗We 

are going to work this out; we are going to be collaborative.‘ (P5, 5:83) 
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Practices That Formalized the Organizational Structures They Supported 

The participants expressed a pattern of actions and steps that caused the directors 

to evaluate potential changes in the structure, assess potential impacts on the 

organization, complete a series of interactions, and ultimately, after determining the 

impacts on the organization, document the agreed end state for that issue. Virtually every 

participant identified middle managers‘ support as key to which practices and changes 

they would sustain or change. This support was equally as evident for change as for 

sustaining existing practices, irrespective of the directive at hand.  

The interviews and observations, supported by documentation, identified a tacitly 

agreed method to formalize change. This pattern emerged by following an issue through 

from identification to documentation. Once a problem or issue arose, it often was initially 

discussed in informal meetings such as hallway or impromptu meetings between two or 

more participants. If the issue could not be resolved in the informal meeting or impacted 

additional functional areas, it was raised during the next huddle for director 

consideration. Following discussion during the huddle, the directors would develop a 

process, action, or realignment that would create a proposed solution for implementation. 

In some cases these solutions were implemented almost immediately; in other cases 

several weeks would pass while negotiations were conducted and additional courses were 

considered before the solution was implemented. A review of historical documentation 

identified that it was normal for a delay of weeks or months between the identification of 

a resolution by the directors and the formal documentation of that change, and frequently 

modifications to the resolution occurred during that delay. 
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Translation of Organizational Change Both Up and Down the Organization 

While much has been written about the role of middle managers to translate 

executive decisions and directions to the operating core (Mintzberg, 1980), the 

participants identified that it was equally important to translate change initiatives up to 

the general officer level. In many cases, the middle managers identified situations where 

they would shape the strategic outcome by shaping the decision making by the executive 

leadership. Each of the interviewed directors was able to provide examples where they 

attempted to, and in most cases were successful in, shaping the outcome by informing 

and influencing the decision making by the top management team. One typical response 

was ―I think that is our principal role, to provide the leadership with courses of action‖ 

(P9, 9:28). These examples point out the importance of the middle managers in both 

translating policy change to the operating core and negotiating the structure of the 

change, first within themselves as agents in situ and then as a meta group within the 

organization. 

The outcome of the middle managers‘ assuming the translation role both up and 

down the organizational hierarchy was that the middle managers took an active role in 

shaping the outcome. By developing and presenting their position, occasionally to the 

senior leadership, they were able to shape decisions, even counter or alter some decisions 

to more closely reflect their desired end state. Additionally, by serving as the translational 

junction to their subordinates and peers, the middle managers were able to offer the 

structural changes as ones they supported.  
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Increased Collaboration  

The research identified that interactions within the team changed in response to 

the transformation of the organization. In all cases, the changes identified by the 

participants were adopted by the team internally and not imposed externally. The 

comments and input on this particular topic were widespread and rich. It is reasonable to 

accept that the extent of comments and the depth of input signal that the increase in 

collaboration was significant to the participants. Typical comments included: 

The team kicked around and came up with a recommendation. I don‘t recall how 

strong a recommendation we came up with; I know being somewhat but not too 

surprised by the outcome of that in terms of the action actually taken. That was a 

specific problem we came together as directors to solve. (P9, 9:26)  

Interactions were more of ―OK, let‘s kind of plan for this too.‖ . . . ―OK, we really 

need to knuckle down and figure out what the best way of moving forward in this 

is going to be.‖ (P3, 3:8) 

I do believe a certain piece of it has to do with the directors‘ coming together 

jointly and working more closely together and actually acting as a joint staff that 

that joint message comes out. (P3, 3:37)  

I think by virtue of the fact that as a J staff we know we can call BS or say, ―Hey, 

that‘s not the right thing to do,‖ we are confident in that, so together collectively 

we see things, and when we are working together we talk to the senior leadership 

and say this is not the right path or we think this is the right path. Our influence as 

a whole is much stronger because of the confidence and the respect the senior 

leaders have in us. (P3, 3:63) 

While debate may have gone on, there is still a fundamental belief that we all 

need to work together in order to make things come out right. We may differ on 

how that looks, smells, and tastes, but still there is a desire to collaborate even 

though there is a desire to debate what is right and wrong. I am going to have to 

caveat that and say it was still a relatively small percentage of directors who got 

into the mix and really fought through that in a constructive way. (P5, 5:25) 

Virtually every participant acknowledged the role of collaboration in effecting the 

transformation. The need for collaboration was critical in both the identification of the 
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structure of the transformed organization and the methodologies and processes for 

sustained operations in the new configuration. Since the directed transformation did not 

include any increased resourcing but did demand additional functionality and 

responsibilities, collaboration was critical in the reallocation of resources, including 

personnel, infrastructure, responsibilities, and authority. Here are some examples of the 

comments expressing collaboration: 

[The directors] were people who took it seriously, gave them the right intent, and 

they went out and did their homework and brought back the essence of what it 

was going to mean and then got buy in from the senior leadership. (P3, 3:11)  

We avoided mistakes by debating. There was a lot of debate about what does a 

joint force headquarters mean? (P5, 5:19)  

The real answer is the directors were the ones who could set the tone of, we are 

going to work this out, we are going to be collaborative. (P5, 5:82)  

In addition to collaborating on how the transformation would unfold, middle 

managers also worked together to shape strategic and policy decisions in support of the 

overall outcome. This is reflected in the comment ―The directors came together to 

formulate a plan and went back to the leadership . . . and laid out a case‖ (P6, 6:15). 

Another participant stated: 

Sometimes to manage the generals from themselves, directors will get together 

and say ―The general is leaning this way,‖ but that really isn‘t the best answer. 

We need to make sure we give him a good solid brief and give him all the reasons 

why not course of action 2 but course of action 3 really is the best course of action 

and being more adamant about it. (P2, 2:82) 

One participant summed up well the sentiments of all:  

What I have seen that is the most pronounced change between what one would 

call the ‗before times‘ and now is the staff works together collectively and 

collaboratively to solve problems and in the interest of the greater good. And this 
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may sound a little optimistic or naïve worldview, but I really feel that way. (P6, 

6:56) 

Differentiation of Middle Managers’ Role from That of the Top Management Team  

Virtually every participant indicated that the role of the top management team was 

to provide a clear vision of the desired end state. Every participant provided comments 

either to the positive—for example, ―typically the AG identifies their vision of the 

department. . . . The process starts there‖ (P1, 1:4)—or noting the absence of vision or 

guidance from leadership. Several participants identified problems when the vision or 

desired end state was not clearly articulated. For example, ―The chaos created in a made-

up [nondoctrinal] organization caused everyone to have to work much harder‖ (P8, 8:3).  

The participants identified their role as developing and implementing the 

processes and procedures to achieve the desired end state. For example, one participant 

offered: 

It really does happen at the director‘s level. . . . The general officers are enablers,  

. . . [but] the biggest change is . . . the directors make things happen. . . . They 

would set the course of what they wanted us to do, but they really did leave it up 

to us to figure out how to do it and how to organize. (P6, 6:47)  

The participants saw the implementation of the change as influenced by the 

middle managers as a team. Six of the eight participants identified the collaborative effort 

as key to the outcome and saw their role as participating in the team as critical to the 

success of the transformation effort. Here is one representative comment:  

In the end, the interaction of the team is still the only thing that makes it real. The 

leader is vital in saying ―Here is where we are going.‖ . . . That‘s indisputable. 

Even with that influence, it is still the work of the team that makes it really 

happen. (P5, 5:79) 
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The middle managers saw themselves as having a much wider role, however, than 

simply implementing the tactical directives of the executive management team. The 

participants identified their unique role of developing the implementation solutions as 

equal in importance to the senior leaders‘ role of providing strategic direction. One 

participant offered: ―We [the directors] developed a strategic plan, an organizations and 

functions manual, and had the opportunity to determine the best way to align functions 

and resources‖ (P8, 8:46). This team concept was supported by another, who added, ―The 

team did it, made the changes and improved it, and it certainly has improved‖ (P5, 5:81). 

A third provided clarification on the significance of the perceived role of the middle 

managers: ―I think the shaping process really is probably principally driven by the 

directors‖ (P9, 9:37). 

Additionally, six of the eight directors identified significant challenges during the 

tenure of AG2. The participants provided numerous comments that identified a period of 

18 months when a new general officer was appointed who, in their words, circumvented 

the middle managers or prevented them from working together toward a common 

solution. All participants assigned to the headquarters during this time provided 

considerable input on the interactions during this tenure. ―He was more about giving you 

a thorough brow beating as to why he was right. It was more about him being right than 

the doctrine of the overall mission or the overall good of the organization‖ (P2, 2:10). 

Many of the comments related to directed actions that did not, in the estimation of the 

participants, follow a logical doctrine or logic. One offered, ―He could say, ‗Send all of a 

resource to one place,‘ but we knew that to be successful, we would need to do it 

differently, so we would just get it done, not saying anything. He wouldn‘t have known 
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the difference; we accomplished the mission and just let him believe he was wildly 

successful‖ (P8, 8:39). This sentiment was echoed by another: ―During the [AG2] period 

where that center of gravity moved, it changed but it didn‘t really alter anything. It still 

was a collaborative environment, although [AG2] essentially he had all of us against him, 

but it was still a collaborative environment‖ (P5, 5:32). 

A review of the historical documents substantiated the convolution of 

responsibilities during this period. Numerous documents and memorandums (Tables B-1 

and B-2) reflected organizational decisions as pronouncements that, in interviewing the 

directors, were seldom if ever staffed. In support of the assertions of the participants, 

several of the organizational decisions identified by the participants as being wrong at the 

time they were made were later the subject of findings in external audits and reviews. 

These comments support the middle managers‘ assertions of the distinction 

between roles within the organization and point to the managers acting both individually 

and in concert to define the structure of the organization in accomplishing the directed 

change. There was no indication that middle managers sought to assume any part of the 

role of the top leadership team, but they did act in concert to protect their perceived role. 

This finding also supports Stones‘ assertion that agents in situ act individually and as a 

meta group to structure the organization.  

The outcome of the middle managers‘ operating as a meta group was initially to 

sustain the existing social structure they supported (under AG1), then to stymie the 

directed change they didn‘t support (AG2), and finally to define and implement the 

change they had agreed to under AG3.  
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Resistance to Changes Believed to be Injurious to the Organization 

During the overall transformation, the organization underwent two leadership 

changes. The leader who began the transition was nearing the end of his career and was 

replaced by a new leader who remained in place for approximately 18 months before 

being replaced by the leader in charge during the research. A review of historical 

documents spanning the three leaders, as well as interviews, documented a considerable 

difference in leadership style, in communications processes, and in the level of support 

received for change initiatives. While the change initiative remained a transformation to a 

joint force headquarters, the interviews left no doubt that the middle managers did not 

support the concepts and methods employed by the second leader to undertake this 

transformation.  

Comments from the middle managers reflected a conscious effort to at least 

tacitly resist the change efforts of AG2. Of note, this subject was raised by every 

participant who held a management position during that period despite the topic and 

subject not being included in the interview protocols. Several examples were provided 

during interviews that supported the concept of tacit resistance to protect the 

organization. 

[The second leader] is an example; you can congeal the staff against you very 

quickly, even as a leader, and not get done what you want to get done. (P5, 5:80) 

Because we‘re mission oriented, we kept all the craziness to ourselves, continued 

to do the missions despite [AG2]. He could say, ―Send all of a resource to one 

place,‖ but we knew that to be successful, we would need to do it differently, so 

we would just get it done, not saying anything. He wouldn‘t have known the 

difference. We accomplished the mission and just let him believe he was wildly 

successful. (P8, 8:37) 
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The overall feeling of the participants that were in the middle management 

positions during that period were articulated by Participant 8: 

It just became dysfunctional. It was dysfunctional until we were able to put right.  

. . . We were not subversive, but there was a certain amount of passive resistance 

that kept him at arm‘s length without violating any orders, because we knew what 

was best for the mission . . . [and] . . . for the organization and we kept it all 

together in spite of [AG2]. (P8, 8:10-39) 

Of note, most participants commented on the need to protect the organization over 

allowing the (then) leader to fail. For example, one participant offered: 

We walked a fine line, because the temptation was certainly there to allow him to 

fail, but the impact on the organization would have been substantial, and we just 

won‘t allow the organization to fail simply because we have a bad leader. We 

prevented losses in spite of him. (P8, 8:40) 

Sometimes to manage the generals from themselves, directors will get together 

and say ―The general is leaning this way,‖ but that really isn‘t the best answer. 

(P2, 2:82)  

We were not subversive. But there was a certain amount of passive resistance that 

kept him at arm‘s length without violating any orders, because we knew what was 

best for the mission and for the organization and we kept it all together in spite of 

[AG2]. (P8, 8:38) 

Middle managers also reported taking actions to stymie or resist directed changes 

they found objectionable. Six of the eight participants made specific references to 

changes directed by AG2 to which they collectively disagreed and provided examples of 

active measures taken to resist the directed outcome. The actions could be actions of 

omission or actions of active opposition. 

He could say, ―Send all of a resource to one place,‖ but we knew that to be 

successful we would need to do it differently, so we would just get it done, not 

saying anything. He wouldn‘t have known the difference. We accomplished the 

mission and just let him believe he was wildly successful. (P8, 8:39)  
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We know we can call BS or say, ―Hey, that‘s not the right thing to do.‖ We are 

confident in that, so together collectively we see things, and when we are working 

together we talk to the senior leadership and say this is not the right path or we 

think this is the right path. (P3, 3:63) 

The interviews also identified that resistance was not always passive or covert. 

The directors took an active role in negotiating with senior leadership to achieve the 

outcomes they felt most appropriate. Participants stated: 

We quickly realized that [the externally suggested model] wasn‘t the right model 

for success. . . . The leadership, primarily the [directors], felt that it was important 

enough to [organize differently] and then to resource it to make it successful. (P1, 

1:82) 

Collectively [we] came together, came up with a pretty good solution, and we 

talked to the general. We were able to say: This is where we think the joint staff 

or how the joint staff functions better. (P3, 3:74) 

The comments indicate that the middle managers as a meta-group worked 

independently from the top management team and acted as agents to structure the 

outcome. The overall consideration was the health and functionality of the organization.  

Prioritizing Mission Requirements over Unsupported Directives  

When faced with directives they felt were contrary to the overall purpose of the 

organization, the directors would act in concert to place organizational outcomes above 

individual desires. The primary loyalty of the middle managers was to the organization 

and what the directors perceived as the purpose/mission of the organization. At no time 

did any of the respondents identify their actions as subversive or disloyal rather the 

saying that they owed it to the organization to maintain a mission-oriented focus. 

They went about their business of doing their job, and we just dealt with the 

adversity of bad leadership [with AG2] as we went through the process. So that 
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process of mission accomplishment really rose to the surface in spite of the 

problems we had, and we just got stuff done. (P8, 8:31) 

[During AG2] there was definitely a cohesive effort below the surface to keep 

things together. The directors spent many, many hours talking about what was 

right and what was wrong and what needed to be fixed. We were keenly aware of 

what was going on, and we had to try and figure out ways to keep it all working. 

The majority of all of us are mission oriented. (P8, 8:41)  

Ultimately we knew we had to get done. And that‘s really what happened. We just 

have a culture of mission orientation and success in spite of individual people. 

(P8, 8:34) 

This focus on the mission of the organization, even at the detriment of their own 

functional area, clearly relates to the assertion of Stones (2005) that the norms of the 

organization play heavily in structuration activities. Those structures are continuously 

reinforced through sanctions and interactions and are sustained within the memory traces 

in the organization.  

Summary of Research Sub-Question 3 

The research provided considerable insights into the actions and practices of 

middle managers in shaping the outcomes during the directed transformation. The 

participants recounted numerous actions they employed to either further or blunt a 

particular initiative. These actions occurred at the micro and meso levels and ranged from 

reallocating resources to defining/redefining expectations. The middle managers actively 

sought training, education, and information in support of their participation in the 

transformation and greatly increased the collaboration across former organizational 

boundaries to influence the outcomes of the mandated change. Ultimately, the middle 

managers were able to provide examples of a wide range of actions and practices they 

employed to shape the outcome of the transformation.  
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Research Sub-question 4 

The final research sub-question asked: How did the actions and practices of 

middle managers shape the outcome(s) of the organizational restructuring? This question 

sought to identify changes in roles and social structures from two perspectives, that of 

changes influenced by the externally mandated change and that of any factors external to 

the mandate that drove change in the organization. The participants provided 

considerable evidence of actions and practices defining the roles and structures within the 

organization. They were equally able to identify stimuli external to the mandated change 

that influenced the changes in the structures within the organization. The principal codes 

that shaped this section included anticipated outcome, cause and effect, coevolution 

indicator, indicator of change, missteps, unanticipated outcome, and understanding 

desired outcomes.  

Middle Managers’ Interpretations of Their Internal Actions 

 The participants offered a range of interpretations for their internal actions, but 

always with reference to influencing the outcome to meet the perceived ‗best solution‘ to 

any directed change. In all cases, the participants‘ perception was that their motivations 

were organizationally based, not personally based. The participants recounted employing 

actions and practices to improve the ability of the department to meet its requirements, to 

improve their own understanding of joint operations, and to mitigate the implications of 

mandates considered disadvantageous to the functionality of the organization. Of note, 

none of the participants recounted that their actions or practices led to personal benefit. A 

typical response was as follows: 
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What I have seen that is the most pronounced change between what one would 

call the ‗before times‘ and now is the staff works together collectively and 

collaboratively to solve problems and in the interest of the greater good. And this 

may sound a little optimistic or naïve worldview, but I really feel that way. (P6, 

6:56) 

External Actions Shaping the Outcome of the Mandated Organizational Change 

The participants offered several examples of interactions that shaped the 

mandated changes of the organization. These examples represented both actions and 

practices to support/effect the mandated change and actions and practices to either blunt 

or reshape the directed change. The participants reported that their decisions to either 

support or resist/reshape the directed change were based on their perception of the 

organizational impacts of the directed outcome. 

In addressing changes that supported the directed change, six of the eight 

participants reported a wide range of actions. Several commented on active research: 

―We went out and found out and embraced what this was really going to do for the entire 

National Guard community‖ (P3, 3:49). Others reported active engagement in national 

and statewide steering committees to influence policy and implementation, and the 

documents demonstrated an exponential increase in interagency interactions in advance 

of any disaster or direct mission requirement.  

Five of the eight participants provided examples of actions that either blunted or 

significantly altered directed change. Actions were identified as active, deliberate efforts 

to shape the outcome of the mandate. These actions included presenting alternatives for 

consideration or taking an active stance against a directed action. In two cases, 

participants identified direct confrontations with senior leadership to oppose a directed 

action; however, the more common action was a negotiation or exchange to result in the 



123 

preferred outcome. A typical comment was ―I will have to say that at the more 

operational ends of things, the people interested, like myself or the J[#] or the J[#] kept 

appropriate pressure and desire to fix those things at the forefront as well‖ (P5, 5:49). 

Six of the eight participants identified practices to resist directed change. The 

participants indicated that the resistance was related to specific directives or elements 

within a change, not the overall change initiative itself. These practices generally were 

tacit, covert, or issues of omission that generated the desired effect without the direct 

confrontation of action. These reported practices ranged from ignoring directives felt to 

be injurious to the organization (as opposed to the participant), to reporting on the 

directed outcome but omitting the information on the directed method. The practices that 

resisted a change directive ranged from attempting to influence the executives, with one 

participant commenting, ―Sometimes to manage the generals from themselves, directors 

will get together and say ‗The general is leaning this way,‘ but that really isn‘t the best 

answer‖ (P2, 2:82). Other times the practice was just to disregard a directive believed by 

the middle managers to be counter to the best interests of the organization. This sentiment 

was best expressed by one participant:  

Because we‘re mission oriented, we kept all the craziness to ourselves [and] 

continued to do the missions. . . . He could say, ―Send all of a resource to one 

place,‖ but we knew that to be successful, we would need to do it differently, so 

we would just get it done, not saying anything. He wouldn‘t have known the 

difference. We accomplished the mission and just let him believe he was wildly 

successful. . . . We just went about our business of doing our mission. . . . We 

tried to accomplish things to the best that we could, but we didn‘t want to do 

anything tragically wrong. (P8, 8:43) 
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Mission Requirements as a Stimulus for Change 

Although the AG1, and subsequently the chief of the NGB (Department of 

Defense, 2003), directed the transformation, other external influences were significant in 

influencing the ultimate outcome. These directives provided the mandate for the 

transformation to a joint force headquarters, but the operational requirements provided 

the impetus. All participants identified operational missions and experience as having the 

greatest influence on the speed of the transformation. For example, one participant 

offered:  

Once we start going through Katrina, for example, we were forced to all get in 

one room together and interact with each other as a joint force headquarters. And 

it was a little bit rough at first. . . . I was here and I got to see the process. You can 

clearly see that it was forced on us and we had no choice. (P1, 1:48) 

The participants pointed to the emotional impact of being thrust into an 

operational environment where operating effectively in this new role meant life and death 

for others as dramatically influencing the ultimate speed and intensity with which the 

transformation occurred. Many said that the transformation was inevitable, but the pace 

and seriousness of ‗getting it right‘ was heightened by the operational realities external to 

the mandate. Another participant also emphasized the effect of Katrina:  

Certainly the most change occurred in Katrina. . . . I can tell you from my small 

vantage point, . . . the pressure just increased exponentially to get stuff right. I 

have to tell you that isn‘t all bad. If it‘s your aunt Bertha dying out there, then you 

want her to be taken care of, so I don‘t think it is all bad. It was a startling change 

of environment. It actually started with 9/11 but by Katrina it got political and the 

answer is don‘t screw up. (P5, 5:86)  

Not all references, however, were to Katrina, and not all changes occurred 

simultaneously. Subsequent to the response to Katrina, the research site was required to 

respond to new emergencies. During this response, the directors recognized a shortfall in 
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the organizational structure then in place and reinitiated the restructuring process to 

resolve a shortcoming not previously addressed. Several directors pointed to the domestic 

response to these emergencies as serving to further shape the structure of the 

organization. One offered:  

I think [a particular state emergency] was the sort of pinnacle of our frustration 

with not having a J4, to the point that the JTF [joint task force] literally ran out of 

food because we had outrun our ability to contract and move commodities down 

to support them. It was at the point where we said enough is enough; we have to 

get the staff together and figure out the resources and make it happen. . . . It was 

only because we had Katrina followed by airports, followed by border, followed 

by two major state emergencies that those big seminal events that caused us to 

examine in very short order how we do business. (P6, 6:35) 

The participants also drew on their demonstrated performance in response to 

domestic emergencies to validate their progress and create cachet with external agencies. 

The participants identified a range of external agencies that had acknowledged the 

progress and effectiveness of the transformation within the research site. This acceptance 

included peer organizations in other states. ―Other states are asking me: How do you guys 

do that?‖ (P1, 1:53) ―I think [our state] leads the way. . . . We are actually out there trying 

to make the change; we are communicating with NGB and with fellow states‖ (P2, 2:90). 

The demonstrated performance also created acceptance in other state and federal agencies 

not involved in the transformation. For example, one participant said: ―I believe our 

interactions in relationships with state office of emergency services—the governor‘s 

office and state forestry, those are the ones I have specific experience with—have 

become much stronger‖ (P3, 3:71).  

The practice of drawing on mission requirements to shape the transformation was 

validated for the participants by both observation reports and external agencies. The chief 

of the NGB stated, ―This has been probably the most proactive response to a domestic 
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event that I have seen in my 40 years in uniform‖ (Blum, 2003), and the research site saw 

a large increase in requests for assistance from external agencies. This external validation 

was summed up by one participant who stated, ―The acceptance of external help was 

borne from a certain level of confidence that we established after Katrina that we kind of 

know what we‘re doing‖ (P6, 6:32).  

Summary of Research Sub-Question 4 

The research documented that the actions and practices of the middle managers 

shaped the outcome of the organizational restructuring. The middle managers were able 

to both blunt outcomes they felt were contrary to the agreed structure of the organization 

and, when desired, were successful in shaping change of the social structures in the 

organization. Their actions and practices occurred both internally and externally to the 

organization. There was a reported balance between the stimuli for their actions, both the 

external directive, and mission requirements such as responding to Hurricane 

Katrina/Rita and in-state emergencies, and the ongoing requirements to support the 

Global War on Terrorism. Furthermore, observations and the review of documents 

confirmed a linkage between the actions and practices of the middle managers and the 

changes that occurred in the social structures. 

Summary 

The patterns of interactions by the middle managers can be delineated into 

purpose and outcome. The participants identified three key purposes: 

 To investigate the purpose of the transformation and define what the 

transformation would or should mean to the organization 
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 To seek clarity for ambiguous or unclear guidance, in preparation for negotiating 

the implementation of the change 

 To exchange concepts with external entities to gain approval or understanding of 

the impacts of the transformation. 

The participants identified six outcomes from these interactions: 

 Improved confidence in both the transformation and the capabilities of the 

organization to accomplish its functions 

 Increased respect at the micro and meso levels; directors reported both having 

greater respect for each other and a feeling of greater respect from elements 

external to the directors as a team 

 Influence on the values of the organization, including cooperation, ‗jointness,‘ 

and collaboration 

 Shaping of the mandate on two levels: the implementation of the mandate within 

the organization and then the larger context of the transformation in all JFHQs 

 Reduction of organizational tensions resulting from the reallocation of resources, 

personnel, and responsibilities 

 Definition of the roles of the middle managers in the new social structures of the 

organization 

The interactions between middle managers, as the agents in situ during an 

externally directed restructure of a government agency, were directly responsible for the 

social structures within the organization. In the context of strong structuration, the 

interactions demonstrated the three ―modalities‖ of structuration.  
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When faced with an externally directed change that ran counter to the norms and 

values of the organization, the middle managers both collaboratively and covertly 

circumvented the directive, ultimately blocking the unwanted change and preserving the 

status within the organization. When faced with a dilemma or problem, the middle 

managers drew on both the norms and values of the organization and their own 

experiences to shape an outcome that would be supported. The middle managers also 

relied on resources, both in relation to their position and authority and to the more 

tangible funding, staffing, and control of infrastructure, to leverage outcomes that, by 

mutual agreement, met the desired outcomes of the middle managers as agents in situ. 

Middle managers, when faced with the mandate to transform, greatly increased 

their interactions with their external environment. This included peers in similar 

organizations going through the same transformation and other organizations not 

involved in the transformation. Within the sub-element of middle managers, the 

interactions greatly increased on both a professional and personal level, and their 

conjecturally specific knowledge as well as their general knowledge of the norms and 

values of their organization shaped this interaction. 

The outcome of the interactions was identifiable in the actions and practices of the 

middle managers at both the micro (individual) and meso (team) levels. While these 

actions and practices directly sustained or altered the social structures within the 

organization, it is important to note that not all changes in roles and structures were 

directly related to the externally directed transformation. Concurrent with the externally 

directed change, other environmental factors, such as the greatly increased demand for 

support for domestic emergencies, impacted the organization, which resulted in changes 
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in the social structures, but the role of the middle managers in determining the social 

structures of the organization remained constant during the period. 
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CHAPTER 6: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter provides interpretation and meaning, based on the literature, to the 

results of the research regarding how interactions of middle managers impact social 

structures during an externally directed organizational change within one government 

agency. The research drew on Stones‘ strong structuration (2005) as the operational lens 

for Giddens‘ structuration (1979, 1984).  

 The goal of the study was to uncover, within the context of an organizational 

change, (a) the impact of interactions between middle managers as agents ―in situ‖ and 

their external environment; (b) the interactions between middle managers and the general 

dispositions of the organization; (c) the interactions between middle managers and their 

conjecturally specific knowledge and the impacts on the actions and practices of the 

middle managers; and (d) what actions and practices were adopted by middle managers 

that influenced the organizational change.  

The study achieved its goals; however, results were not always as anticipated. 

Although the intent of the study was to analyze the actions beginning with the federal 

mandate (May, 2003), a number of the participants reflected on an earlier attempt at 

transformation beginning in 1999. In addition, while the agents in situ were determined to 

be directors that had been in their assigned position for at least 1 year, virtually every 

participant, when considering the transformation, reflected on their entire time within the 

headquarters, including time when they were assigned to other positions, often 

subordinate to the position of director. Additionally, the anticipation was that the change 

would be predominantly linear, from external mandate to completed transformation. 
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Finally, the researcher sought to identify indicators of coevolution as an ancillary element 

to the basic research question, but based on the research tool, insufficient data emerged 

from the interviews and review of documents to make meaningful findings. After a 

discussion of agents in situ and the external environment, the discussion is presented in 

six sections: (1) interpretations of findings, (2) conclusions, (3) critique and implications 

of the study, (4) recommendations for future research, (5) implications for practice, and 

(6) personal reflections. 

Key Themes and Outcomes 

This section presents six themes that emerged from the research and findings 

regarding how the interactions of middle managers impacted social structures during an 

externally directed organizational change within the research site. The themes are 

presented in general categories that loosely represent the quadripartite nature of 

structuration (Stones, 2005). 

Theme 1: Effect of Operational Demands and Mission 

Patterns of interactions were influenced by external operational demands and 

mission requirements, which both shaped and accelerated the transformation.  

The transformation within this agency began well before the events of September 

11, 2001, but with three different leaders between 9/11 and the response to Hurricanes 

Katrina and Rita, the organization remained uncertain on its final direction until after the 

national response to the hurricanes. That being said, virtually all directors identified 

operational demands as playing a significant role in both the speed and the extent of 

transformation. In addition to these two nationally identified events, the agency was 
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required to respond to several incidents of major significance, including the need to 

mobilize and deploy forces to the southwest border in support of customs and border 

patrol, mobilize and deploy forces for overseas duty, and respond to a series of significant 

natural disasters within the state. In addressing the scope of change, operational demands 

forced the middle management team to develop, refine, and implement change. The range 

of comments varied widely, but participants were consistent in recognizing the role of 

operational requirements.  

The middle managers, not exempt from the public perceptions and political 

realities of operating in emergency response, quickly recognized that the requirements for 

operational demands had the potential to adversely impact the overall agency if 

expectations were not met. In public service, it is not enough to just meet the need; it is 

equally important to meet the expectations of the people being served by the agency. 

Many participants credited the operational interactions as key to the speed of successful 

transformation. The data related to how middle managers interacted with their external 

environment suggested a dynamic interaction that placed the middle managers in a 

critical role of scanning the external environment and developing alternatives and courses 

of action they believed most beneficial for the organization. Courses of action were 

developed from both theoretical and operational situations and were tempered with actual 

experience. Once those courses of action were developed, the middle managers 

sponsored those outcomes both upward and downward within the organization to 

influence the outcome deemed most appropriate for the organization. This supports the 

premise that the middle management team scanned the external environment to both find 
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clues on how to structure and also to validate the decisions made and continue to refine 

the agreed-upon structure. 

Theme 2: Increase in Authority of Director Position 

Middle managers used the transformation to reframe the role and responsibility 

of their positions and increase the collective authority of the director position. 

A review of the process to define the roles and missions of the various staff 

elements discovered that the outcome was the result of considerable negotiation and 

iterations. The agency was required to develop an organization and function manual 

outlining roles, responsibilities, and resources applied within each functional area. During 

the first 18 months following the appointment of the third leader, the organization 

developed no less than three editions of this manual. The primary change from one period 

to the next involved adding, moving, or subtracting functions. The movement of 

functions was a result of discussions between middle managers on how to better meet the 

needs of the organization or mission. In some cases, responsibilities were identified 

through negotiations and group discussions. Most of the participants pointed to a 4-day 

strategic planning offsite meeting conducted early in the tenure of AG3 as pivotal in the 

process of reframing the roles of the directors. In other cases, one or two middle 

managers would champion an outcome and maintain pressure on the remainder of the 

team until the desired outcome occurred. Several participants mentioned individual or 

small group champions for an element of change. However, the changes were not 

universally immediately accepted; the shift occurred over time.  

The middle managers reported that their authority and autonomy had increased 

over what it had been with the previous leader. They described a stark contrast of their 
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interactions between the two leaders. During the 18-month tenure of the AG2, historical 

documents identified no less than 10 directed organizational changes that the participants 

reported were not staffed or discussed with them, so they found themselves unprepared to 

make the changes successful. Whether in response to the second leader or independent of 

that individual‘s tenure, the middle managers collaborated to share individual authority 

and power to achieve desired outcomes. In many cases the shared authority resulted in 

the middle managers as a meta group realizing more authority and influence than what 

had been realized individually before the transformation. 

Theme 3: Dynamic Structuration as a Transformation Process 

Middle managers instituted dynamic structuration as a transformation process, 

implementing both major and minor corrections based on experienced outcomes. 

A review of historical and archival documents identified that structuration was not 

a linear process but rather dynamic. In contrast to a transformation where the middle 

managers would, through interaction, determine a course of action and embark on 

implementing that course, structuration was dynamic. The directors would come together 

and decide on a course of action. As the change began to unfold, issues and decisions 

would be revisited and refined, redefined, or renegotiated. Refined decisions involved 

adjusting processes and procedures—usually within an organizational element, but 

occasionally between elements within the organization. Outcomes redefined ranged from 

building consensus on where actions belonged that were identified after the basic 

structure was negotiated, to developing new processes and procedures for accomplishing 

tasks and outcomes within an organizational element. Redefined decisions generally 

related to moving a single function or activity from one organizational element to 
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another, but basically leaving the negotiated structure in place. Renegotiated decisions 

related to changing the overall design of the organization, generally establishing or 

consolidating directorates or organizational elements.  

The pattern of actions and interactions was defensive of roles and reflected re-

differentiation of levels of responsibility within the organization. The outcome of these 

actions was, first, to internally negotiate their collective agreement of their role, then to 

collectively establish those roles, and finally to formalize the collective authority of the 

middle managers. 

A central tenet of structuration is that agents will draw on the modes of 

legitimation, domination, and signification to form and reform the social structures within 

the organization. The ability to draw on these modes is identified as knowledgeability. In 

the coding process, data that reflected knowledgeability were coded by the three modes 

of structuration. The data reflected that with one exception, every participant made 

specific comments on all three modes of structuration, with the mode of legitimization 

the most prevalent. The disparity in coding, with legitimization occurring more than 

twice as frequently as the other codes, indicates that participants were far more likely to 

draw on the norms and values of the organization than to rely on their individual 

authority or the management of resources to shape the transformation. 

Theme 4: Middle Managers’ Knowledgeability of the Transformation 

The middle managers were knowledgeable about the circumstances of the 

transformation and their ability to influence the outcome. 

Virtually every participant provided examples of their understanding of the 

purpose and desired outcome of the transformation. They drew on stocks of knowledge in 
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shaping the transformation, and the outcomes of their actions were purposeful based on 

the circumstances of the transformation. These actions represented wide-ranging points 

on the spectrum, from tacitly and overtly resisting directives to influence an outcome, to 

actively drawing on their experiences and backgrounds to influence a desired outcome. 

The basis for knowledgeability ranged from technical understanding of operating in a 

joint environment to an understanding of the norms, cultures, and accepted mores of the 

organization. Many participants recounted using their knowledge about the organization 

to encourage change; others reported drawing on these knowledge stocks to overcome 

objections or resistance and influence the change.  

Theme 5: Use of Resources to Influence Outcomes 

Middle managers used their allocative and authoritative resources to influence 

outcomes. 

The interviews identified several examples in which middle managers recounted 

situations where they made conscious decisions to utilize resources to influence the 

change. In some cases, the middle managers would utilize their authority to direct or 

influence outcomes. This authority was reported as based both on their achieved rank and 

on their position as middle managers. Others identified using budget, space, and staffing 

resources to influence the organizational outcomes. After the transformation, directors 

reported a collaborative effort to move resources between directors and within the 

department to accomplish desired outcomes.  
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Theme 6: Identification of Changes to the Organization’s Social Structure 

Middle managers were able to identify changes in the social structure of the 

organization. 

In addition to the earlier theme regarding understanding of the purpose of the 

transformation, the participants were also knowledgeable of the organizational effect of 

the transformation. The interview protocol was intentionally broad to allow outcomes to 

emerge based on the perceptions of the participants. At no time was any question asked 

that would speak to the social structure of the organization after transformation, yet 

virtually every participant offered one or more examples of changes within the social 

structures of the organization.  

When offered the opportunity to identify changes that occurred as a result of the 

transformation effort, participants clearly recognized changes in the social structure of the 

organization. To the middle managers, the structure of the organization was not defined 

by the organizational chart but rather by how the organization interacted both internally 

and externally—supporting both Giddens‘ and Stones‘ assertions that observing changes 

in structure can best be determined by observing interactions within and outside of the 

organization. 

The findings support the assertion that the middle managers drew on their 

conjecturally specific knowledge of the organization in determining how they would 

react to the directed changes in the organization. In some cases they contrasted the 

expected outcomes for the post-transformation organization with what had existed before 

to select the ultimate outcome of the restructuring; in other cases they drew on existing 

knowledge to either adjust or resist directed changes because the middle managers, as a 
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meta team, felt the directed changes were contrary to the best interests of the 

organization. 

Agents “In Situ” and the External Environment 

Stones (2005) indicated that strong structuration moves beyond ontology ―in 

general‖ to ontology ―in situ‖ to allow the researcher to look at particular social processes 

and events in particular times and places (p. 8). Much the same must be considered for 

the agent: one cannot consider the interactions of the agent without also considering the 

particular social processes and events in particular times and places. For the purposes of 

this research, the agents represented the middle managers of the study location; the ―situ‖ 

represented the directives, leadership, and operational events that acted upon the agency; 

and the external environment was identified as constraints and expectations as well as 

social structures external to the middle managers as a team. When considering the agents 

in the context of the transformation of this agency, it is evident that the middle managers 

played a key active role in the transition. Unlike the widely accepted role of middle 

managers as translating change from higher to lower (Valentino & Brunelle, 2004; 

Mintzberg, 1980), both in defining the desired social structure and in shaping the overall 

understanding and outcome of the transformation efforts, the results of this study tended 

to support the research of Floyd and Lane (2000) on the strategic role of middle 

managers. 

Interpretation of Findings 

The results of the study demonstrate that the middle managers‘ interactions 

played a key role in shaping the outcome of an externally directed organizational change 
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in the research site (Giddens, 1984, p. 282). The research identified four primary 

interactions within the context of the directed restructuring. Those interactions were with 

external structures, such as other agencies and individuals at all levels; internal structures, 

such as the general dispositions, norms, and values of the organization as well as the 

conjecturally specific knowledge of the middle managers; the middle managers‘ actions 

and practices; and the outcomes of those interactions (Stones, 2005, p. 85).  

The research documented middle managers, as agents in situ, drawing on their 

modes of structuration to establish new social structures. In conjunction with the 

executive leadership, the middle managers implemented the weekly headquarters update 

briefings and dynamically developed the norms and processes of that activity to meet the 

emerging needs of the organization. The middle managers, independent of the direction 

or authority of the executive leadership, established a routine ―huddle‖ to facilitate 

interactions designed to refine actions, resolve issues, and develop recommendations—all 

intended to shape the outcomes of the transformation. 

The responses to the interviews, coupled with the review of documents, 

demonstrated that the middle managers acted in concert to implement changes they 

supported, especially when they were able to help define the change (Lines, 2004; 

Carney, 2004). Conversely, middle managers acted in concert to resist change they did 

not support (Agocs, 1997). The middle managers based their support or resistance on 

their assessment of the positive or negative impact on the organization as opposed to 

personal or functional implications, and their resistance was intended to ―maintain some 

implicit goal that was not part of the [mandated] change process‖ (Dent & Goldberg, 

1999, p. 39). 
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The findings demonstrated Giddens‘ ―duality of structure‖ (1979). Middle 

managers were guided by the social structures of the organization, many of which had 

existed for many years prior to the assignment of the agent to the organization. The 

middle managers sustained the agreed structures through interactions, both between 

themselves as the agents in situ and with external elements, and acted in concert to 

sustain those social structures when threatened with directed change unsupported by the 

agents. This demonstrated reproduction of the social structures in opposition to directed 

change was most evident in the tacit and explicit actions taken to resist structural changes 

deemed by the agents to be injurious to the organization.  

The nature of the change in social structures within the organization denotes the 

capillary process offered by Weick (1979). Both the interview data and review of the 

historical documentation indicated that change of the social structures was initially due to 

the draw of outliers more so than the external directive. As the number of agents attracted 

to the new social structure grew, eventually the concept itself rather than the outliers was 

the attractant, until the new social structure became a center of gravity and eventually the 

only outliers were those unwilling to adopt or support the new social structure. 

The ―cascades of non-linearity‖ (McKelvey, 2002, p. 6) demonstrated by the 

sequence of documented incremental change in social structures suggests coevolution 

occurring as a parallel process to the structuration. The successive reports of supporting 

the first directive for transformation, then resisting the second attempt, and then 

supporting the third attempt would appear to support the concept of coevolution, but the 

independent supporting data were not sufficient for such a conclusion. For the research to 

conclusively demonstrate coevolution, additional elements in the research design would 
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have been required to allow empirical data collection from elements outside the middle 

managers as agents in situ.  

The study was not a longitudinal study per se; however, the documentation and 

data provided through interviews did cover a 9-year period. During that timeframe, the 

organization had three different top leaders, and each leader took a different approach to 

a similar stated outcome, that being to transform to a ―joint force headquarters.‖ The 

three dissimilar approaches resulted in three periods of transformation; however, the sum 

of the three periods does not meet the definition of ―punctuated equilibrium‖ (Romanelli 

& Tushman, 1994; Gersick, 1991) for lack of the ‗relatively long periods of stability.‘ 

Additionally, the three phases do not support the concept of continuous change (Tushman 

& O‘Reilly, 1996; Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997), in that the middle managers treated the 

responses to similar directives differently from one period to the next. For the purposes of 

this study, each period was treated as an individual external directive to change the same 

governmental agency. This approach allowed the added benefit of comparing and 

contrasting the interactions by the middle managers as agents in situ during three 

attempts to restructure the same organization during externally mandated organizational 

change. 

Conclusions 

Six conclusions can be drawn from this study: 

1. Middle managers in this research site utilized their interactions to impact the 

social structures within the organization during an externally directed 

organizational change. Within the overall context of a single directed change, the 

middle managers effected three different outcomes consecutively based on their 
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assessment of the impacts on the organization: first to adapt the organization to an 

incremental change; then to bulwark the organization against a directed change 

deemed within their social structure to be injurious to the organization; and 

ultimately to transform the organization in support of the directed outcome once 

they felt the directed outcome would benefit the organization. 

2. The middle managers drew more heavily on internal factors such as norms and 

values and active agency/agent practices to influence organizational change than 

positional or individual knowledge and authority and power. This would indicate 

that interactions were linked to collectively shared structures more than individual 

elements. 

3. The middle managers, through their interactions, drove the organization to the 

outcomes they desired and supported. These outcomes were not necessarily the 

same outcomes desired by the top management team and at times were in conflict 

with the directives from their superiors. These divergent outcomes were 

deliberate, although the methods of achieving the desired outcome were at times 

covert. 

4. The middle managers worked collaboratively in support of common outcomes 

that were organization centric, even to the detriment of individual directors or 

directorates.  

5. The extent of collaboration established during and sustained subsequent to the 

transformation is reflective of the middle managers both working as agents in situ 

to define the new structure and then sustaining that new structure by 
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implementing new norms. This finding supports Giddens‘ assertion that 

interactions provide a valid methodology to observe the structuration process. 

6. The middle managers placed their perceptions of the best interests of the 

organization over the desires (or mandates) of any individual. This finding 

supports Stones‘ assertion that individuals may act collectively as an agent to 

structure the organization. 

Critique and Implications of the Study 

The research supports Giddens‘ assertion that change in social structures is best 

observed by evaluating changes in the production and reproduction of social interactions. 

Irrespective of documented charts, graphs, and memorandums stating differently for the 

three different periods, it was the social interactions that demonstrated initially the 

continued reproduction of existing social interactions, and subsequently the production of 

(and then reproduction of) altered social structures signaling organizational change had 

occurred. In each of the three phases of change, numerous directives, memorandums, and 

press releases expressed the desired outcomes, but interviews and historical documents 

supported that the changes directed were not effective until the interactions within the 

organization changed. 

Implications for Theory 

Stones‘ strong structuration, specifically the quadripartite nature of structuration, 

was an effective methodology to examine the research question. The quadripartite nature 

provided a framework to both develop a research tool and then to analyze the data 

collected. Given that this framework draws heavily on interactions, strong structuration 
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would appear to be somewhat limited as a framework for conducting research that was 

not grounded in interviews and/or observations but instead relied on historical 

documentation or archival review as a data source. During the interview process, the 

participants were able to identify interactions in each of the four areas and related specific 

and definable examples where the interactions sustained either existing actions and 

practices or sustained changed norms and procedures. 

The concept of strong structuration as developed by Stones can be further 

extended in two areas to allow for the added complexities associated with organizational 

realities. The first extension of strong structuration is the identification that the very 

nature of producing and reproducing social structures establishes a reoccurring process 

that, while generating outcomes, is not strictly linear, but cyclical. Each outcome of the 

structuration process either sustains or alters the environment in which the structuration 

process occurs, thereby sustaining or altering the dynamics impacting on the 

organization. The presentation of strong structuration as an ongoing, dynamic process 

would extend the theory beyond consideration as an episodic event driven by a specific 

stimuli and more appropriately place strong structuration as an ongoing process 

embedded in the sustainment of the organization as a whole. 

The second extension of strong structuration would be the clarification that strong 

structuration, while viewed from the perspective of agents ―in situ‖ for research purposes, 

extends far beyond the agents in situ, and every interaction external to the agents in situ is 

either producing or reproducing social structures away from the actual context of the 

research. To this end, while strong structuration identifies that the agents in situ produce 

or reproduce their social structures based on these interactions, it does not identify that 
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simultaneously the external social structures with which the interaction is taking place are 

also being produced and reproduced, thereby either sustaining or altering the external 

environment in which the organization exists. Through expanding the awareness of 

impacts of interactions external to the agents in situ, strong structuration can more 

effectively link to the concept of co-evolution and provide additional considerations for 

the issues surrounding complexity and complex adaptive systems. 

The conceptual frame developed at the outset of the research was sufficient to 

address the research question. The model allowed for both micro- and meso-level 

interactions within the quadripartite nature of structuration within a contextual setting, 

and allowed for the existence of external factors outside the context of the research to 

influence change in roles and social structures. The clearest example of such factors was 

the frequent comment by participants of the impacts of operational missions on the 

overall change in organizational structures concurrent with the directed restructuring. 

Finally, the research supports previous studies on middle managers‘ roles in 

organizational change as translating strategy from the strategic apex to the operating core 

(Mintzberg, 1980), synthesizing and championing change (Anderson-Ashcraft, 2007), 

and functioning as a ‗change intermediary‘ (Balogun, 2003). In addition, the research 

suggests this role can be further refined when considered in situ. The extent to which the 

same agents responded differently under different circumstances to a similar directed 

change indicates that the role played by middle managers is both positional and 

contextual. The responses as directors to the directed change reflected a positional role 

and responsibility. That the response to the same directed change was considerably 

different based on the implementation strategy of the executive leadership indicates that 
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responses are also highly contextual and supports Stones‘ (2005) assertion that the use of 

structuration as a model for understanding social processes within an organization cannot 

be limited to ontology in general but must ―develop bridging concepts between the 

philosophical and substantive levels of structuration‖ by focusing on ―ontology in-situ,‖ 

focused on the ‗ontic,‘ or particular social processes and events in particular times and 

places (Stones, 2005, p. 8). 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on the results of this study, three areas are suggested for continued 

research: 

1. Replicate the study in an organizational setting where the population of middle 

managers is larger and/or more diverse, with a specific focus toward a population 

that represents a wider range of backgrounds than typically found in a senior 

military headquarters. Selecting a study site that has greater diversity in agents in 

situ would serve several purposes:  

a)  Help validate the conceptual frame and the quadripartite nature of 

structuration based on additional applications of the theory in a variety of 

research settings where a broader range of external environmental factors exist 

to influence the organization.  

b)  Provide the opportunity to examine differences in the effect of the modalities 

of structuration within diverse populations, which would increase knowledge 

of the interactions by middle managers in organizations undergoing mandated 

change when the middle managers, as agents in focus, are less homogeneous 

or represent a more diverse background (3). 
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2. Replicate the study in other similar organizations undergoing mandated 

restructuring to achieve three outcomes. The specific focus on the structuration 

process ‗in situ‘ would add depth to the understanding of the operational aspects 

of Giddens‘ structuration as developed by Stones‘ strong structuration.  

a) Increasing the ability to bridge the philosophical to substantive levels of 

structuration (Stones, 2005, p. 8) would help resolve criticism of Giddens‘ 

work and help future researchers develop further understanding of 

organizational behavior.  

b) Adding to the ―ontology in situ‖ would increase the ability of scholars and 

practitioners to use the production and reproduction of social interactions as 

indicators of organizational change. Acknowledging that each organization is 

unique within the time, space, and environment in which it is functioning 

demands a better understanding of research methods that account for the in 

situ setting in which the research occurs. Increased understanding of the in 

situ implications may also provide a basis for increasing our understanding of 

similar responses across multiple organizations when operating in similar 

situations. 

c) Applying the conceptual framework to an organization undergoing externally 

mandated restructuring while focusing on other strata within the organization 

would increase understanding on the role that interactions play at different 

organizational levels to sustain or alter the social structures within the 

organization. 
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3. Conduct a similar study utilizing a vertical approach through the organization to 

research the intra-stratified structuration processes during directed change. As 

outlined above, the interdependencies of the various strata within an organization 

would suggest that concurrent with structuration occurring within a strata, similar 

processes are underway between the various strata of the organization. 

Conducting vertical research within an organization would add to both the 

structuration knowledge and also the knowledge on co-evolution, which could not 

be substantiated in this research due to the single strata population as agents in 

situ. 

4. Conduct a longitudinal study within an organization to extend the knowledge 

surrounding the dynamic nature of structuration. This study, based on the 

participants‘ desire to look retrospectively, provided the opportunity to identify 

interactions and outcomes at multiple times within an extended period, but little 

can be determined retrospectively surrounding the external environment. 

Conducting a longitudinal study would generate additional understanding of 

interactions and the extent to which each production of social structures 

influenced the ongoing reproduction or triggered additional production of altered 

social structures and add understanding to the body of knowledge on 

structuration. 

Implications for Practice 

There is little doubt that for organizations to continue to survive in the current 

environment, change is inevitable. Developing a deeper understanding of the implications 

of interactions of middle managers in response to mandated organizational change will 
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improve the potential for other organizations, and most directly government agencies, to 

achieve desired transformation. Organizations that facilitate the ability of middle 

managers to influence social structures have the potential to more successfully deal with 

mandated change. 

The implications for practice occur in two primary areas, the planning processes 

necessary to shape change and the implementation processes to respond to both 

programmed and un-programmed changes in the environment. The structuration process 

is critical in both areas and must be considered and accounted for in any organization. 

Within the realm of internal change management/change planning, understanding 

the importance of interactions in shaping the social structures provides the change agents 

fertile ground to leverage those interactions to achieve desired outcomes. An improved 

understanding of the relationships between interactions and sustaining current actions and 

practices provides organizations additional tools to leverage change by providing insights 

into what is often labeled ―resistance‖ and most frequently offered as a negative response. 

Conversely, an improved understanding of the relationships between interactions at a 

team level and a willingness to produce altered actions and practices in response to a 

directed change will provide organizations additional tools to seek the desired change. 

Organizational change plans that do not adequately consider the structuration process risk 

the hazard experienced by the research site during the tenure of AG2, where active and 

passive resistance prevented the implementation of the changes desired by the strategic 

apex. Including consideration for the structuration process and facilitating the interactions 

during the planning process place the organization in the position enjoyed during the 

tenure of AG3, where the desired outcomes occurred on a wholesale level with the full 
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support and confidence of the middle managers. Maintaining an awareness and 

understanding of the ability of any meta group, with an emphasis on middle managers, to 

utilize interactions to produce and reproduce social structures must be considered in the 

development of organizational change strategies. 

In implementing change, in response to either a programmed change or an 

emerging environmental shift, accounting for the structuration process will improve the 

potential for the organization to effectively traverse the transformation and emerge better 

prepared to deal with the new realities. Maintaining an awareness of the impacts of the 

structuration process, and more specifically within the middle managers as a meta group, 

in sustaining current or changing organizational behaviors will provide additional tools in 

implementation strategies. Inclusion of the processes and effects of structuration in the 

implementation plan will increase the likelihood that change will be successful. 

Conversely, if change is not progressing as anticipated, examining the interactions and 

structuration process will provide additional insights into areas where the transformation 

may be adversely impacted. 

The research demonstrated that the concepts of structuration have direct 

applicability to the practice of organizational development, organizational management, 

and organizational change. Including considerations for structuration in planning and 

implementing change can significantly increase the potential for success in maintaining 

an agile, adaptive organization. Additionally, applying the concepts of structuration to 

organizational management/organizational change dialogues will help shift the change 

management conversation to move from a formula-based approach to a sensitive 

approach that allows for the ―in situ‖ nature of organizational transformation. 
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Personal Reflections 

While the research focused on one organization undergoing a specific mandated 

change, as a practitioner I have found that many of the concepts and findings discovered 

in this research have applicability in my other efforts. This improved understanding has 

increased my ability to interact with other organizations undergoing change and provides 

additional tools for future applications. 

With military organizations often being portrayed as relatively cloistered, I was 

unsure about the reception I would receive in conducting the research. As is evident by 

the findings, the participants demonstrated both strong support for my research efforts 

and a desire to add to the body of knowledge on the role of their respective positions in 

influencing the outcome of the mandated change. It was a privilege to be welcomed by 

the research site and be provided such access. There is little question that the demands on 

the National Guard in general, and the research site in particular, are daunting and have 

long-lasting implications at both the state and national level, yet the site was supportive 

throughout the entire research process in both providing access to information and in 

providing moral support and encouragement in completing the research. 

It was with some trepidation that I approached this research through the lens of 

structuration; that was not my initial approach. The encouragement of my chair and 

committee overcame my apprehension, and in retrospect, this research has provided me a 

profound understanding and appreciation for the value of interactions within an 

organization on sustaining or altering social structures as the underpinnings of an 

organization. This research has profoundly added to my ability to make contributions at 
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both the scholarly/academic and the application levels, and it is with great anticipation I 

consider the future. 
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APPENDIX A: 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

The Role of a Middle Management Team During a Directed Restructuring: 

A Case Study of One Government Agency Using Stones’ Strong Structuration 
 

GW IRB number: 020733 

 

Principal Investigator: Dr. David Schwandt   Telephone number: (703) 726-3764  

Sub-Investigator: W. Fritz Krauss    Telephone number: (916) 687-7268  

 

Introduction  
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by W. Fritz Krauss, the Sub-

Investigator, under the direction of Dr. David Schwandt of the Department of Human 

Resource Development, Graduate School of Education, The George Washington 

University (GWU). Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary.  

 

Why is this study being done?  
This study will examine how the interactions of Directors, as Middle Managers within the 

JFHQ, helped shape the transformation from STARC to JFHQ. The activity is referred to 

in this research as ―structuration.‖ You are being asked to participate in this study 

because you are a director of a primary staff section that has been directly involved in the 

transformation, because you have been in your position for at least a year, and because as 

a middle manager, your interactions helped shape the transformation. The research is 

being conducted in two parts. The interviews will be conducted at the JFHQ. Analysis of 

the data will be conducted at my personal residence. 

 

What is involved in this study?  
If you choose to take part in this study, you will be interviewed for approximately 60–90 

minutes in length. The researcher will use a standardized open-ended interview and a 

short protocol to introduce the interview questions. An audio copy of this interview will 

be recorded for purposes of producing verbatim transcripts of this interview. The 

transcript of your interview will be reviewed and validated by you. In addition, you will 

be asked to review the data analysis categories and related themes developed from the 

data analysis process.  

 

In addition to the interviews, a document analysis of historical and archival documents 

related to the transformation will be conducted to understand the directives and stimuli 

for the transformation to a JFHQ. 

 

What are the risks of participating in this study?  
Participating in this study poses minimal risks. Your written consent will be asked for 

and received prior to conducting and/or tape-recording the interview. In addition, you 

may withdraw at any time from the study and refuse to answer any question(s). Any 

information that can be used to identify the participants of this study will remain 
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confidential and will only be disclosed with the interviewees‘ permission or as required 

by law.  

 

Are there benefits to taking part in this study?  
Although you will not benefit directly from your participation in the study, the proposed 

research may add insight into how the interactions between middle managers affects 

organizational change in a government agency.  

 

What are my options?  
You do not have to participate in this study if you do not want to. You may choose to 

discontinue participation in this study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits for 

which you are entitled. Should you decide to participate and later change your mind, you 

can do so at any time. In addition, you may refuse to answer any question(s).  

 

Will I receive payment for being in this study?  
You will not be paid for taking part in this study.  

 

Can I be taken off the study?  
The investigator can decide to withdraw you from the study at any time. You could be 

taken off the study for reasons related solely to your desire to not participate fully or 

because the entire study is stopped.  

 

How will my privacy be protected?  
The results of this research study will be included in the researcher‘s approved 

dissertation, and may be reported in journals or at scientific meetings. The people who 

participated in this study will not be named or identified. GWU will not release any 

information about your research involvement without your written permission, unless 

required by law.  

 

In terms of confidentiality, any information with this study that can be identified with the 

interviewees will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with the interviewees‘ 

permission or as required by law. Only W. Fritz Krauss and David Schwandt will have 

access to the data, which will be stored in an electronic file secured in the personal office 

of Fritz Krauss at his residence. You will have the right to review and edit the transcripts.  

 

The audio recordings and verbatim transcripts will be destroyed within the next 5 years.  

 

Problems or Questions  
The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

(202) 994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. Research-related injury should be reported to the Principal Investigator of this 

study. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting W. Fritz 

Krauss, the sub-investigator in this study, at telephone number (916) 687-7268. For 

problems arising evenings or weekends, you may call W. Fritz Krauss at (916) 687-7268. 

You may keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again.  
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If you agree to participate in this study, please read the following statement and sign 

below:  

I understand the information printed on this form. I have discussed this study, its risks 

and potential benefits, and my other choices with W. Fritz Krauss. My questions so far 

have been answered.  

 

I will not receive any compensation for this now or at any time in the future. I further 

certify that I am over the age of 18 years.  

 

My signature below indicates my willingness to participate in this study as described and 

my understanding that I can withdraw at any time.  

 

 

_________________________________________________  ________________ 

Subject‘s Printed Name       Date  

 

 

_________________________________________________  ________________ 

Subject‘s Signature        Date  

 

 

_________________________________________________  ________________ 

W. Fritz Krauss       Date  

 

 

DO NOT SIGN AFTER THE EXPIRATION DATE OF: 1/09/2010. 
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APPENDIX B: 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

Table B-1 

Archival Documents Reviewed 

Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

AD1 FM 101-5 05/31/97 Regulation Department 

of the Army 

Staff organizations and 

operations 

AD2 Word doc 2/17/99 Strategic 

plan 

Research 

site 

The first strategic plan 

written during 

transformation 

AD3 Word doc 12/19/00 Strategic 

plan 

Research 

site 

Updates objectives on 

existing strategic plan 

AD4 Magazine 05/21/03 Article National 

Guard 

Magazine 

―Guard 

Transformation‖ 

AD5 Memorandum 07/01/03 Directive NGB Directs transformation 

and outlines purpose 

AD6 Memorandum 07/09/03 Directive Secretary of 

Defense 

Directs NGB to 

organize and prepare 

for new missions 

AD7 Memorandum 07/14/03 Directive Directing 

HQ 

Provides transfor-

mation guidance and 

directs full capability 

within 3 years 

AD8 Memorandum 

U10516-03 

07/30/03 Approval Secretary of 

Defense 

Endorses NGB plan to 

transform state HQ  

AD9 Memorandum 7/31/03 Directive Secretary of 

Army 

Rebalancing forces, 

defines Army‘s plan to 

transform for future 

missions  

AD10 Memorandum 10/16/03 Concept 

paper 

Secretary of 

Defense 

Provides insights into 

the need for trans-

formation and desired 

outcomes nationwide 

AD11 PowerPoint 

and notes 

11/13/03 Briefing DoD Joint vision for 2020 

outlining strategic 

outcome 

AD12 PowerPoint 01/12/04 Chart Directing 

HQ 

Provides approved 

titles for organiza-

tional design 
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Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

AD13 Word doc 05/13/04 Concept 

plan 

Directing 

HQ 

Plan to DoD to request 

transformation of all 

state HQ 

AD14 Information 

paper 

05/20/04 Intended 

changes 

NGB-J1 Documents the planned 

transformation 

AD15 Word doc 05/24/04 Concept 

plan 

Directing 

HQ 

DoD requesting 

authorization to 

implement change 

AD16 Word doc 05/24/04 Directive AG2 Directs functional 

alignments 

AD17 Manual 08/12/04 Working 

draft 

Middle 

management 

team 

Describes the 

organizations and 

functions of the site 

based on the transition 

AD18 Concept plan 09/23/04 Plan to 

reorganize 

all state HQ 

NGB J5 Requests authority 

from DoD to transform 

all 54 state/territory HQ 

into joint operating 

activities 

AD19 Directive 11/02/04 Directive Directing 

HQ 

Draft instructions on 

manpower implemen-

tation in the new 

organization 

AD20 CJCSI 

1001.01 

12/24/04 Instruction Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Instruction on 

manpower personnel 

programs in a joint 

organization 

AD21 Word doc 03/09/05 Approval Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Approval of the new 

mission statement 

AD22 DJSM 0276-

05 

03/09/05 Approval Director, 

joint staff 

NGB and Joint Force 

Headquarters-approval 

of state mission 

statement 

AD23 Manual 06/04/05 Doctrinal 

draft 

Middle 

management 

team 

Describes the 

organizations and 

functions of the site 

based on the transition 

AD24-

68 

Binder 06/15/05 44 assorted 

documents 

Research 

site 

Documents provided to 

auditor that chronicled 

organizational 

decisions by leadership 

4/8/99-06/13/05 
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Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

AD69 CJCSM 

3500.04D 

08/01/05 Manual Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Task list (menu) for 

joint organizations 

AD70 Memorandum 01/19/06 Approval AG3 Approves phased 

transformation to date 

and directs continued 

effort 

AD71 Briefing 02/16/06 Information NGB Provides baselines for 

declaring fully 

operational capable by 

the organization 

AD72 PowerPoint 2/22/06 Briefing Senior 

leadership 

of site  

Informs middle 

management team of 

desired outcomes 

AD73 Word doc 05/16/06 Strategic 

plan 

Research 

site 

First plan under leader 

3 

AD74 Manual 05/25/06 O&F 

manual 

Middle 

management 

team 

Describes the 

organizations and 

functions of the site 

based on the transition 

AD75 Memorandum 08/01/06 Approval Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Approval of the 

implementation 

concept for the new 

organization 

AD76 Memorandum 08/25/06 Concept NGB Provides the draft 

charter for the new 

organization 

AD77 Memorandum 08/28/06 Approval Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Provides joint staff 

approval of the 

operational concepts 

for the new organi-

zation 

AD78 PowerPoint 04/03/07 Briefing NGB Provide states with 

functional alignment 

templates 

AD79 Manual 

JFHQM 

5000-01 

06/01/07 O&F 

manual 

Middle 

management 

team 

Describes the 

organizations and 

functions of the site 

based on the transition 

AD80 Word doc 09/28/07 Draft doc Middle 

management 

team 

Formal concept to 

establish an operational 

J4 
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Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

AD81 Authorization 

document 

11/01/07 Manning 

allocations 

NGB Informs the respective 

state of available 

resources to complete 

the redesign, provides 

―approved‖ template 

AD82 PowerPoint 11/27/07 Briefing NGB Directive HQ 

coordination with states 

on flexibility of 

organizational designs 

AD83 Word doc 12/21/07 Strategic 

plan update 

Research 

site 

Annual update of 2006 

plan 

AD84 JSM 5701.01 02/22/08 Directive Joint staff Formats and 

procedures for 

developing joint staff 

directives 

AD85 DODD 05/28/08 Directive DoD Approval of the 

transformation of the 

Directing HQ 

AD86 CJCSM 

5125.01A 

06/09/08 Manual Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Baseline organization 

and function for 

standing Joint Force 

Headquarters 

AD87 Word doc 07/07/08 Report  Research 

site 

Report to governor on 

accomplishments 

AD88 Word doc 07/08/08 Strategic 

plan 

Research 

site 

Annual update of 2006 

plan 

AD89 CJCSM 

3500.04E 

08/25/08 Manual Chairman, 

joint chiefs 

of staff 

Provides the universal 

joint task list for joint 

activities 

AD90 JP1 03/20/09 Publication DoD ―Doctrine for the 

Armed Forces of the 

United States‖ 

AD91 PowerPoint 05/19/09 Briefing J4 Decision brief to 

reorganize the J4 in 

light of lessons learned 

and negotiated changes 

in structure 

Note: NGB indicates National Guard Bureau; DoD, Department of Defense; O&F, 

organization and function; FM, Field Manual; CJCSI, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff Instruction; DJSM, Director of Joint Staff Memorandum; JFHQM, Joint Force 

Headquarters Manual; DODD, Department of Defense Directive; JP, Joint Publication. 
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Table B-2 

Historical Documents Reviewed 

Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

HD1 PowerPoint 08/13/03 Chart Directing HQ Provides insights 

into the projected 

linkages between 

existing and new 

organizational 

elements 

HD2 Word doc 08/19/03 Chart Middle 

management 

team 

Consolidates 

functions by 

organizational area 

HD3 Spreadsheet 12/05/03 Table Middle 

management 

team 

Identifies key 

functions and tasks 

HD4 PowerPoint 12/09/03 Briefing Executive 

leader team 

Outlines 

responsibilities for 

implementing 

transformation 

HD5 PowerPoint 01/12/04 Chart Directing HQ Provides approved 

titles for organiza-

tional design 

HD6 Word doc 04/13/04 Information 

paper 

Middle 

management 

team 

Informs AG2 of 

mandated elements 

in the new 

organization 

HD7 PowerPoint 05/12/04 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Process to develop 

organizational and 

functions manual 

HD8 PowerPoint 06/07/04 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Presents AG2 with 

justification for 

opposing directed 

organizational 

structure  

HD9 Memorandum 02/09/05 Directive Senior leader 

team 

Directs develop-

ment of mission-

essential task list 

HD10 PowerPoint 10/12/05 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Recommends 

organizational 

structure 

HD11 Briefing 11/28/05 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Provides lessons 

learned from 

Katrina and 

transformation 

efforts to date 
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Index 

Document 

type Date Content Source Purpose 

HD12 Research 

notes 

12/14/05 Background 

information 

Middle 

management 

team 

Responds to student 

writing thesis on 

transformation 

HD13 PowerPoint 12/21/05 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Middle management 

team briefing to 

senior leader team 

HD14 PowerPoint 12/21/05 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Seeks approval on 

process to develop 

functional 

alignments 

HD15 PowerPoint 01/12/06 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Recommends 

functional structure 

HD16 Word doc 05/16/06 Strategic 

plan 

Research site First plan under 

AG3 

HD17 Word doc 8/20/07 Draft doc Middle 

management 

team 

Provides draft 

realignment of 

responsibilities for 

the new J4  

HD18 Word doc 08/24/07 Draft doc Middle 

management 

team 

Provides draft 

strategic and 

operational goals for 

the new J4 

HD19 Word doc 08/25/07 Concept 

plan 

Middle 

management 

team 

Provides 

justification to 

adjust the structure 

and add a new 

functional element 

(J4) 

HD20 PowerPoint 11/07/07 Briefing Middle 

management 

team 

Provides draft 

functional 

alignment to senior 

leaders for approval 

HD21 Work papers 09/20/09 Staff 

products 

Middle 

management 

team 

Staff documents in 

preparation for 2009 

update of strategic 

plan and O&F 

manual 
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Table B-3 

Observations of Formal Meetings 

Date Observation Purpose Notes 

Observation/ 

difference from stated 

or published practice 

Weekly  Headquarters 

update briefings 

(HUB) 

Provide 

senior 

leadership 

with 

operational 

update 

At the conclusion 

of many HUBs, 

the middle 

management team 

reviewed the 

preceding meeting 

and negotiated 

changes and 

adjustments they 

anticipated would 

improve the future 

HUB 

This coordinated 

interaction to adjust 

was not documented 

nor directed, but rather 

self-directed by the 

middle management 

team 

Weekly Directors 

huddle 

Coordinate 

issues, 

actions, and 

discuss 

solutions 

between 

directors 

with no 

general 

officers 

present 

Conducted staff 

coordination 

covering both 

preidentified and 

emerging issues; 

often included 

development of 

recommended 

courses of action 

for presentation to 

general officers 

that would alter 

structures 

No published practice 

existed, was strictly 

coordination/interaction 

to develop resolutions 

to emerging issues and 

unresolved questions 

Aug 06, 

Aug 07, 

Aug 08, 

Aug 09 

Annual senior 

leadership 

offsite 

Provide 

field 

commanders 

with 

operational 

updates 

The role of the 

middle 

management team 

changed/matured 

in how they 

interacted with 

field elements and 

senior leaders 

Agenda for early 

meeting was directed 

by senior leaders but 

increasingly the middle 

managers requested to 

define and shape the 

agenda and process  

Mar 08 Middle 

management 

team offsite 

Discuss 

possible 

changes to 

functional 

alignments 

Senior leader 

opened the 

meeting with a 

desired outcome 

Middle managers 

collectively resisted the 

outcome desired by the 

senior leader and 

successfully shaped the 

outcome to meet their 

desires as team 
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Date Observation Purpose Notes 

Observation/ 

difference from stated 

or published practice 

Aug 09 Middle 

management 

team offsite 

Discuss 

possible 

changes to 

functional 

alignments 

Senior leader 

opened the 

meeting asking 

middle managers 

to develop a 

resolution to 

resource shortfalls 

Middle management 

team worked 

collaboratively, in 

several cases giving up 

resources willingly to 

resolve shortfall 

 


