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Abstract of Dissertation
The Structuration of Goals in a Healthcare Setting:
A Case Study Examining the Social Structuring Interactions Between
Organizational Context and Knowledgeable Agents

This case study researched cross-level goals as structuring mechanisms in a
healthcare setting, and the social structuring interactions between knowledgeable agents
and organizational context. Stones’ (2005) strong structuration theory was used as the
theoretical framework in order to investigate external and internal structures and active
agency. The research site was a home healthcare unit of a large, metropolitan hospital
system. Data was collected through observations, documents and interviews with the
site’s executive team and mid-level managers who were assigned performance goals
derived from organizational-level strategy and who served as the study’s main agents-in-
situ.

The study identified the organizational contextual features that shaped the
relationship between cross-level performance goals, and presented findings related to the
outcomes of the interactions between contextual features and internal structures of
individuals. Stones’ (2005) methodological bracketing approach guided the data
collection and analysis. The interactions between the internal structures of the managers
and the organizational contextual features revealed three specific interactions—the
structuring of individual perception and acceptance of goals, role tension in the formal
manager position and a mixed effect of performance rewards—as well as two patterns of
behavior of transparency and flexibility/negotiation. These five primary interactions
related to active agency resulted in two re-shaped external structures, a re-shaped goal

and a re-shaped perception of the formal positions in the case study site.
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This study demonstrated that knowledgeable actors influence the structuration of
cross-level goals through interactions with the situated context of their daily
organizational life. Both emergent and contextual effects were seen in this case, and this
underscores that multilevel analysis is relevant to understanding how goals operate in a

recursive relationship with individuals in specific organizational contexts.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Overview

There is no shortage of focus on goals in organizations, yet differing philosophies
of how best to utilize goals to pursue organizational strategies through individual
performance abound in the popular business press and in theoretical discussions (Kayes,
2005, 2006; Locke & Latham, 2009; Ordonez, Schweitzer, Galinsky & Bazerman, 2009a;
Ordonez, Schweitzer, Galinsky & Bazerman, 2009b). In organizations, firm-level
strategy is translated into individual goals, and goal setting is a common practice that
managers rely on to create individual motivation and performance tied to organizational
objectives (Jarzabkowski, 2008; Latham & Locke, 2007; March & Simon, 1958). A
large body of empirical evidence has found that specific, challenging goals lead to higher
performance (Latham & Locke, 2007; Locke & Latham, 1990).

Recently, however, researchers and theorists have challenged this notion and
opened the debate on the best use of goal setting at both the individual and firm-level,
arguing that goals may have an adverse impact (Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al.,
2009a, 2009b). Additionally, Ordonez et al. (2009a, 2009b) have noted the importance of
continuing to study goals in non-laboratory and complex settings, particularly in
relationship to context, such as organizational culture (Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b).
Therefore, while the debate continues about the value of goals, and how goals operate
most effectively in organizations, and despite the ubiquitousness of goals in organizations
(Ordonez et al., 2009b), there is still much that can be understood about the interactions
between goals, organizational contexts and the individuals that work within

organizations.



When individuals are asked to pursue goals as a part of a larger organizational
strategy, a number of factors come into play that should be considered due to the personal
motivation factors involved in pursuing goals (Hamel & Prahalad, 1993, 2005; Latham,
Locke & Fassina, 2002; Locke & Latham, 1990). These factors might include how
characteristics of the individual, such as values, and context of the organization, such as
performance and compensation systems, interact, which may result in tensions, or
conflicts between an individual’s internal and external needs and demands, across the
individual, or micro, and organizational, or meso, levels of analysis (Hitt, Beamish,
Jackson & Mathieu, 2007; Johns, 2006; Schwandt, 2008). There has been research done
on how macro goals influence the understanding and shaping of strategy (Jarzabkowski,
2008), suggesting a contextual influence from higher level units to lower levels in
organizations. This research studied both the contextual influence of goals and the
bottom-up process of emergence (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000), and how meso and micro
goals operate as structuring mechanisms in organizations through a focus on the
individual as a knowledgeable actor in organizations (Giddens, 1984).

For this research, meso-level goals were defined as department goals, as sub-goals
derived from firm-level strategy; micro-level goals were defined as goals held by
individuals and documented as part of individual performance standards. Studying the
social interactions related to meso and micro goals is an opportunity to add value to the
discussion about organizational goals and provide a fuller picture of the social
interactions related to goals in organizations. Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005)
provides the theoretical foundation to study the reciprocal interplay (Ordonez et al.,

2009a) between the various levels in organizations related to goals.



Problem Statement

The problem this study addressed is the development of a better understanding of
how specific organizational contextual factors and features, such as organizational culture
or other potential variables, affect individual agents related to their micro-level goals
derived from organizational goals, and in turn how individual agency affects
organizational goals. Specifically, the social interactions related to micro and meso
goals, individuals and specific organizational contexts were studied (Schwandt, 2008).

The prevailing theory related to goals at the individual level is goal-setting theory
(Latham et al., 2002; Locke & Latham, 1990), which focuses on the motivational aspects
of goal setting and posits that setting high aspiration goals leads to stronger performance,
but does not take into significant account organizational contextual factors (Latham et al.,
2002; Latham & Locke, 2007), creating an opportunity for this study to add value to
practice, research and theory. This study aimed to contribute to the discussion about
goals by studying goals in a different way, as structuring mechanisms. By studying goals
within a strong structuration (Stones, 2005) framework, the various levels of interactions
in an organization (for example, between individual and meso levels) can be studied,
along with a consideration of the external environment (organizational context) and its
potential influence on goals in an organization.

Relevant Literature and Conceptual Framework

Several different areas of literature support the study of goals as structuring
mechanisms in organizations. This section provides a summary of the relevant literature,
discussed in more detail in Chapter 2, which also includes definition of key terms in

Table 1.



Organizational Strategy and Goals: The Study of Cross-Level Goals

This research builds on the study of strategy as a structuration process
(Jarzabkowski, 2008). For organizationally-set goals, goals are defined as the sub-goals
derived from organizational goals (March & Simon, 1958) and held by departments,
groups and teams (referred to as meso goals), and further broken down into individual
employee performance objectives (referred to as micro goals). Cross-level goals were the
focus of this study in order to link the micro level to the organizational level through the
study of goals, and to gain a better understanding of how goals actually function in
organizations, including the recursive relationship between the influence of individuals
on goals and the influence of goals on individuals in organizations (Powell & Colyvas,
2008).
Goal-Setting Theory

Goal-setting theory, the prevailing theory about goals related to the individual,
has focused primarily on the effectiveness of specific, operational goals (Locke &
Latham, 1990; March & Simon, 1958). The High Performance Cycle, a model which
details moderators and other influencing factors, summarizes goal-setting theory (Latham
& Locke, 2007). One of these moderators is situational constraints, considered to be
factors such as group size, obstacles created by co-workers, and access to resources
(Locke & Latham, 1990). Because goal-setting theory is primarily directed at goals at the
individual level, situational factors and organizational context, such as actions by top
management teams, organizational culture or other variables that may have an impact on
the individual, have not been studied in a significant way in relationship to goal-setting

research. The interaction between factors external to the agent (such as assigned micro



goals derived from meso goals and actions by top management teams) and structures
internal to the agent (such as skills, attitudes or prior experiences with goals) (Stones,
2005) results in the tensions that can be better understood by considering organizational
context in relation to goals in an organizational setting.

Additionally, the core tenet of goal-setting theory, that high aspiration goals lead
to stronger performance (Locke & Latham, 1990), has been the subject of debate
regarding the potential drawbacks of goal setting, particularly related to specific,
aspirational or operational goals, including concern about the drawbacks of goals that are
too narrowly defined (Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al., 2009a). Therefore, while there
is substantial empirical evidence supporting goal-setting theory, there is still debate about
the most effective ways to set and pursue goals in organizations. This research study was
not designed to engage directly in that debate; rather, the goal of this study was to better
understand the shaping of the relationship between goals, individuals in organizations and
organizational contexts, with particular focus on the role of individuals as knowledgeable
actors (Giddens, 1984) engaging in organizational life. Strong structuration theory
(Stones, 2005) provided the theoretical framework for the study of these relationships,
and allowed for a focus both on the organizational individual levels of analysis.

Strong Structuration Theory

Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), which encompasses focus on the
microsociological level of analysis through internal structures, and which also includes
external structures and ontology-in-situ, the context in which the agent exists, provided
the basis for this research. Strong structuration draws on critical analysis of the theory of

structuration, including the cornerstone of structuration theory, the duality of structure,



where structure and agency are viewed as both inseparable and mutually constitutive
(Giddens, 1979, 1984), in order develop the quadripartite nature of structuration: (1)
external structures as conditions of actions; (2) internal structures (within the agent); (3)
active agency; and (4) outcomes (as external and internal structures and as events)
(Stones, 2005, pp. 84-85).

The quadripartite nature of structuration emphasizes the centrality of active
agency, and the role of the knowledgeable agent is a primary interest of this research
study. This framework also provides distinction between internal and external structures
as a way to better understand the relationship between structures as the basis for active
agency, versus the more general notion of the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984; Stones,
2005). External structures are the conditions of action that exist separately from the
agent; goals and other contextual features of organizations function as the “horizon of
action” for individual agents (Stones, 2005, p. 101). For the purposes of this research,
external structures represented the organizational context in which positioned agents
exist, including position-practice relations (Stones, 2005), which are key to studying the
interactions between agents and organizational contexts. Position-practices are the
interdependent practices and relations of agents networked within a particular context,
such as this case study site. The field in which the agents are networked is comprised of
position-practices, such as observable attributes and power relationships, which both
shape, and are shaped by, knowledgeable agents.

In terms of the concept of knowledgeability of agents, internal structures of the
quadripartite nature of structuration (Stones, 2005) play a primary role. Internal

structures are the internalized knowledge of an individual as two types of structures. The



first type, the general-dispositional, are “internalized social structures or embodied
history” (Mouzelis, 2000, p. 750), and encompass an individual’s deeply embedded and
resilient knowledgeability, such as values, identity and cultural worldview (Stones,
2011). Conjuncturally-specific internal structures are the second type of structure, and
represent an agent’s situationally-specific, practice-oriented knowledge of the landscape
that they are facing, brought to life through the interaction between the general-
dispositional knowledge of the agent and the external structures (Stones, 2005),
conceptualized as organizational context in this research study.
Studying Goals as Structuring Mechanisms

The concept of emergence, as defined by Klein and Kozlowski (2000), combined
with the consideration of the contextual effect of goals from higher level to lower level
organizational units, is the basis for studying goals as structuring mechanisms. “A
phenomenon is emergent when it originates in the cognitive, affect, behaviors or other
characteristics of individuals, is amplified by their interactions and manifests as a higher-
level, collective phenomenon” (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000, p. 55). The concept of the
duality of goals, with goals as both the medium and outcome of the social structuring
process between micro and meso goals, relies on the idea of structuring interactions
between the microsociological and mesosociological levels (Schwandt, 2008). At the
individual, or micro, level, internal structures, such as habitus, are key to structuring; at
the meso level, social norms and other external structures, such as goals or specific
organizational contextual features, are central (Schwandt, 2008; Stones, 2005). “Micro

interactions influence the meso structure and actions, but in turn these mesostructures



influence future micro actions and interactions” (Schwandt, 2008, p. 107). In this way,
goals can be studied as structuring mechanisms.

The consideration of both contextual and emergent effects is also relevant to why
goals can appropriately be studied as cross-level structuring mechanisms. Social
mechanisms, in research and theorizing, are processes that explain relationships and how
relationships are connected (Anderson, Blatt, Christianson, Grant, Marquis, Neuman,
Sonenshein & Sutcliffe, 2006). The taxonomy of mechanisms outlined in Anderson et
al. (2006) includes situational mechanisms which help to explain the influence of the
macro level of analysis on the micro level (contextual effects), action-formation
mechanisms which are purely at the micro level and transformational mechanisms that
focus on upward links from micro to higher levels of analysis (emergence) (Anderson et
al., 2006; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).

This study is based on the tradition of structuration studies studying other
organizational structures, such as technology. Structuration studies, none of which, based
on the scope of this literature review, have specifically addressed goals, do address the
focus on the micro and meso social interactions and organizational contexts (Barley,
1986; Jarzabkowski, 2008; Orlikowski, 1992; Schwandt, 2008), and also provide a lens
through which to study the interactions occurring in organizations between different
types of structures and agents (Barley & Tolbert, 1997). Thus, structuration studies
provide important empirical evidence.

For example, Barley (1986) and Orlikowski (1992) both focus on technology as a
structuring mechanism in organizations, meaning that technology has a “...dual nature as

objective reality and as socially constructed product” (Orlikowski, 1992, p. 423).



Orlikowski (1992) finds that technology can create structural change in organizations,
and concludes that the “...specific institutional context and the actions of knowledgeable,
reflexive humans always mediate the relationship” (p. 423). In this study, goals were
researched as both creations of, and produced by, human action, like technology. Barley
integrates individual cognition into his study on technology as a structuring mechanism.
The author draws on the concept of the structuring of organizational structures
formulated by Ranson, Hinings and Greenwood (1980). This concept theorizes about
how organizational members create provinces of meaning, including interpretative
schemes and scripts, and how the structuring of interpretative schemes, through
individuals, is constrained by contextual factors of the organization (Ranson et al., 1980).
Barley finds that structuring mechanisms, such as technology, trigger dynamics that can
only be understood through examining social processes, which necessarily involves the
individual level of analysis within the context of a collective, thus consistent with the
focus of this research.

The literature in this section provided the foundation for the conceptual

framework and research questions for this study, as represented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework and Research Questions.

Research Questions and Methodological Approach

This case study examined the interactions between organizational context,
including goals, and individual agents working within organizations by taking a
structuration approach to researching goals. Two research questions were developed
through the lens of strong structuration theory, with two specific questions posed in order
to address the identification of external structures and internal structures in distinct
research steps and separate moments in the social structuring process (Stones, 2005).
The first research question was an exploratory question aimed at defining the external
structures, or the organizational contextual features, that were at play in this case. The
second question focused specifically on the social structuring interactions between the
contextual features found through the exploration of the first research question and

internal structures of the agents-in-focus in this case. This necessitated that the internal
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structures of the agents were first defined, and then the social structuring interactions
analyzed in order to answer the second research question.

RQ 1: What are the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship
between meso goals and individual performance goals?

RQ 2: How does the interaction between organizational context and internal
structures shape meso and micro performance goals in organizations?

The methodological approach of bracketing in strong structuration theory (Stones,
2005) was used not only to guide the development and sequencing of the research
questions, but also the data collection and data analysis processes described in the next
section. The approach of bracketing helped the researcher to focus on both context
analysis and conduct analysis (Stones, 2005) in two separate phases in order to
investigate external and internal structures and their interaction in active agency.
Context analysis studies the external structures with an outward orientation from the
agent, and is connected methodologically to the first research question, which was
addressed first in order to establish an understanding of the research site context. The
second phase, conduct analysis, is methodologically connected to the second research
question with an inward orientation on the internal structures (Stones, 2005) of the
agents-in-situ to form the basis of analyzing the social structuring interactions in this case
study.

Summary of Research Methodology

This study is a structuration case study, and utilized strong structuration as the
theoretical framework and approach (Jack & Kholeif, 2007; Stones, 2005). Structuration
studies are case studies, as exemplified by researchers such as Barley (1986), Orlikowski

(1992) and Jarzabkowski (2008) as examples of structuration studies. Ordonez et al.
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(2009a) have also called for goal-setting research to move beyond the laboratory; the
majority of research related to goal-setting theory has been designed as quantitative tests
of the theory, and the authors call for more qualitative analyses, such as case studies, to
further develop goal-setting theory. Additionally, Stones (2005) provides guidance on
carrying out a structuration study, as noted in the previous section. Strong structuration
(Stones, 2005) integrates ontology-in-situ as one of its core elements, along with the
inclusion of micro-level analysis, which is important to this research because of the focus
on the knowledgeable agent within a specific organizational context.
Design

A research protocol is important to establish and follow in case study research in
order to establish credibility (Yin, 2003). Jarzabkowski (2008) was an important
theoretical reference for this study, building from some of the findings in that study
regarding macro strategy as a structuration process by focusing this research on meso and
micro goals derived from firm-level strategy. The protocol established in Jarzabkowski’s
structuration case study for research elements such as data sources, served as a key
reference point for the research design, coupled with Stones’ (2005) methodological
bracketing for strong structuration studies. The strategy of inquiry (Creswell, 2009) for
this case study was ethnographic, using observations, archival data and interviews in
order to construct a contextualized study of the research site. The selected research site
was a decentralized home health agency. This type of health organization was
purposefully selected as part of the research design as it is a complex environment, and
complex environments provide a context that is ripe for studying how goals function in

dynamic situations (Kayes, 2006).
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Data Collection and Analysis

Data collection occurred in two phases. Phase One was built on the methods of
Jarzabkowski (2008) and Stones’ (2005) context analysis, and aimed at identifying the
research site’s goals and organizational contextual features. Observations, semi-
structured interviews with the research site’s executive team and retrospective data, such
as documents, were reviewed. Phase Two of data collection included in-depth
interviews, observations and document collection aimed at the second research question,
focusing on understanding the internal structures of individuals who hold micro
performance goals in the organization, and guided by the framework in strong
structuration theory regarding conduct analysis of agents-in-focus (Stones, 2005).
However, Phase Two also contributed to further understanding of the context of the
organization, which was primarily the domain of Phase One of data collection. General
interview protocols were developed and utilized to guide both sets of interviews.

Data analysis followed the phases of research described above, with Phase One of
analysis geared primarily to context analysis and Phase Two primarily to conduct
analysis (Stones, 2005). Data was coded and categorized according to Lichtman’s (2006)
process. After the emergent codes were identified and categories developed, strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was used in an a priori approach to develop final
concepts/themes from the emergent codes and categories of the data, with each theme
linked to an element of the theory—external structures (context analysis), internal
structures (conduct analysis) and active agency/social structuring (intersection of context
and conduct analysis). A case narrative was developed as a result of the collection and

analysis of both Phase One and Phase Two data, which served as the basis for the
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identification of external and internal structures and social structuring interactions and
outcomes presented in Chapters 4 and 5.
Credibility

Qualitative reliability (Creswell, 2009) was addressed in this research design by
including elements from an established research protocol from the recent structuration
study published by Jarzabkowski (2008), and following the research guidelines in strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005). Additionally, criteria set out by Yin (2003) as
considerations regarding the credibility of case study research were utilized.
Considerations of external validity began with research design. External validity was
focused on by utilizing a case study approach, based on previous examples of
structuration studies, and building in the consideration of context from the use of theory
(Stones, 2005). Construct validity and reliability stem from the data collection phases.
Yin recommends following a case study protocol to increase reliability; Jarzabkowski
(2008) was followed, in addition to other protocols outlined in the study design.
Additionally, Kvale's (1996) interview structure was followed. Regarding construct
validity, multiple sources of evidence, including interviews, retrospective document
analysis, and observations, were collected, documented and triangulated. Internal
validity is primarily related to the data analysis phase. By following established
protocols, the validity was strengthened in this area. The iterative process of constructing
the case narrative through interviews, retrospective data collection and observations

contributed to internal validity.
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Limitations

There are several possible limitations to this research study. First, since the case
was drawn from only one organization, there is a potential limitation as to the
transferability of findings. Also, by limiting the focus to only meso and micro goals, and
not overall firm strategy, a full picture of the structuring among all goals in the
organization cannot be attempted. Finally, related to research design is the fact that this
study only utilized qualitative methods for data collection and analysis. For example,
although goal congruence is considered as part of the theoretical basis for this study, as
discussed in the next chapter, surveys were not conducted to determine fit between micro
and meso goals held by individuals participating in this research.

Summary and Outline of Chapters

This chapter presented an overview of this research study, focusing on the
relationship between goals, organizational contexts and individual agents by researching
goals as structuring mechanisms. This study aimed to add value to the debate about how
to most effectively manage goals in organizations by providing a fuller picture of the
social structuring interactions related to micro and meso goals in organizations. Chapter
2 presents the theoretical foundations for this research, and Chapter 3 presents the
research methodology utilized in this case study. Chapter 4 presents the case narrative
and answers the first research question. Chapter 5 answers the second research question,
including presenting the social structuring interactions found in this case. Chapter 6
discusses these findings and sets forth the conclusions of the research and implications

for theory, practice and future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Overview

This chapter reviews the literature related to studying goals as structuring
mechanisms in organizations utilizing strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) as the
theoretical foundation. Despite the extensive focus on goals in organizations, there is still
debate about the most effective way to apply goals and principles of goal setting (Kayes,
2005, 2006; Locke & Latham, 2009; Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b). This research sought
not to resolve that debate, but to contribute to the discussion by studying the relationship
and interactions between goals, organizational context and knowledgeable actors in
organizations, and by focusing on the social structuring process related to goals. Table 1
below provides definitions for terms relevant to this study. The terms are further

discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter.
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Table 1

Definitions of Terms

Term Definition Theorists

Active Agency Human agents are knowledgeable; individual behavior is both ~ Giddens, 1984;
constrained and made possible by structures. Stones, 2005

Conduct Analysis Researchers analyzing the general knowledgeability of the Stones, 2005
agent and the agent’s actions within a given context—maps to
the two types of internal structures.

Context Analysis The agent’s context of position-practice relations can be Stones, 2005
analyzed within specific contexts informed by specific
external structures.

Dispositions Dispositions are the means through which human behavioris =~ Dewey, 1922/2011;
shaped and oriented; habitus is comprised of durable, Swartz, 2002 (on
transposable dispositions. Dispositions are thus tacit, and are Bourdieu)
brought into action by stimulus from external structures.

External Structures external to the agent that constitute the terrain that ~ Stones, 2005

Structures faces the agent, such as organizational context or goals.

External structures are conditions of action.

Goals Specific measures aimed at solving problems or achieving Elliot & Dweck,
strategies. Goals are structures, and operate as a future time 1988; Giddens, 1984;
horizon for an individual agent for action. Organizational Locke & Latham,
goals are broken down into sub-goals that may include 1990; March &
operational and non-operational goals. Types of goals include Simon, 1958;
learning goals (individuals strive to increase competence) and  Ordonez et al.,
performance goals (individuals strive to receive favorable 2009a; Stones, 2005
feedback on competence).

Internal Two types: (1) Conjuncturally-specific knowledge of Giddens, 1984,

Structures external structures are connected to legitimation and Stones, 2005
domination structures and embody the agent’s knowledge of
external structures; causally linked to external structures; (2)
general-dispositional structures represent the agent’s habitus,
such as tacit knowledge and inform the conjuncturally-
specific internal structures.

Knowledgeability Encompasses both tacit and conjuncturally-specific Giddens, 1984;

knowledge that an agent/actor has about the context in which
they are operating, or their horizon of action.

Stones, 2005

Meso-level goals

Department, division and/or executive team goals within an
organization derived from firm-level strategy.

Micro-level goals

Goals held by individuals, derived from meso-level goals.

Position-
practices

“Position-practices are defined in terms of how practices are
always situated in a field of interdependent practices, which
are populated by other actors-in-situ. Position-practices are
thus always located in a field of ‘position-practice relations,’
within which there are pluralities of often cross-cutting forces,
pressures and influences. The position-practices of any
particular actor are informed by, and identified by, a range of
elements such as observable attributes, sanctioned
qualifications, and perceptions of relative power. They are
formed by past practices, and their future forms will, in turn,
be affected by agent action.”

Stones, 2012
(definition provided
in personal
communication)
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Table 1 (continued)

Term

Definition

Theorists

Status sets, role

sets and roles

Actors have a status set within their social context that have
related role sets, comprised of various, specific roles, which may
overlap. Roles are vehicles through which agents interact with
structural context; nexus of interactions between external and
internal structures of an agent. Roles have a legitimation
function in the social context, in that they are generally formally
defined and prescriptive in nature.

Berger &
Luckmann, 1966;
Giddens, 1984;
Katz & Kahn,
1978; Merton,
1957; Stones,
2005

Structures

Rules and resources are both constraints and opportunities for
human action. Types include signification, legitimation and
domination. Structures bound action.

Giddens, 1984

Structures of
Domination

Structures of domination rely on two types of capabilities:
allocative resources give the system transformative properties;
authoritative resources are transformational capabilities that
generate some type of authority or power.

Giddens, 1984

Structures of

Structures of legitimation create the production of order in the

Giddens, 1984

Legitimation social system primarily through norms.

Structures of Structures of signification are the signs and symbols, such as Giddens, 1984

Signification language, of the social system and produce meaning. Structures
of signification only occur in connection with the two other types
of structures (domination and legitimation) because these
structures interpret meaning in connection with the other types of
structures.

Structuring Human social interaction between agents and objects in their Ranson et al, 1980;
environment, creating meanings in the form of both the Schwandt, 2008
interactions and the objects in agent’s external context.

Tensions Tensions may be outcomes of interactions between the active Lewis, Welsh,

human agent and structures, between those aspects internal to the
agent (such as tacit knowledge) and those external to the agent
(such as specific organizational contexts). Defined as “conflicts
between external demands and internal competencies” (p. 546).

Dahler & Green,
2002

Organizational Strategy and Goals: The Study of Cross-Level Goals

This research built on the study of strategy as a structuration process

(Jarzabkowski, 2008) and the concept of strategy as a recursive, emergent process

between the formulation and implementation of strategies (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985).

Just as managers who formulate firm-level strategy are viewed as active participants in an

ongoing, mutually constitutive relationship with strategy (Jarzabkowski, 2004, 2008;

Mintzberg & Waters, 1985;), individual participants in organizational life who are
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assigned goals derived from firm strategy are also important to consider as a part of this
relationship. This study’s focus on linking the micro and the organizational through the
study of goals aimed to contribute a better understanding of how goals actually function
in organizations and the dynamics of goals at the organizational level, including the
recursive relationship between the influence of individuals on goals and the influence of
goals on individuals in organizations (Powell & Colyvas, 2008).

In organizations, cross-level goals are developed by translation of firm-level
strategy into sub-goals (March & Simon, 1958) held by departments and/or executive
teams (referred to as meso goals), and further broken down into individual (referred to as
micro goals) employee performance objectives. Sub-goals derived from organizational
goals or strategy can be understood as either operational or non-operational goals. Non-
operational goals are general, aspirational statements of strategy, while operational goals
assign specific performance measurements to non-operational goals (March & Simon,
1958; Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991). Goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990), the
prevailing theory about goals at the individual level, has focused primarily on the
effectiveness of operational goals. However, goal-setting theory only provides a partial
explanation for understanding how goals operate at the individual level in interaction
with organizational contexts. The following sections examine goal-setting theory and
goals as structures.

Goal-Setting Theory

Goals at the individual, or micro, level, are defined as an aspiration that an

individual is consciously trying to achieve and as a regulator of human action and

behavior (Latham & Yukl, 1975; Locke & Latham, 1990). Goal-setting theory (Locke &
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Latham, 1990) centers on the motivational aspects of goal setting, concerned with the
relationship between conscious intentions and task performance, and states that specific,
high aspiration goals are most effective in terms of quality of performance and
satisfaction. One of the recent iterations of the theory has resulted in the development of
the High Performance Cycle, a model that details moderators and other influencing
factors (Latham & Locke, 2007). One of these moderators is situational constraints,
considered to be factors such as group size, obstacles created by co-workers, and access

to resources (Locke & Latham, 1990). The High Performance Cycle is included as

Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The High Performance Cycle (Latham & Locke, 2007)

The High Performance Cycle acknowledges situational constraints as a

moderator. However, situational factors have not been extensively studied in relationship
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to goal-setting research, and goal-setting theory also does not take into significant
account organizational contextual factors, such as actions by top management teams,
organizational culture or other variables that may have an effect on the individual. This
interaction between factors external to the agent (such as assigned micro goals derived
from meso goals and actions by top management teams) and structures internal to the
agent (Stones, 2005) can often result in cognitive and behavioral conflicts that could be
better understood by considering organizational context in relation to goal-setting theory.
Locke and Latham (1990) noted that integrated research on micro (individual) and macro
(defined as organizational) goals would be useful, supporting the consideration of greater
focus on organizational context as a part of goal-setting theory, and consideration of the
individual’s cognitive independence as important to understand with relation to effective
goal setting and goal pursuit and management.

Additionally, the core tenet of goal-setting theory, that high aspiration goals lead
to stronger performance (Locke & Latham, 1990), has been the subject of debate in
recent literature, including concern about the potential drawbacks of specific, or too
narrow, operational goals (Kayes, 2005, 2006). Most recently, Ordonez et al. (2009a)
challenged the central notion of goal setting by asserting that the pursuit of narrowly
defined goals can be detrimental to individuals and organizations, joining Kayes in the
call for awareness regarding the potential drawbacks of goals. They also urge caution
when utilizing goal setting, and set out that more research needs to be done on the
possible adverse effects of goal setting (Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b). Additionally,
there has been a call for a more thorough understanding of how goals shape the

relationship between leaders, such as those that define firm-level strategy and sub-goals,
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followers and individual goals, and to consider the potential impact of organizational
culture on goal setting (Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b).

Therefore, while there is substantial empirical evidence supporting goal-setting
theory, there is still debate about the most effective ways to pursue goals in organizations
(Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b). Conceptualizing goals as structures
provides the opportunity to study the impact of goal setting and the shaping of the
relationship between cross-level goals, individuals in organizations and organizational
contexts, including leadership and other potential factors. Structures are defined, in
general, as the devices, rules and resources that bound the action of human agents;
structures are seen as the constraints of, and vehicles for, agency action (Giddens, 1984).
Structuring is a process of human social interaction between agents and objects in their
environment, creating and recreating meanings and the form of both the interactions and
the objects in agent’s external context (Ranson et al., 1980; Schwandt, 2008). The
definitions of structure and agency related to this study and summarized in Table 1 are
further developed in the following section outlining strong structuration theory. Strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005) provides the theoretical framework for studying goals
as structuring mechanisms, and the interactions between the meso and micro levels
within specific organizational contexts.

Strong Structuration Theory

Stones (2005) utilizes critical analysis of the theory of structuration (Giddens,
1979, 1984) in order to build the case for strong structuration; specifically, the duality of
structure and the nature of the relationship between agency and structure are examined in

order to develop clear definitions and positions about this relationship. Table 2 is an
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organizing framework (Torraco, 2005) for the literature that contributed to the
development of strong structuration, and provides an overview of the important elements
of strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) and of structure, agency and other key
terms. The quadripartite nature of structuration is the cornerstone of strong structuration
theory, and includes four elements: (1) external structures as conditions of actions; (2)
internal structures (within the agent); (3) active agency; and (4) outcomes (as external
and internal structures and as events) (Stones, 2005). Table 3 summarizes the

quadripartite nature of structuration.
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Table 2

Organizational Framework of Literature

Berger & Giddens Sewell (1992) Hays (1994) Archer Mouzelis (2000)  Stones (2005)
Luckmann (1966)  (1979; 1984) (1995; 1996)
Definition of Societvasa Rules and Change is Argues for Material and Continuum of Stuctures are
structure human product. resources are generated by culture to be cultural structures and external to the
both constraints  internal included as conditions argues for the agent but are
and opportunities  structures structure. under which importance of causally linked
for human through cultural Cultureisboth  actionistaken - internal to the agent's
agency action. schemas and svstem of social pre-dates action; structures, internal
Types include resource sets (5 relations and elaborated by particularly at structures
signification, specific levels svstem of action. the micro or {conjuncturally-
legitimation and  of structural meanings. agent level of specific and
domination. depth analysis. general-
Bound action. identified). dispositional).
Definition of agency Human actors Actors possess Argues for Human agents  Agents Participants in Gives primacy to
must be some degree of  primacy to be make choices elaborate interactions; the micro level -
externalized knowledgeability, given to human  within the structures clear distinction  human agency.
through the social  butindividual agency. svstem; through their between micro
systemin orderto  behavioris both direction given  action. and macro
exist. constrained by bv personality. levels.
and made
possible by
structures.
Conceptualization of Separate, but Duality of Agencyis Structurally Irreducible, but  Continuum: Quadripartite
structure/agency operate together structure. implied by the  wansformative  interact to subjective/ nature of
relationship continuously to Mutually existence of agency: create social objective divide  structuration:
construct reality. constiative; stICtures. structure realitv; ime is should not external
structure is both ~ Capacity for created by the key element  attempt to be stnuctures;
medium and agencvisa agents and 10 transcended. internal
outcome. Neither given, butmust provides understanding structures; active
is given primacy. be developed. contextto the interaction. AgENCY,
Agencymavbe chooseactions. outcomes.
collective.
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Berger & Giddens Sewell (1992) Hays (1994) Archer Alouzelis (2000)  Stones (2005)
Luckmann (1966)  (1979: 1984) (1995; 1994)

Time Continuous loop - Recursive across  Emphasis on Does not Kevto Archer's Temporal Intermediate
no temporal time and space; dvnamic vs. address theory: element is temporality:
stages. inseparabilitvis  statcnature of  temporal temporally implied by the specifving

the basis for structure - aspects. defined continuum of relations
understanding the outcome and interaction structures, but between specific
relationship process of sodal between notaddressedin  events and
temporally. interaction. structure and detail. agency and
agency; systems between events.
integration and
emergence.
Ontology Reality is Ontology-in- Subjectivist Attempts to Realist social Resists Ontology-in-situ
subjective. general. approach. straddle theory: against  reductionism. (understanding

objective and central Ontology-in- specific
subjective conflation; general, but phenomena in
notions of reality focuses on specific
reality. understood bridge building  contexts).

through between

interplay of paradigms.

structure and

agency.

Methodology n/a Structuration n'a n'a Analytical Schema of Methodological
theory doesnot dualism and the subject-object bracketing and
address morphogenetic  distinction suggests
methodology for cycle: designed to methodological
research. structural provide steps for

conditioning; conceptual tocls  research.
social forresearch.

interaction;

structural

elaboration.
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Table 3

Strong Structuration Elements

External Structures

Internal Structures - Two Types

Active Agency/Agent’s Practices

Outcomes

External structures are
autonomous to the
agent-in-focus.

4. General-Dispositional B. Conjuncturally-Specific

5 aspects: address central question
of: whatis capacity of agent to
malke choices and how do
structures fit into those choices?

"As external and
internal structures and
as events” (Stones,
2005, p. 9).

External structures

provide the context that

the agent-in-focus is
experiencing at Time 1
(action horizon).

Related to tacit knowledge and
includes cultural schemas
(Sewell, 1992; Hays, 1994).

The positioned agent—
Srong normative context;
most connected to the
tvpes of action agent takes
by drawing on internal
structures in reaction to
external stuctures/context

1. The horizon of action - contexts
of relevance that influence
agents.

Involve change
and/or elaboration.

External structures pre-

date internal structures
as context.

Twolevels of these
dispositional frames: cultural
habitus and practice-oriented
habitus

Connected outward at
Time 1 to the external
structures and are related to
the agent’s knowledge of,
and reaction to, situational
context.

[

. Creativity, improvisation and
innovation - arising from
combination ofthe habits,
knowledge, skills in habitus
internal structures.

Process of
structurat omn:
overlapping effects
on internal and
external structures
from the interaction.

External Structures

encompass two fupes of

oCCurrences.

Knowledgeability both enables
and bounds agent action — these
internal structures are the
medium.

Conjuncturallv-specific
internal structures are
informed by the general-
dispositional souctures.

3. Degree of critical distance and
reflection - providing the
medium for agent action.

Structural context can
either serve to
frustrate or facilitate
agent's purpose.

1. Independent cansal
influences (external
structures have
complete autonomy
from agents).

Mav include the habitual,
routine or normative aspects of
the rules and resources related
to action (Giddens, 1984;
Mouzelis, 2000; Stones, 2005)

4. Conscious and unconscious
motivations - causal influence
over the emergent character of
the structures.

2_ Iriresistible causal
forces (agent has
capacity to resist but
does notnecessarily
feel free to doso).

Signification structures more
strongly tied to this tvpe of
internal structure.

L

. Ordering of concems/sorting out
of priorities into hierarchy of
purposes. Mav include more or
less critical reflection.
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Definitions of Structure and Agency

Although the core of strong structuration is the quadripartite nature of
structuration, it is useful to examine the basic ways that structure and agency are
approached by Stones (2005) and other theorists. In the seminal structuration theory,
Giddens (1984) sees structures as the devices, rules and resources that bound agency
action; types of structures in the theory of structuration include signification, domination
and legitimation. Structures are seen as both the constraints of, and the vehicles for,
agency action, where agents are assumed to possess some level of knowledgeability.

Giddens (1979) defines three specific structural dimensions—structures of
domination, legitimation and signification—and distinguishes modalities by which all of
the structures become interactions through agency, “...given coherence by their
involvement in the constitution of social systems in the movement of time” (p. 65).
Structures of domination, as structuring properties (Giddens, 1979), rely on two types of
facilitative resources related to power. Allocative resources are capabilities that give the
system transformative properties, where authoritative resources are the transformational
capabilities that generate some type of authority, or power. Structures of legitimation
involve the production of order through sanctions. Structures of signification are the
signs and symbols of the social system, such as language.

The modalities that Giddens (1984) defines related to the three types of structure
are his view of how interactions are carried out in the duality of structure. Facility is the
modality for power interactions within the structures of domination, norms are the
modality that relates the interactions of sanctions with regard to legitimation structures,

and the modality of interpretative schemes represent the communication that occurs
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within the signification structures of the social systems. These modalities are emphasized
by Giddens as the heart of the inseparability of the relationship between structure and
agency.

Knowledgeability of human agents is considered to be all of the information that
agents know, particularly related to their actions and the actions of others. This
knowledge is defined by Giddens (1984) as being both a result of, and a medium of,
action that is motivated by structures, as defined above, and of both a tacit and a
discursive nature. This version of social reality is parallel to knowledge that is viewed as
socially constructed, where action and knowledge are generated both through and by
agents and structures (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). The discursive nature of
knowledgeability can thus be seen as being made possible by, as well as constrained by,
structures (Giddens, 1979).

Giddens (1979) defines the social system as “reproduced relations between actors
or collectives, organized as regular social practices” (p. 66). Structures of legitimation
and signification, involving the norms of a social system and the meanings of the social
system, together represent the rules of a social system, with structures of domination
being the resources of a social system (as economic allocative and power-related
authoritative resources) (Giddens, 1979, 1984; Stones, 2005). The rules of the social
systems are how legitimation and signification work together to provide the “stocks of
knowledge” (Stones, 2005, p. 17) for agents with regard to their understanding of the
external context in which they are situated.

The structures of domination and legitimation are relevant in studying how goals

operate as structuring mechanisms. Domination and legitimation also are critical
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linchpins within structuration theory, wherein structures of signification must always be
seen as connected with the other two types of structures (Giddens, 1984). This is due to
the fact that the signs that have meaning within the social system are largely associated
with the way domination and legitimation work through the modalities of power and
sanctions through norms, making signification structures also important to the study of
the structuration of goals as how knowledgeable agents understand and make meaning
with relation to goal structures

Hays’ (1994) view of structures helps to further define in a more concrete way
Giddens’ (1979, 1984) approach to how structures work in actuality. Within Hays’
definition of structure, where structures are viewed as both created by agents, as well as
providing the context in which agents exist, thus seen as both enabling and constraining,
it is argued that culture should be considered a structure that provides that context. As a
system of meaning, culture harkens to the structural property of legitimation because it
involves the norms of a social system, and could also be connected with Giddens’ (1979)
idea of regular social practice if culture is considered a structure (Hays, 1994), related to
the patterning of activities and understanding of the norms and meanings inherent within
a concept of a specific culture.

Thus, Hays (1994) brings together the definitions of signification and legitimation
through an emphasis on culture. Culture is significant not only as a way to define the
manner in which structures work together in the social system, but is the basis for a
definition of agency that conceives agency as having the opportunity to be collective, or
social (Sewell, 1992). Sewell reformulates Giddens (1979, 1984) definitions of structure

as rules and resources into resources (material, or actual, structures) and schemas (which
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are virtual, and also the effects of the resource, or material, structures). The culture
context here, again, is relevant because of the patterning of activities that provide
schemas for agents, particularly in the collective or social manifestation as participants
engaged in the cultural schema, which serves as the basis of the actions of agents.
Cultural schemas can also be considered to be historical, as in Bourdieu’s notion of
habitus (Parker, 2000) and Stones’ (2011) levels of habitus, which give context to the
actions taken by agents.

In terms of the social system, a contrasting view is that if agents and structures are
irreducible to one another as different levels of the system, then the only way to
understand the social system is through the emergence of social integration, by
understanding structure and agent as separate but interacting (Archer, 1996). Thus, social
practices would be the key element that is the outcome of that interaction. Archer’s
approach to structure—the material and cultural conditions under which action is taken—
is related in that in this approach, structures exist prior to, and separate from, human
agency. Whereas Giddens (1984) emphasizes the modalities that he defines as the way
such interactions occur between structures and agents without any temporal definition,
Archer views structures as being elaborated by the actions of agents. This more defined
focus on the severability of agents and structures, versus the view of the structure/agency
relationship as inseparable, is an important distinction, in that this distinction supports the
study of micro and meso interactions related to goals, and the structuring mechanisms
that bridge these interactions, in order to understand what the outcomes of such

interactions are related to goals in organizations (Schwandt, 2008).
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In particular, the area of active agency at the level of the individual agent (Stones,
2005), which is not emphasized by Giddens (1984) in terms of understanding how the
modalities of structures actually function, is important. Hays (1994) brings forward the
idea of choice at the level of the agent, with contextual factors such as culture playing an
influencing role, underscoring the relevance of integrating study of the micro level and
action by knowledgeable agents into the study of goals in organizations. One of the
central questions related to agency—what is the capacity of an individual agent to make
choices, and how do structures fit into those choices?—is addressed most clearly through
definitions of structure that explicate some distinction between internal and external
structures (Mouzelis, 2000; Sewell, 1992; Stones, 2005). The quadripartite nature of
structuring from strong structuration theory makes this possible for the purposes of this
study (Stones, 2005).

External and Internal Structures. Further defining structures as two types—
external structures and internal structures—aids in explicating the strong structuration
theoretical approach to this research. External structures are the conditions of action that
exist separate from the agent; goals function as the “horizon of action” for individual
agents in organizations (Stones, 2005, p. 101). External structures provide situational
context for agent action (Stones, 2005), and include position-practice relations, which are
discussed in more detail later in this chapter in a section focusing exclusively on position-
practice relations and roles. As external structures, position-practices are fixed in a field
of position-practice relations, comprised of a set of elements such as sanctioned
qualifications, power relations, and observable signs, including qualifications for various

positions, of the specified field (Stones, 2005). Thus, the connection to structures of
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legitimation (sanctions), domination (power) and signification (signs and meanings)
(Giddens, 1984) is explicit with regard to position-practice relations as external structures
that both shape and are shaped by agent action.

Several approaches to agency argue for primacy to be given to the agent, with
relation to the interplay between agents and structures (Mouzelis, 2000; Sewell, 1992;
Stones, 2005); the research conducted in this case study was based on this approach of
the central role of the knowledgeable agent in the structuring process related to goals in
organizations. Where agency is given primacy, related definitions of structures all
emphasize to a greater degree the importance of internal structures. In structuration
theory, internal structures (Stones, 2005) are connected to the knowledgeability of the
agent that the agent draws on to elaborate action (Archer, 1996; Giddens, 1984). With
agents defined as participants in interactions with structures, internal structures may be
more connected to agents in an inseparable fashion, in terms of the definitions of
structure and agency, when viewed on a continuum. Internal structures include the
habitual, routine, or normative aspects of the rules and resources related to action
(Giddens, 1984; Mouzelis, 2000; Stones, 2005). “Internalized social structures or
embodied history” are another way to view internal structures (Mouzelis, 2000, p. 750).
Stones includes this definition of habitus as part of the two types of internal structures
within the agent that he identifies as a part of strong structuration theory.

General-dispositional (or habitus) structures are related to tacit knowledge within
the agent and include cultural schemas (Hays, 1994; Sewell, 1992). Habitus consists of
the structures within the agent that are deeply embedded and thus resilient. These

structures are available to be employed by an agent across a range of activities not subject
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to the particular characteristics or constraints of a given situation. Stones (2011) defines
the general-dispositional structures as two different levels. Cultural habitus plays a
primary role, comprised of an individual’s deep set of values, identity and world view,
embedded in an individual by ethnicity, gender, religion, community membership and
other influences. Practice-oriented habitus is engendered and informed by cultural
habitus, and supports knowledgeability with regard to an individual’s involvement with
the external environment in which they are positioned.

Dewey’s (1922/2011) idea of habits is also relevant here, as Dewey says that
habits are both acquired by and influenced by prior activity and notes that the “...the
essence of habit is an acquired predisposition to ways or modes of response” (p. 42) to
the external environment. As the predisposition notion implies, these structures can be
considered taken-for-granted, and may as such potentially cause dissonance (Stones,
2005) within the agent if external structures are in opposition to the general-dispositional
structures. This 1s the foundation for studying what tensions actually are, and how they
function in relationship to goals within the specific conjunctural context.

Conjuncturally-specific internal structures are the second type of internal
structures, and represent the situationally-specific knowledge of an agent (Stones, 2011).
The conjuncturally-specific knowledge of external structures again are connected to the
legitimation (norms), domination (power) and signification (meaning) structures within
the agent (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). Because of the normative context of this type of
internal structure, the context of the agent, given primacy by Stones (2005) at the micro
level, is more connected to the types of actions that the situated agent takes by drawing

on the internal structures in relation to the external structures. The conjuncturally-
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specific structures function as a hinge (Stones, 2005) between an agent’s dispositions
(general-dispositional internal structures) and external structures, and function as the
practice-oriented behaviors of the agent. This is linked with the practice-oriented habitus,
discussed in the previous paragraph, which is informed by the cultural-oriented habitus
(Stones, 2005).

Dewey (1922/2011) provides a conceptualization of habits that is useful as a way
to understand the relationship between the two types of internal structures and external
structures in strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005). Dewey defines habits as
“acquired” (Dewey, 1922/2011, p. 14) and asserts that habits “...assimilate objective
energies and eventuate in command of the environment” (p. 15). This approach to habits
aligns with the concepts of both types of internal structures (Stones, 2005), in that habits
are essentially deep, historical dispositions that are actively utilized to interact with the
external environment, and conditions of the external environment both shape, and are
shaped by, habits and outcomes of the interaction (Dewey, 1922/2011). This is referential
of the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984), core to the structure/agency relationship,
where the notion of the knowledgeable actor is considered relevant.

In order to resolve potential dissonance between external structures and internal
structures, agents may call on the discursive abilities through which knowledge is
constructed within structuration theory (Giddens, 1984), whereby the taken-for-granted
structures, including cultural schemas, reproduce to create action and elaborate structures
through such action (Archer, 1995; Sewell, 1992). Referring back to the knowledgeability
of agents within structuration theory, it is important to note that the knowledgeability

makes action possible, but also contributes to creating boundaries for human action.
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Methodological bracketing of external and internal structures. Finally, it is
useful to discuss, with regard to the definitions of external and internal structures in
strong structuration theory, the methodological approach that was used in this research to
develop the research questions and collect and analyze data concerning external and
internal structures. These analytic approaches are defined in Table 1 and further
discussed in Chapter 3’s delineation of methodology. However, it is also important to
mention here because it is relevant to the theoretical approach for this research study.
The approach of bracketing the context analysis and conduct analysis (Stones, 2005)
helped the researcher to study the various structures and the overlapping effects of the
structures. Context analysis studies the external structures with an outward orientation
from the agent, and conduct analysis focuses from within the agent on the dispositions
and conjuncturally-specific behaviors of active agency (Stones, 2005).
Structure/Agency Relationship

These internal and external structures, conceived by Stones (2005) with
contributions of other theorists and defined in the previous section, are two of the four
key elements in the quadripartite nature of structuration. The quadripartite nature of
structuration is the cornerstone of strong structuration theory, and is Stones’ approach to
the way structure and agency interact. Several aspects of the quadripartite nature of
structuration make it particularly relevant for this study, specifically the focus on the
micro level, which is evident in the discussion of structures included above. The idea that
knowledge is socially constructed (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), although not addressing
particulars of structuration theory specifically, provides a starting point for a discussion

about the relationship between structure and agency. Human actors and society are seen
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as operating together in a continuous loop to construct social reality; time is not a factor
in this approach because the process is seen as both simultaneous and continuous. In
structuration theory, the relationship between structure and agency is called the duality of
structures (Giddens, 1984), where structure and agency are viewed as both inseparable
and mutually constitutive. Neither is given primacy. The relationship is recursive, and
the modalities that make interaction possible are also the vehicles by which the social
system is continually created across time and space (Giddens, 1979). Within the notion
of the social construction of reality, reality is seen as subjective because of the nature of
its creation and the role of the individual agent in conceiving the nature of reality. This
notion is connected to the discursive nature of knowledgeability in the agent, in that
knowledgeability includes that which the agent believes to be true based on his or her
experience (Giddens, 1984).

The notion of the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984) has been challenged and
reformulated in the literature numerous times by various scholars (Stones, 2005). For
example, although Sewell (1992) argues that primacy should be given to human agency
over structures, it is in the sense that the ability of agents to act is considered a given, but
only also in the sense that the existence of structures is also a given. Thus, Sewell
focuses on the fact that agents’ ability to act is derived from structures and that the
capacity must be developed. This process of social interaction (Sewell, 1992) suggests
that time is an important element in this view of structure/agency, but does not address
the role of time specifically and thus does not fully distinguish itself from Giddens’

duality of structure.
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Hays (1994) relies on Sewell’s work in defining structurally transformative
agency, where she draws again on the concept of cultural context as a structure by saying
that structures are both created by agents and give context to choices regarding action.
Although Stones (2005) does not include Hays’ work in his development of the theory of
strong structuration, there is a connection between the significance Hays puts on culture
as context and structure, and Stones’ inclusion of cultural schemas as part of internal
general-dispositional structures, as well as Stones’ inclusion of context as an important
consideration at the ontological level of strong structuration (Stones, 2005).

The clearest challenge to Giddens (1979, 1984) comes from Archer (1995) and
the morphogenetic approach to realist social theory. In realist social theory, structure and
agency are considered irreducible to one another, but interact to create social reality
(Archer, 1995). Time is the key element in understanding this interaction, and to
demonstrating the irreducibility of structures and agents and proving that central
conflation, as brought to life through the duality of structures (Giddens, 1984), is
problematic to any attempt to understand the true nature of the structure/agency
association.

The morphogenetic cycle, comprised of the three stages of structural conditioning,
social interaction and structural elaboration, demonstrates the importance of time to
understanding the relationship (Archer, 1995). The analytical framework is intended to
provide a methodology for pulling apart the interactions between structures/agents and is
based on two key propositions derived from Archer’s definitions of structure and agency:

(1) that structure necessarily pre-dates the action(s) leading to its reproduction
or transformation,;
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(i1))  that structural elaboration necessarily post-dates the action sequences
which give rise to it. (Archer, 1995, p. 15)

The morphogenetic cycle considers structures (structural conditioning) to be at time 1,
interaction (social interaction) at time 2, and structural elaboration (through the action of
agents) to be at time 3. Although these parts of the cycle are broken into three distinct
time periods, they are also considered to be operating continuously within their temporal
sequences (Archer, 1995).

The debate about whether structures and agents are mutually constitutive
(Giddens, 1984) or irreducible to one another (Archer, 1995) is taken into account by
Stones (2005) in the development of strong structuration, with both conceptualizations
brought together through the quadripartite nature of structuration. External structures
operate in-situ, and pre-date internal structures in time (Stones, 2005), and, as external
structures are set out, two important parts of strong structuration are evident. First,
Stones appears to echo Archer’s commitment to the temporal nature of structures as an
important part of understanding how agents and structures operate together. In external
structures, the structures are seen to be autonomous from agents, making clear the
separation of structures and agents. Additionally, the in-sifu emphasis brings forward the
importance of context, as well as how that context is perceived by positioned agents
(Stones, 2005).

This delineation at the ontological level, termed ontology-in-situ by Stones
(2005), is a critical enhancement added to structuration theory in strong structuration. In
addition to the inclusion of the micro-level of analysis, the focus on the specific contexts
of situated agents is important to this study because it provides a more thorough ability to

understand the interactions between structure and agency from the micro-level
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perspective. Active agency, the way in which the agent draws upon internal structures in
order to take action, provides a more agent-centered perspective of the process than the
modalities from structuration theory alone (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). Outcomes, or
external structures at Time 2, the fourth element of the quadripartite nature of
structuration, are related to both internal and external structures, and have different
effects, again dependent on the in-situ agent (Stones, 2005, 2011).

Change is a potential outcome, which is consistent with Sewell’s (1992) approach
to the role of internal structures and Archer’s (1995) concept of emergence. Emergence
focuses on the importance of identifying structures as independent of agents, as in
Stones’ (2005) definitions of internal and external structures “...whilst coping with the
intervention of other contingent relations, and accounting for the eventual outcome which
either reproduces or transforms the original structure” (Archer, 1995, pp. 167-168).
Stones defines five aspects of active agency, as summarized in Table 3. One of these
aspects, the shifting horizons of action, relates to the ideas of both change and emergence
and 1s made clear by Stones that context plays a central role in determining the horizon of
action. The four interrelated elements of the quadripartite theory of structuration provide
a dynamic view of the way that structures and agency interact, but also, through the
outcomes component, illustrates the dynamic nature of the relationship between
structures and agency. Considering the concept of emergence, as defined by Klein and
Kozlowski (2000), as opposed to simply the singular consideration of the contextual
effect of goals from higher level to lower level organizational units, is the basis for
studying goals as structuring mechanisms: “A phenomenon is emergent when it

originates in the cognitive, affect, behaviors, or other characteristics of individuals, is
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amplified by their interactions, and manifests as a higher-level, collective phenomenon”
(p. 59).
Conceptualizing Goals as Structures

Studying cross-level goals as structures is connected at the micro level with the
seminal work about how goals function for individuals (Elliott & Dweck, 1988). In their
research, Elliot and Dweck identified two types of goals that provide a framework for
classifying how individuals learn and achieve competency. The identified goal
orientations were learning goals, in which individuals seek to increase competence, and
performance goals, in which individuals seek to receive favorable feedback on their
competence; it was generally found that challenging tasks that require the development of
a new skill or competency benefit more from a learning goal orientation than a
performance goal orientation.

Elliott and Dweck (1988) focused on the cognitive, behavioral and affective
patterns related to various achievement (goal-driven) situations; this provides a basic
understanding for potential variables in the agency/structure relationship. Such variables
may include how various external structures, in the form of how goals are constructed in
an organization, whether as a learning opportunity or as a performance-driven scenario,
might impact an individual’s cognitive reaction to the goal (internal structures and active
agency), and their subsequent performance outcome (Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Stones,
2005). This performance outcome can be considered consistent with the outcomes of the
structuration process, which involves change and/or elaboration (Stones, 2005). This also
relates to the context-specific nature of organizational goals that are translated into

individual goals or performance objectives. These goals connect with the structures of
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legitimation and domination from structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) and provide the
normative context contributed by the external structures of goals.
The Notion of Human Agency

As posed earlier in this chapter, the notion of human agency is important to be
considered. “Social cognitive theory prescribes to a model of emergent interactive
agency.... [Agents] make causal contribution to their own motivation and action within a
system of triadic reciprocal causation” (Bandura, 1989, p. 1175). Triadic reciprocal
causation is a model that helps to explain how the individual functions through the
relationships of behavior, cognition and the environment (Wood & Bandura, 1989).
Within these relationships, goals are conceived of as operating through self-referent
processes rather than regulative processes (Bandura, 1989).

Bandura (1989) defines self-referent processes as the individual’s capacity to
exercise control as a key part of what defines human agency, and as the individual’s
ability to make causal determinations, which speaks to the duality of structure in that
agents are neither completely autonomous nor completely influenced, or regulated, by
external structures. The nature of self-referent processes accounts for the variation in
how different individuals assign meaning to structures, such as norms, in their
environment, and speaks to the utility of the internal structures of the quadripartite nature
of structuration to help explain individual agency in relation to how individuals assign
meaning to goals in an organizational setting. For example, in order to understand how a
specific individual will operate in an organizationally-defined goal situation, that
individual’s intrinsic motivation must first be understood independently, before it can be

understood in context (Bandura, 1986; Bandura & Cervone, 1983). Figure 3 represents
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an overlay of strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) with the model of reciprocal
determinism from social cognitive theory (Wood & Bandura, 1989), which visually
depicts the dynamic interaction between an individual’s general-dispositional internal
structures, the external environment and the resulting behaviors of the individual that

serves as the theoretical foundation for studying the structuration of goals.

Personal Factors (General-Dispositional
Internal Structures)

Behavior (Active Agency) External Environment (External Structures
and Conjuncturally-Specific Internal
Structures)

Figure 3. Model of Reciprocal Determinism (Wood & Bandura, 1989), overlaid with the
elements of strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005).

The role of human agency is also important regarding the congruence between an
individual’s personal goals, goals for the organization in which the individual is a part
(Vroom, 1960) and organizational goals. Individuals have the ability to make choices
and exercise their own knowledgeability about goals assigned from organizational goals.
The level of congruence between an individual’s goals and managerial goals impacts the

social process of structuring that bridges the fit between these various types and levels of
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goals. The reciprocal relationship between micro and meso goals can be influenced by a
number of factors, including individual attitudes toward the organization, commitment
levels to the organization and/or to others that the individual interacts with in the
organizational context, and other contextual factors (Locke & Latham, 2002; Reichers,
1986; Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991; Vroom, 1960; Vroom & Yetton, 1973).

The concept of power is another example of this reciprocal relationship related to
goal congruence that also connects to internal and external structures (Stones, 2005).
While power could be used as influence as a form of domination (Giddens, 1984) as
authority, understanding power as a facilitative function (Clegg, 1989) helps to
underscore the relationship between internal and external structures. If power is a
reciprocal relationship that is determined within the collective meaning (Clegg, 1989),
then power can be seen as connected to both the context of goals (as external structures)
and the internal structures of the agent in terms of how the agent reacts to goals (Stones,
2005). Power is facilitated by the interaction of structures and agents, and may interact in
various ways. These ways include as a means to accomplishing goals (Buckley, 1967),
depending on the context provided by the external structures and the agent’s internal
general-dispositional structures, in particular.

Although Vickers (1968) does not specifically address power, his argument for
the consideration of an appreciative system and appreciative behavior echoes the nature
of the facilitative, reciprocal nature of power, as opposed to power being conceived as
authority and domination. Appreciative behavior is defined by Vickers as being a
process of individuals recognizing the actual compared with the norm (such as structures

of legitimation), and having a choice about whether or not to act based on the information
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and communication from the environment. This choice represents the role of human
agency, as in Bandura’s (1989) definition of self-referent processes, and which is less
emphasized in Giddens’ (1984) theoretical approach but more fully addressed by Stones
(2005). This is consistent with the five aspects of active agency defined as a part of the
quadripartite nature of structuration (Stones, 2005), as outlined in Table 3. The concept
of appreciative behavior also speaks to the human agent as having choice about how to
react to external structures, or goals, and is what characterizes appreciative behavior from
regulative behavior, with choice being the centerpiece of active agency (Stones, 2005).
Goal commitment is a key aspect of understanding the relationship between goal
congruence and human agency. Locke, Latham & Erez (1988) focus on how to measure
goal commitment in a way that takes into account systemic relations between the goal,
regardless of its nature, and causal factors that exist temporally prior to the goal and
subsequent action. These antecedent causal factors harken to several aspects of the
quadripartite nature of structuration, especially the assertion that external structures
(goals, in this context) pre-date internal structures as context for the agent (Stones, 2005).
Coupled with the determinants of goal commitment defined in the article as external
influences (such as authority, trust, rewards and influence of peer groups), internal
influencing factors (such as expectancy or self-efficacy) and interactive factors (such as
competition and participation), this early theoretical article about goal commitment could
be applicable to researching goals related to a strong structuration approach (Locke et al.,
1988; Stones, 2005). Additionally, within the scope of this literature review, this article
appears to be the only reference in the literature specifically related to goal-setting theory

that focuses distinctly on interactive factors, which relates directly to this knowledge area
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in terms of the tensions between internal and external structures and the resulting social
structuring interactions.

The concept of goal congruence and fit between individual goals and assigned
organizational goals is clearly connected to the role of human agency and studying goals
as structures, with goals as both the medium and outcome of the social structuring
process between micro and meso goals. This research was focused on examining the
relationship between goals, organizational context and individual agents in organizations;
the role of human agency was discussed above, and the role of organizational context
follows in the next section.

Organizational Context

Organizational context is set out in the conceptual framework as an opportunity to
contribute to the theory of goal setting (Locke & Latham, 1990) by studying
organizationally-set goals as structures, and organizational context is proposed as part of
the tension that exists between external structures (including goals and other
organizational contexts) and internal structures of the agent (Stones, 2005). Several
studies provide support to the focus on organizational context and the potential to add
value by extending the focus from the contextual effects of higher levels of analysis, such
as behaviors of top management teams, to inclusion of the micro-level of analysis.
Additionally, position-practice relations and the concept of roles are considered a relevant
aspect of the relationship between organizational context and internal structures of the

agent.
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Cross-Level Contextual Effects

Jarzabkowski (2008) found that top management strategizing behaviors
(structures) influence how individuals interpret firm strategy, providing an empirical
reference point for further study of the tensions in interactions in organizations related to
strategy and goals. However, Jarzabkowski did not collect data from individuals who
hold goals derived from organizational strategy. Poole, Gioia and Gray (1989) did take
into account observations from organizational members about a planned organizational
change when researching the role of top management in influencing a change in
individual and aggregate schemas. The findings indicated that an enforcement mode of
influence by top management was the most effective in breaking down previously held
schemas, which was contrary to what the authors predicted and what common wisdom
holds about influencing individuals, especially in reaction to change (Poole et al., 1989;
Stacey, 1992). Because individuals within the organization were surveyed for this
empirical research from which the enforcement mode preference finding was uncovered,
it is an important study to consider as an example of how internal structures of individual
agents may react to top management actions as an external force (Stones, 2005).

Additionally, top management behaviors have been shown to be effective when
deliberately applied to creating contexts and environments for individuals to operate
within in order to achieve various types of goals (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Jansen,
van den Bosch & Volberda, 2006). Behavioral capabilities of firms to be able to pursue
various strategies and goals have been found to be an important mediator of the
relationship between an organization’s specific context and performance against the

organization’s goals, and it has also been found that this contextual ambidexterity can be
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deliberately created by top management (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004). While the idea of
contextual ambidexterity is important to this knowledge area because it supplies
empirical evidence that organizational context is relevant to achievement of goals and
strategies, Gibson and Birkinshaw do not take into account how this phenomenon plays
out at the individual level. Another behavioral focus for top management emerges in a
study that suggests that coupling strong managerial oversight with clear goals has the
strongest impact on individual performance (McGrath, 2001). However, this study again
only interviewed project leads and others with organizationally-sanctioned leadership
responsibilities, and did not take into account observations from other individuals on
project teams. These studies lend justification to the observation that there is little
coupling in empirical research of the relationships between the microsociological (the
individual level, including interactions between individuals) and the mesosociological
levels (which include the formal organization) (Schwandt, 2008) specific to goals and
performance within an organization context.
Social Cognitive Theory and Organizational Context

Social cognitive theory (Wood & Bandura, 1989) provides an additional rationale
for the consideration of organizational context in goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham,
1990) and in studying goals held by individuals within an organizational framework.
Social cognitive theory (Wood & Bandura, 1989) inherently encompasses a multilevel
approach in triadic reciprocal causation, and focuses on the environment as a key
variable. For example, Wood and Bandura focus on the level of organizational
controllability related to personal motivation through goal systems, finding that levels of

controllability both effects quality of organizational management and also has a
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relationship with self-efficacy and goal pursuit. This provides further strength to the
argument that organizational context should be studied with relationship to goal setting in
organizations.

Position-Practice Relations and Roles

While neither position-practice relations nor roles are included specifically in the
quadripartite nature of structuration initially formulated by Stones (2005), both concepts
are addressed in strong structuration theory. Elements of position-practices are always
located in a field of position-practice relations, within which knowledgeable agents
experience various pressures and influences. The position-practices of agents both shape,
and are shaped by, the interaction of elements that make up position-practice relations
(Stones, 2005). Position-practice relational properties, as described by Stones (2005), are
positional identities, such as qualifications and other documentable attributes, clusters of
practice, asymmetrical power relations and interrelated other position-practices. These
are formed both by past practices and by the creation of the context for agent action for
future practices.

Particularly useful for this research is an example cited by Stones (2005) of
“vertical” (p. 63) position-practice relations in a factory, since this research focused on
studying the relationship of the meso and micro levels in an organization. Specifically,
the relations between line workers and upper-level management are given as examples.
These positions are described as pre-existing the actual human agents that come to
inhabit the field of position-practice relations. Thus, position-practices can be considered

tractable external structures that may be changed by agent action and are taken into
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consideration as part of this research as able to be identified independently as an external
structure, and serving as both a constraint and a facilitator of agent action through roles.

Roles have a legitimation function in the social context, in that they are generally
more formally defined, and thus are a more explicit and prescribed notion than position-
practices. Actors inhabit various statuses within a status set in their social context, such
as professional, community and/or personal roles; relatedly, role sets, comprised of
various, specific roles connected with the statuses, exist for the agent and may overlap.
(Merton, 1957; Stones, 2005). These formally defined roles are the vehicles through
which agents interact within the structural context of position-practice relations. Katz
and Kahn (1978) provide support for the concept of roles as part of the structural context
that agents act on through roles:

In defining human organizations as open systems of roles, we emphasized two

cardinal facts: the contrived nature of human organizations and the unique

properties of a structure consisting of acts or events rather than unchanging

physical components. (p. 187)
With regard to how these external structures are considered in this research to interact
with internal structures of the agent and roles, Giddens (1979) provides a basic definition
of roles using Parsons’ conceptualization of roles as the “...point of direct articulation
between the personality of the individual and the structure of the social system” (p. 115).
Although Giddens ultimately rejects the idea that roles are structures, Parsons’ definition
provides support for the relevancy of the interaction between structural context and
internal structures of the agents that is central to the premise of this research.

Roles are internalized through both types of internal structures within strong

structuration theory (Stones, 2005), via both an agent’s existing background, values and

cultural worldview, as well through the agent’s conjunctural knowledge of the specific
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structural landscape in which they are positioned (Stones, 2011). Role sets are the range
of various roles that an individual might understand themselves to have, internalized as a
way to “order and integrate” (Stones, 2005, p. 26) their various responsibilities and
practices provided by their structural context of both position-practices and roles. With
regard to the first type of internal structure, the general-dispositional (Stones, 2005), the
means (Dewey, 1922/2011) through which ordering and integrating happen, at Parson’s
“point of articulation” (Giddens, 1979, p. 115) is related to dispositions (Stones, 2011) of
the agent. Dispositions point to the interaction between internal structures and external
structures, or, in Dewey’s (1922/2011) words, “...the interactions of elements contributed
by the make-up of an individual with elements supplied by the outdoor world” (p. 16).
This is contributory to outcomes (Stones, 2005) as defined by strong structuration theory
as change or elaboration of external structures.

Therefore, with relationship to the internal structures of the agent, this
understanding of one’s role sets are generally tacit (Merton, 1968; Stones, 2005), and
thus connected with the general-dispositional internal structures of the agent, which in
turn influence conjuncturally-specific understanding of, action in response to, and
potential change of, the context in which the agent is operating. The conjuncturally-
specific internal structures of the agent relates to how an agent in a specific, given context
negotiates situations through their general-dispositional understanding of their status sets
(Stones, 2011). Tensions related to diverse and assorted demands of the various formal
roles are important to study, including different levels of power, the level of ownership or
involvement of an individual with a given role set (Merton, 1968), rewards/sanctions,

legitimacy of demands and, importantly, the way individuals perceive, interpret and make
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decisions about their actions, either tacitly or consciously, about these and other potential
factors (Buckley, 1967; Giddens, 1984; Katz & Kahn, 1978).

Parsons (1951) theorizes about the conflict between various roles and the choices
and compromises that an individual may have to make as a result of these tensions.
Parsons says that role conflict stems from “...conflicting sets of legitimate role
expectations such that complete fulfillment of both is realistically impossible” (p. 280).
Parsons asserts that individuals tend to lean on “adjustive mechanisms” (p. 282) to
negotiate this conflict, where Dewey (1922/2011) focuses more on values and other tacit
internal factors. This is also related to Dewey’s concept of habits. There are
consequences, such as tensions, when habits are acted upon as a conjuncturally-specific
internal structure, within an external environment that may have different or conflicting
characteristics from the environment in which the original habits, or general-dispositional
internal structures, were acquired or formed (Dewey, 1922/2011.) Thus, the general-
dispositional traits are durable, while the conjunctural understanding of a given role set is
related to the specific horizon of action (Stones, 2005) that the agent faces in a given
situation.

Studying Goals as Structuring Mechanisms

The concept of the duality of goals, with goals as both the medium and outcome
of the social structuring process between micro and meso goals, relies on the idea of
structuring interactions between the microsociological and mesosociological levels
(Schwandt, 2008). At the individual, or micro, level, internal structures are key to
structuring; at the meso level, social norms and other external structures, such as goals or

organizational context, are key (Schwandt, 2008; Stones, 2995). “Micro interactions
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influence the meso structure and actions, but in turn these mesostructures influence future
micro actions and interactions” (Schwandt, 2008, p. 107). Consistent with this view,
goals are studied as structuring mechanisms.

Social mechanisms are processes that explain “...an observed relationship;
mechanisms explain how and why one thing leads to another” (Anderson et al., 2006).
Utilizing mechanisms to study processes such as social interactions related to goals, by
conceptualizing goals as structuring mechanisms, is appropriate because mechanisms are
useful in multilevel approaches to research and theorizing as they can help to link micro,
meso and macro level processes (Anderson et al., 2006). Anderson et al. showcase three
types of social mechanisms in particular that define this focus. Situational mechanisms
help to explain the influence of the macro level of analysis on the micro level, or
contextual effects; action-formation mechanisms are at the micro level, focusing on the
links between individual action and behavior, similar to the personal factors in social
cognitive theory (Wood & Bandura, 1989), and transformational mechanisms focus on
upward links from micro to macro, or the process of emergence (Anderson et al., 2006;
Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). Studying goals as structuring mechanisms theorizes that
goals can be considered any one of these types of mechanisms; this study focused
primarily on goals as action-formation and transformational mechanisms, but due to the
critical component of organizational context as a variable in the research, the potential
relevance of situational mechanisms was also important.

This study is based on the tradition of structuration studies studying other
organizational structures, such as technology and firm-level strategy. Structuration

studies, none of which, based on the scope of this literature review, have specifically
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addressed goals, do address the focus on the micro and meso levels of social interactions
and organizational contexts (Barley, 1986; Jarzabkowski, 2008; Orlikowski, 1992;
Schwandt, 2008), and also provide a lens through which to study the interactions
occurring in organizations between different types of structures and agents (Barley &
Tolbert, 1997). Thus, structuration studies provide important empirical evidence. For
example, Barley and Orlikowski both focus on technology as a structuring mechanism in
organizations, meaning that technology has a “...dual nature as objective reality and as
socially constructed product” (Orlikowski, 1992, p. 423). Orlikowski finds that
technology can create structural change in organizations, and concludes that the
“...specific institutional context and the actions of knowledgeable, reflexive humans
always mediate the relationship” (p. 423). In this study, goals were researched as both
creations of, and produced by, human action, similar to the ways that technology has
been studied.

Barley (1986) integrates individual cognition into his study on technology as a
structuring mechanism. The author draws on the concept of the structuring of
organizational structures formulated by Ranson et al.(1980). This concept theorizes
about how organizational members create provinces of meaning, including interpretative
schemes and scripts, and how the structuring of interpretative schemes, through
individuals, 1s constrained by contextual factors of the organization (Ranson, Hinings et
al. 1980). Barley finds that structuring mechanisms, such as technology, trigger
dynamics that can only be understood through examining social processes. Greenhalgh

and Stones (2010) also study technology, yet approach it as an evolving structure-agency-
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technology relationship, which necessarily involves the individual level of analysis
within the context of a collective, thus consistent with the focus of this research study.
Conclusion

The focus of this research was to better understand goal setting and the shaping of
the relationship between goals, individuals in organizations and organizational contexts,
with particular focus on the role of individuals as knowledgeable actors (Giddens, 1984)
engaging in organizational life. Current goal-setting theory does not address this
relationship in detail, and empirical evidence presented in this literature review
demonstrates that there is little that links the constructs. Chapter 3 delineates the
methodology utilized to study the relationship between goals and organizational context

and the micro-level of analysis.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter details the research study, including the research questions, methods
(site selection, data collection and data analysis), credibility considerations and identified
limitations.

Research Design

Creswell (2009) recommends three overarching elements be addressed in a
research design protocol: worldview; strategy for inquiry; and methods. Consistent with
Creswell’s approach, the world view of this research is social constructivist; the
underlying assumption of this research is that individuals develop subjective meanings of
their experience, and participate in the creation of their own reality as knowledgeable
agents, consistent with the approach of strong structuration theory (Creswell, 2009;
Stones, 2005). The strategy for inquiry was qualitative, and the method was case study.

Research Questions and Methodological Approach

This case study examined the interactions between organizational context,
including goals, and individual agents working within organizations by taking a
structuration approach to researching goals and explored two research questions. Figure
4 details the conceptual framework and research questions. The research questions were
developed through the lens of strong structuration theory, and separate research questions
were defined in order to avoid the issue of conflation between structures and agents
(Archer, 1995; Stones, 2005). Thus, two research questions were developed that
addressed the identification of external structures and internal structures in distinct
research steps (Stones, 2005). The second research question also brought together these

structures, analyzed to observe the social structuring interactions at play in this case
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study. The sequencing of the questions as presented in this text was re-ordered as the
research commenced.

The first research question was an exploratory question that was aimed at defining
the external structures, or the organizational contextual features, that were at play in this
case. The second question focused specifically on the social structuring interactions
between the contextual features found through the exploration of the first research
question and internal structures of the agents-in-focus in this case. This necessitated that
the internal structures of the agents were first defined, and then the social structuring
interactions analyzed in order to answer the second research question.

RQ 1: What are the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship
between meso goals and individual performance goals?

RQ 2: How does the interaction between organizational context and internal
structures shape meso and micro performance goals in organizations?

As introduced in Chapter 2, the methodological approach of bracketing in strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was utilized to guide the development and sequencing
of the research questions and the data collection and data analysis processes. The
approach of bracketing helped the researcher to focus on both context analysis and
conduct analysis (Stones, 2005) in two separate phases in order to investigate external
and internal structures and their interaction in active agency.

Context analysis studies the external structures with an outward orientation from
the agent’s perspective. The context analysis bracketed phase of data collection and
analysis was connected methodologically to the first research question, and aimed to
investigate and relate the environment of external structures that was facing the agent and

the field of position-practice relations (Stones, 2005) in which the agent was placed in
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this particular case study. This research question was addressed first in order to provide
the basis for a thorough understanding of the research site and to establish, primarily
from the researcher’s perspective, although informed by interviews from the site’s
executive team, as discussed later in the detail of participants, “...the terrain that faces an
agent, the terrain that constitutes the range of possibilities and limits to the possible”
(Stones, 2005, p. 122).

The second phase, conduct analysis, was methodologically represented by the
second research question with an inward orientation that first focused on the
hermeneutic-structural frames (Stones, 2005) of the agents-in-situ in order to observe and
understand their general-dispositional internal structures. Then, conjuncturally-specific
internal structures were analyzed, as Stones (2005) notes that the conjuncturally-specific
internal structures function as a hinge between the external structures and the general-
dispositional internal structures to form the basis of analyzing the social structuring
interactions at play in this case.

Context analysis and conduct analysis as employed in this case study to explore
the two research questions in terms of specific steps taken in each phase for data
collection and data analysis are further discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter

and in Table 4.
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Figure 4. Conceptual Framework and Research Questions

Methods

This study is a structuration case study, and utilizes strong structuration as the
theoretical framework and approach (Jack & Kholeif, 2007; Stones, 2005). Structuration
studies are case studies, as exemplified by researchers such as Barley (1986), Orlikowski
(1992) and Jarzabkowski (2008) in examples of structuration studies. Additionally,
Stones provides guidance on carrying out a structuration study, as discussed in the
previous section. Strong structuration (Stones, 2005) integrates ontology-in-situ as one
of its core elements, which is applicable to this research because of the focus on the agent
within a specific organizational context. The strategy of inquiry (Creswell, 2009) for this
case study was ethnographic, using observations, archival data and interviews in order to
study the research site and present a contextualized (Stones, 2011) case narrative and

description of the site to serve as the basis for studying the social interactions.
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In addition to the appropriateness of a case study design for structuration studies,
it was also an appropriate selection for several additional reasons. Case studies help to
answer how, why and what phenomena occur within a “real-life context” (Yin, 2003, p.
1); this research looked at how goals operate as structuring mechanisms within the
context of an actual organization versus a laboratory study. Ordonez et al. (2009a) have
called for goal-setting research to move beyond the laboratory; the majority of research
related to goal-setting theory has been designed as quantitative tests of the theory, and the
authors call for more qualitative analyses, such as case studies, to further develop goal-
setting theory. Case studies provide the ability to look at cases at various levels of
analysis, which is central to the design of this study in researching cross-level goals
(Creswell, 2007). This research studied both the micro and meso levels, due to the nature
of the research questions and of strong structuration, with a focus on understanding what
variables emerge in relation to both internal and external structures (Stones, 2005), as
illustrated by the conceptual framework.

A research protocol is necessary to establish and follow in case study research in
order to establish credibility (Yin, 2003). Jarzabkowski (2008) was an important
theoretical reference for this study, building from some of the findings in that study
regarding macro strategy as a structuration process by focusing this research on meso and
micro-level goals derived from strategy. Therefore, the research protocol established in
that structuration case study for elements such as data collection, coding and analysis
served as a key reference point for the research design (Jarzabkowski, 2008), coupled

with Stones’ (2005) suggested methodological bracketing for a strong structuration study.
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Site Selection and Entry

The research site was a decentralized environment. In general, a healthcare setting
was appropriate for this study because it provided a unique setting in which to study the
interactions between meso and micro goals, and the relationship to firm strategy. For
example, the relationship between administration-driven performance measurement and
control systems and actual implementation at the level of patient care provides an
environment ripe for studying issues such as goal setting (Nembhard, Alexander, Hoff &
Ramanujam, 2009). Additionally, healthcare settings are complex environments, due to
the nature of healthcare delivery, and such environments provide a context that is useful
for studying how goals function in dynamic situations (Kayes, 2006). Studying a
decentralized environment, versus a traditional hospital setting, helps to highlight the
dynamics involved with cross-level goals, because of the forced distinction between
levels of the organization, and provides potentially more timely implications for practice
as distributed healthcare settings become more commonplace. Site selection criteria
included an organization large enough to have at least two units in which goals could be
studied, and an organization that is focused on goals in a formal way at all levels of the
organization.
Site Selection

The research site that was selected based on the selection criteria is a hospital
system-based home health agency located in a multi-county suburban area outside of a
major U.S. metropolitan market. The agency operates out of a central office. There are
three distinct departments within the agency: business; clinical; and relationship

management. The organization employs a focus on firm-level strategies, which are
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translated into department-level goals and further into individual performance standards
for manager-level employees and above.
Site Entry

Initial contact was made with system-level administrators and the site leader
utilizing the researcher’s personal industry contacts. Prior to proposal defense, the
researcher visited with the site leader in October, 2009 to confirm site participation and
for an initial site walk-around. After proposal defense and research approval, in August,
2010, a phone call was held with the site leader and executive team to introduce the
research and to determine date of first site visit. At this time, the site leader, unsolicited,
sent to the researcher several documents about department strategy that she felt might be
helpful to understanding the organization’s direction. On September 9, 2010, the site
leader communicated to the researcher that she had been promoted to a system-level role,
and that the site would continue to report up through her but that a new site leader had
been hired. The former site leader made an introduction for the researcher to the new site
leader on October 12, 2010 to introduce her to the research and confirm the first site visit
later that month. Additionally, the new site leader extended an invitation to the
researcher to attend the weekly executive team “huddle” for the researcher’s first day on-
site, Monday, October 25, 2010. Thus, site entry included a mix of methods—phone and
in-person introductions—over the course of 12 months.

Data Collection

Time is an element that was considered in terms of data collection and analysis,

but was not a specific variable for this research study. Because structuration implies a

recursive interrelationship between structures and agents over time, a modified
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longitudinal approach was necessary, and was achieved primarily through a retrospective
lens in document collection and interview questions. There are six main types of data
related to case studies: documents; archival records; interviews; direct observation;
participant-observation; and physical artifacts (Yin, 2003). The use of data from multiple
sources and then triangulated, which lends to trustworthiness, is encouraged by many
researchers regarding case study methodology (Creswell, 2007; Lofland, Snow, Anderson
& Lofland, 2006; Yin, 2003). Jarzabkowski (2008) utilized all of these types of data in
her study; this study collected data from all sources with the exception of participant-
observation. For this study, documents were collected that informed how firm strategy is
broken down into individual goals, including performance standards, archival meeting
notes, interviews with both managers who are accountable for meso-level performance
goals and individuals who hold micro-level performance goals, and direct observation at
interactions about goals (i.e. status meetings). Details about data collection sources are
included in Table 4, which presents the entire data collection and analysis framework that

was implemented for this research.
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Table 4

Data Collection and Analysis

Description of Data Collection
Techniques Implemented

Description of Data Analysis
Procedures

Output

Phase One data collection was
aimed at RQ #1 and context
analysis. The time period of site
study was focused on the goals for
the site's 2010 year, with Phase
One data collection occurring in
the 4th quarter of the year,
including real-time non-participant
observations (Jarzabkowski, 2008),
in addition to retrospective
document collection and
interviews. Four days were spent
on-site, collecting documents,
observing and conducting the
Phase One interviews. Data
collection procedures for the
structured interviews with the
executive managers were semi-
structured (Yin, 2003) interviews,
approximately 60 minutes in
length, following an established
research protocol. All executive
leaders were interviewed, validated
by the site's organizational charts.

Open coding of interviews was
conducted to allow emergent
findings. 59 codes were
identified. These codes were
triangulated with analysis of
documents and observations to
create a narrative of case
organizational context. This
narrative was further refined after
second site visit during Phase
Two data collection.

All sources of data collected
during Phase One were used to
inform the analysis of the site’s
context, and the case narrative
presented in Chapter 4 was the
output of this phase of data
analysis. Four key contextual
features were identified.

During Phase One data
collection, the research
questions were re-ordered based
on the initial development of the
case narrative. Additionally,
findings from Phase One
necessitated changes to Phase
Two data collection, detailed in
the Phase Two description of
data collection techniques
implemented.

Phase Two occurred after the Phase
One analysis was completed, and
was aimed at RQ #2 and conduct
analysis. This phase was revised in
two ways from the initial planned
procedures. First, only managers
were interviewed, as it was
determined from the Phase One
interviews that individuals below
the manager level do not hold
specific performance standards
related to goals. Thus, the research
was bounded to focus on the
middle manager level, and semi-
structured interviews (Kvale, 1996)
were conducted with 100% of the
site population. Second, the initial
plan was to select one or two goals
from Phase One to study with the
Phase Two participants. Based on
the analysis from Phase One, this
was not deemed useful to the intent
of this study and all goal categories
were studied to see what emerged
from the participants in Phase Two.

Data from the semi-structured
(Kvale, 1996) interviews,
additional documents collected,
and observations of managers in
meetings with their clinical staff
informed Phase Two of data
analysis, aimed primarily at

answering RQ #2. However, data

from this phase also informed
RQ #1 regarding organizational
contextual features. 312 total
emergent codes for Phases One
and Two were identified, reduced

to a final total of 80 codes. These

were then sorted into 14
categories using strong
structuration as an analysis
framework, resulting in the
concepts/themes that are the
output noted in this table.

Three core dispositions, two
primary roles sets and four
social structuring interactions
were identified. Additionally,
two outcomes, or external
structures at Time 2, were
found.
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Data collection was planned to occur in two phases, and was implemented in two
phases. Phase One was built on the methods of Jarzabkowski (2008) and Stones’ (2005)
context analysis, and studied the organization through observations and retrospective
document collection in order to define the goal strategies of the organization. Semi-
structured interviews also took place during this phase with the executive leadership of
the research site to gain their perspective on the goals of the organization, and this data
was triangulated with the observation and retrospective data review to confirm the goal
strategies and related organizational hallmarks. This data collection was bounded in the
timeframe that was appropriate for the research site and the time of actual site entry/data
collection. The site’s fiscal year begins on January 1, and goals are set out on an annual
basis of January 1 — December 31. The majority of data collection occurred between
October, 2010 and February, 2011, with a few subsequent follow-up conversations and
minimal data collection post-February, 2011. Thus, the research focused primarily on the
site’s 2010 goals. In Phase Two interviews and on-site observations conducted in
February, 2011. The site did not yet have its goals formally established for 2011 and
individuals had not yet been reviewed on their final performance from 2010, so while the
2011 year was in progress, the majority of focus was still retrospectively on the 2010
goals.

Phase One Data Collection

Phase One of the data collection was aimed at context analysis, or establishing the
external context in which agents in this case were operating (Stones, 2005). The goal of
the first phase of the research was to identify the research site’s goals and other

contextual features through observation, executive-level interviews and retrospective data
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collection prior to engaging in the Phase Two interviews with the agents-in-situ. The goal
of Phase One was to ground the research by focusing on context analysis and through
data collection techniques such as document collection and observations of the specific
organization under study to be used as the basis for the research (Lichtman, 2006).
Observations at meetings did not include any observations where specific patient
information was discussed, and observations at meetings were not audio-taped. A full list
of documents collected and meetings observed is attached as Appendix A.

Phase One launched with four days on-site at the case study location. The
researcher was given an office and was able to collect documents during the days on-site
based on information learned in the interviews, stemming from observations and through
documents offered to the researcher unsolicited by the executive staff based on what they
thought was interesting or potentially useful to the researcher. A journal of observations
was kept during each site visit. One morning was spent at the system-level office where
two interviews were conducted, thus allowing observations of the system office, as well
as the actual case study site, which are located several miles apart.

Phase One participants. The participants for the Phase One semi-structured
interviews were selected after initial entry into the site and based on site hierarchy,
validated by organizational charts and discussions with the site leader and former site
leader. These various methods ensured that the site’s executives were correctly identified
and invited to participate. The anticipated number of interviews was two or three, with
the head of the organization and a small selection of her senior managers. After site entry
it was clear that five interviews would need to be conducted based on transitions

occurring in the executive team (a new site leader replacing the recently-promoted site
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leader who still had responsibility for the study site, and a transition in the leadership of
the business operations department).

Participants were invited to participate in this phase of the interviews by email
from the researcher, after being introduced to the study’s goals and the researcher by the
site leader, and being asked to participate by the site leader. The invitation to participate
is attached as Appendix B. One participant immediately accepted via return email. The
email invitation was followed up with phone calls from the researcher to two of the
invitees to schedule the meeting times and location. Another interview was not able to be
scheduled until the researcher was actually on-site. The fifth interview was conducted
during the second site visit, as one of the executives had been replaced by a new leader,
and was conducted in order to ensure that the full perspective of the executive team was
accounted for during the overall period of data collection. Three of the five interviews
were at the study site, with the other two held at the system headquarters. All interviews
were between 60-90 minutes. A contact visit was held at the beginning of each interview
to begin the process of informed consent, including the Research Consent Form and
Audio Consent form (used for both sets of interviews), attached as Appendix C and
Appendix D.

The interviews were semi-structured (Yin, 2003), designed to extract the data
needed to identify the organization’s goal strategies. The variables from the research
questions were operationalized by overlaying Wood and Bandura (1989) with Stones
(2005), as represented by Figure 5. The focus of these interviews was primarily the
external environment, or external structures, although due to the subject matter, the

content of the interviews also pointed to personal factors and behaviors, as the executives
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were also agents-in-focus participating in the case study context (Stones, 2005). For the
data collection, these were operationalized as meso and micro goals, and organizational

context related to goals, such as performance management and compensation systems.

Personal Factors (General-Dispositional
Internal Structures)

7z

Behavior (Active Agency) External Environment (External Structures
and Conjuncturally-Specific Internal
Structures)

Figure 5. Focus Area of Phase One Interviews: external environment (Wood &
Bandura, 1989), external structures and conjuncturally-specific internal structures

(Stones, 2005).
The research questions and the full research protocol for these Phase One interviews are
included as Appendix E.
Phase Two Data Collection

Phase Two of the planned data collection was designed to focus on conduct
analysis (Stones, 2005) within the organizational context established in Phase One, with a
specific focus on understanding the case study site from the perspective of the agents-in-

situ. During Phase One data collection and analysis, it became evident that several key
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changes needed to be made to the planned data collection. First, although the data
collection was planned to occur in two distinct phases, it was clear that data collection
geared at context analysis, while primarily conducted and analyzed during Phase One,
would also be informed by observations and document collection during the second site
visit. Thus, while there were still two defined phases of the research geared at specific
research questions, there was more overlap in the data analysis and ongoing collection of
information than originally anticipated. Second, the original analysis plan was to
document and study cross-departmental goals, and to choose one or two goals to
specifically study in Phase Two. Although the findings from Phase One showed that
there are different weights applied to goals for different departments and positions in the
site, the more relevant direction for the remainder of the research appeared to be to study
the goal-setting process, management of goals and perceptions of goals across the entire
study site, as opposed to a study of specific goals in the various departments. This
decision was supported not only by the literature and conceptual foundations for this
study, but by a finding from Phase One data collection that the site executives were
unable to agree on the most important goal for the organization. Third, the original data
collection protocol for Phase Two called for interviewing both managers and non-
managers below the executive level. This plan was created under the general assumption
before site entry that both managers and non-managers would be responsible for specific
individual performance goals, derived from department goals. During Phase One it was
discovered that formal performance goals are held only by managers and above;

subsequently, participant selection criteria for Phase Two was re-defined to only include
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the manager-level positions in the research site to serve as the study’s main agents-in-situ
(Stones, 2005).

After the goal strategies for the research site were determined, in-depth
interviews, aimed at exploring agents’ internal general-dispositional structures in relation
to the context in which they are operating (Stones, 2005), were conducted to investigate
the experiences of those in the organization in relationship to meso and micro goals.

Phase Two participants. The interviews were semi-structured interviews
designed to explore the experience of participants related to goals at the site. The
variables from the research questions were operationalized using Bandura (1986), and

Wood and Bandura (1989), overlaid with Stones (2005), as represented by Figure 6.

Personal Factors (General-Dispositional
Internal Structures)

Behavior (Active Agency) External Environment (External Structures
and Conjuncturally-Specific Internal
Structures)

Figure 6. Focus Areas of Phase Two Phenomenological Interviews: personal factors
(general-dispositional internal structures) and behavior (active agency) (Stones, 2005;
Wood & Bandura, 1989).
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Selection criteria were that participants must have been on staff for a period of
time long enough to be aware of and formally assigned (through performance standards,
for example) goals; this time period was established for this study as six months
employment with the research site. Participants were identified by hierarchical ranking
through organizational charts and discussion with the site leader. As noted, the population
for Phase Two of interviews was manager-level participants who are included in the
formal performance management and bonus system related to organizational goals.
These managers are middle managers, defined as a direct report to the executive team and
having field clinicians and/or office staff reporting directly to them.

Participants were invited to participate in this phase of the research by email from
the researcher, after being introduced to the study’s goals and the researcher by the site
leader and their department managers, and being asked to consider participating. The
invitation to participate is attached as Appendix F. In addition to the email, phone
follow-up calls were made to all invitees, and actual interviews were scheduled through a
mix of phone, email and in-person communication once on-site for the interviews. The
possible population for this phase of interviews was eight managers, based on the
selection criteria, and all eight managers agreed to participate and interviews were
conducted.

A chart of the participants from both Phase One and Phase Two of data collection
is included as Table 5, noting years of service at the organization, which was part of
selection criteria. All interviewees were assigned a code, which was stored in a

password-protected file on the researcher’s personal computer, as were all transcripts.
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Table 5

Phase One and Phase Two Participants

Participant: Years of Service:  Years of Service: Years of Service:
Phase & Code System Agency Current Position at
Agency

Phase One: xx 7 <1 <1

Phase One: xx 8 8 6*

Phase One: xx 8 6 2%

Phase One: xx 18 18

Phase One: xx 7 <1 <1

Phase Two: xx 10 10 1

Phase Two: xx 26 26 5

Phase Two: xx 10 10 7

Phase Two: xx Q** Q** 1.5

Phase Two: xx 23%* 23%* 8

Phase Two: xx 23 23 7

Phase Two: xx 33 1.5

Phase Two: xx 20 20 8

Note: *leaving/left agency for another position at time of interview (staying within
System); **had a break in service; years are total, not counting break

The interviews were semi-structured interviews, following Kvale (1996), the
purpose of which was to “obtain descriptions of the life world of the interviewee with
respect to interpreting the meaning of the described phenomena” (p. 5), bounded for this
study to be organizational life related to goals. The interviews occurred in one interview
session with each participant. The interview was scheduled for between 60 and 90
minutes, depending on the interviewee’s schedule. The interviews took place at the
research site, as no participant opted to have their interview take place off-site, with the
exception of one interview that was conducted via phone due to the participant’s absence
on-site due to personal reasons. The process of informed consent began during the
scheduling of the interview, with a description of the research and the process for the

interview, and was finalized at the actual interview with completion of the Research
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Consent Form and Audio Consent Form (included as Appendix C and Appendix D, as
noted).

Kvale’s (1996) guidelines for semi-structured interviews were followed, with
themes developed from the research questions, and specific introductory questions
developed for each of the thematic areas. The variables for these interviews were
operationalized based on the model of reciprocal determinism (Wood & Bandura, 1989)
overlaid with strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), focusing on the areas outlined in
Figure 6. The protocol for interviews is attached as Appendix G. Each research question
was broken down into themes, and further broken down into several broad research
questions (Kvale, 1996). These questions were asked of each participant, but additional
questions in the form of follow-up, probing, specifying, direct, indirect or interpreting
questions were asked in order to investigate the life world of the interviewee (Kvale,
1996).

Ethics considerations. The informed consent process is an important
consideration regarding the involvement of human subjects in this research. For both
Phase One and Phase Two, the informed consent began with a verbal summary of the
research process and considerations in the Research Consent Form when interviews were
scheduled, and continued with a verbal review of the Research Consent Form at the
contact visit during the scheduled time with the interviewee; the Research Consent Form
was then signed by each interviewee. All interviewees signed the form at the time of the
interview. Topics that were addressed included the specifics about logistics for the
interviews, risks, rights, possible benefits, confidentiality, and dissemination of aggregate

research findings (Kvale, 1996). The role of the research participant was also discussed,
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including the opportunity to review the transcribed interview, part of the process of
heightening credibility of the findings and the validation of findings (Moustakas, 1994;
Yin, 2003). Although taking place in a healthcare setting, no data collection occurred
with patients, specifically regarding patient care or in the patient care environment.

Phase Two observations and additional data collection. While on-site to
conduct the Phase Two interviews, through meeting with the site leader and upon
invitation from several Phase Two manager participants, the researcher was invited to
attend two team meetings held by the managers with their non-manager field clinicians.
Additionally, while on-site, the site leader invited the researcher to attend a meeting of
the executive team and several managers to discuss a new government regulation. Thus,
data collection in the form of observations and document collection aimed at the Phase
One domain of context analysis (Stones, 2005) also occurred concurrent with the Phase
Two planned data collection, as noted in the overview section for data collection in this
chapter as Table 4.

Several additional data collection interactions occurred after the site visits. Two
discussions were held with human resource managers that function as ancillary reports to
the site leader. The site leader made the introduction that facilitated these discussions.
The first was held in November, 2010, to discuss the performance management systems
technology used at the site. The second set of interactions with the human resources
manager was held in late September and early October, 2011, with the successor to the
first person that the researcher talked with, and was for the purpose of collecting general
job descriptions for the positions included in the interviews. Additionally, several other

phone conversations were held with the site leader during the time span of the research
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activities for the purposes of clarifying information, and one conversation was held with
another site executive to collect two additional goal documents after the second site visit,
including several unsuccessful attempts at follow-up to secure the needed documentation.
Data Analysis

Because strong structuration was used as the theoretical foundation for this study,
the methodological bracketing approach set out by Stones (2005) to analyze agents’
context and conduct provided an approach that was used in the data analysis, coupled
with Lichtman’s (2006) process for coding, categorizing and identifying concepts as the
data analysis protocols for this study. By bracketing the agent’s conduct analysis
(general knowledgeability of the agent) with the agent’s contextual analysis (the
conjunctural terrain that speaks to the context and influence of external structures,
conceptualized in this study as organizational context), the research questions were
addressed (Stones, 2005). The context analysis defined below in the section on Phase
One data analysis established the organizational contextual features by taking an outward
orientation from the field of the situated agent, and the conduct analysis discussed in the
section on Phase Two data analysis was done by the researcher from the perspective of
what was occurring from the frame of reference of the participants primarily through
analysis of the Phase Two interviews.
Phase One Data Analysis

Phase One data collection was designed to study the organizational context, and
the first part of data analysis was also geared to analyzing and understanding the context
of this case. For the interviews collected during the first phase, the researcher did all

transcriptions; each audio taped interview was listened to by the researcher to familiarize
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self with content, and then was listened to a second time while transcribing. All
transcriptions were completed within four days post interviews. The interview transcripts
were sent to each participant for member check. Four participants approved their
transcript with no changes, and one participant made several clarifying remarks and
minor corrections to the transcript.

The documents collected were catalogued and reviewed three times. The first
review was while on-site during the site visits when the documents were collected. The
second review was a thorough re-reading of each document. The third was during the
analysis process. Observations were logged in the researcher's journal and reviewed
multiple times during the iterative analysis process. These three sources of data
(interviews, documents and observations) were triangulated during the construction of the
contextualized (Stones, 2011) case narrative description that was drafted prior to the
second site visit and revised after that second site visit to include new observations and
documents. The case narrative is presented as a part of Chapter 4. This narrative
established the findings of the context analysis (Stones, 2005) of data collection and
analysis, and presents the external structures (organizational context) for Phase One from
the viewpoint of outside of the lens of the situated agents in this case study.

Analysis of interviews. The analysis of the interview transcripts for Phase One
followed Lichtman (2006). The interviews were initially coded by hand, and flip charts
were utilized to organize and sort codes, categories and concepts (Lichtman, 2006). The
coding was approached as an open process, with no a priori codes utilized. Forty-one
codes emerged. After manual coding and analysis, ATLAS.ti software was utilized as an

additional iteration of the textual analysis. Each interview was reviewed four times in
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ATLAS.ti and coding completed from scratch. Fifty-nine emergent codes were identified
in the initial software coding, versus 41 in the hand coding. Again, a priori codes were
established at this stage. The main difference was that the ATLAS.ti coding bore out a
focus on goals considered most important by the executives more clearly than did the
hand coding, due to the count of times when each goal was specifically mentioned in a
substantive way. “Substantive” was defined as the goal being mentioned with content
about why it is important, how it is being implemented or other comments specific in
nature (for example, not when just listing the organizational goals). These 59 codes were
not further sorted into categories and concepts at this point; rather, the initial emergent
codes were used to draw up a draft case narrative that was further refined during Phase
Two analysis to ensure that the narrative was left open to see what emerged in the second
site visit and other Phase Two data collection and analysis activities.
Phase Two Data Analysis

Phase Two data collection and analysis was designed to study conduct analysis of
the agent-in-focus (Stones, 2005) within the organizational context established during
Phase One, and further developed during the Phase Two site visit. This phase of analysis
included the analysis of the internal structures of the agent. The researcher executed all
transcriptions for Phase Two; each audio taped interview was listened to by the
researcher to familiarize self with content, and then was listened to a second time while
transcribing. All transcriptions were completed within five weeks of the interviews, and
were sent to each individual participant for member check as they were completed. Four
participants returned their member check with no changes. No response was received by

the other participants despite two attempted follow-ups by the researcher. Documents
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collected during the second site visited were catalogued and reviewed initially on-site and
again during the ongoing construction of the case narrative.

Analysis of interviews. The analysis in Phase Two also followed Lichtman
(2006). The interviews were reviewed with initial notes done by hand; all coding in
Phase Two was done using the ATLAS.ti software package. Each interview was coded
twice, and Phase One coding was also revisited during this part of the analysis since
additional observations were made about organizational context during the second site
visit. A total of 312 emergent codes were identified. These codes were reviewed for
redundancies, which resulted in 80 final codes that were organized by frequency and
distribution across the participants from both Phase One and Phase Two in order to see
which were unique to each of the two phases and which demonstrated overlap, including
a review of all codes associated with quotes. As noted in Table 4, this process was
approached inductively, from the “ground up” (Creswell, 2007, p. 19) and not generated
through elements of strong structuration theory or other a priori codes. This inductive
approach to Phase One and Phase Two analysis is also borne out in the openness to
changing the order of the research questions and planned data collection based on what
was found at the site after entry.

Interrater data analysis. At this point, one transcript from Phase Two was
provided to a peer interrater to gain an alternative perspective on the data, before
proceeding to the final step in data analysis of constructing concepts/themes from the
identified codes. The interrater was provided with the study’s Chapter 1, which included
the conceptual framework, research questions and definitions of key terms. Although

briefed on strong structuration theory, the interrater was not asked to attempt to connect
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her emergent codes to the strong structuration framework. The interrater did not have
access to the audio file of the interview, nor did the interrater have access to any
documents or researcher’s journal noting on-site observations. The interrater provided
the researcher with a coded Word document and codes exported and sorted in Excel, as
well as a narrative of her findings. A number of similarities were found comparing the
interrater’s coding with the researcher’s coding; differences and overall observations
were discussed during a face-to-face meeting between the interrater and the researcher to
aid the researcher’s understanding of the interrater’s perspective of the data. The main
take-away for the researcher from the interrater process was that the interrater found a
stronger sense of a strained relationship between the participant and her employees. The
researcher then reviewed the Phase Two transcripts again, and this observation from the
interrater helped to illuminate one of the key findings with respect to the formal role and
day-to-day nature of the role of the Phase Two participants within the case study site.
Additionally, the interrater helped to clarify the sense of “blurriness” that participants
have about the most important goals of the organization, which also helped to strengthen
one of the core findings of this research.

Strong structuration framework for data analysis. Finally, these codes were
sorted into 14 categories (Lichtman 2006), continuing with an emergent approach. Then,
the 14 identified categories were analyzed within the strong structuration framework to
facilitate the development of concepts/themes (Lichtman, 2006). Using this a priori
approach with elements from strong structuration theory helped to create a bridge from
the emergent codes and categories to the theoretical foundation for the research. Each

concept was linked to external structures (context analysis), internal structures (conduct
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analysis) and active agency/social structuring (intersection of context and conduct
analysis). Several of the categories were discrete to an element of strong structuration,
but a number overlapped. The results of this analysis are included as Appendix H. This
stage of the analysis provided the foundation for the creation of the concepts/themes
(Lichtman, 2006) related to each research question. These concepts are presented as the
results in Chapters 4 and 5.
Credibility

Qualitative reliability (Creswell, 2009) was primarily addressed in this research
design by grounding the study design in an established research protocol from the
structuration study published by Jarzabkowski (2008). The criteria set out by Yin (2003)
as considerations regarding the credibility of case study research were utilized.
Considerations of external validity began with research design. By utilizing a case study
approach, based on previous examples of structuration studies, and building in the
consideration of context from the use of theory (Stones, 2005), external validity was
strengthened. One potential threat to external validity is that only one overall
organization was studied, which could limit the transferability of findings. However, by
designing the data collection to be contextualized in the specific variables of the
organization, the potential for transferability could be increased.

Construct validity and reliability stem from the data collection phases. For
reliability, case study protocol was used, following Jarzabkowski (2008) (Yin, 2003).
Additionally, Kvale’s (1996) process for interviewing was followed. Regarding construct
validity, multiple sources of evidence, including interviews, retrospective document

analysis, and observations were collected. A research journal was kept to document the
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collection of data (Yin, 2003), and the conclusions of the study were reviewed with the
site leader of the study site, who was also a member of the research population.
Additionally, strategies that were utilized included triangulation of the various data
sources, including using preliminary interviews to help inform subsequent data
collection, and thick descriptions for the narrative that was used to inform Phase Two
data collection and the findings (Creswell, 2009; Jarzabkowski, 2008). Internal validity
is primarily related to the data analysis phase. By following established protocols, the
validity was strengthened in this area. The iterative process of constructing the case
narrative through initial interviews, retrospective data collection, observations and in-
depth interviews leant internal validity, as did the process of utilizing an interrater.
Limitations

There are several possible limitations to this research study. First, the case is
drawn from within only one organization. By designing the research to not look at two
separate institutions, a possible limitation was created regarding transferability. Also, by
limiting the focus to only meso and micro goals, and not overall firm strategy, a full
picture of the structuring among all goals in the organization cannot be attempted.
Related to research design is the fact that this study only utilizes qualitative methods for
data collection. For example, although goal congruence is considered as part of the
theoretical basis for this study, quantitative surveys were not conducted to determine fit
between micro and meso goals held by individuals participating in this research. This
does, however, provide an opportunity for future research.

Finally, the findings related to the first research question regarding organizational

contextual factors that appear to be important related to goals in organizations may be
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transferable, strengthened by the overall credibility of following established research
protocols of Jarzabkowski (2008) to guide the data collection and analysis. However, in
order to make those findings more generalizable, and continue to build a case for more
thorough inclusion of organizational context as a part of goal-setting theory (Locke &
Latham, 1990), additional research would be needed. For example, a quantitative study
testing the variables that emerge through the exploratory research question about

organizational context and goals in this study could strengthen the overall findings.
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Chapter 4: Results — Organizational Context/External Structures
Preface to Chapters 4, 5 and 6

This study focused on goals in a healthcare setting, researching the influence of
organizational contextual features, internal structures of employees who hold individual
level goals and the interplay between these various factors with relationship to how goals
operate in organizations, addressed in two research questions and studied using strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005) as the theoretical and methodological framework.
The first research question was aimed at context analysis of the case study site (Stones,
2005), and the second research question at conduct analysis of the agents-in-situ (Stones,
2005), the managers in this case study.

RQ 1: What are the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship
between meso goals and individual performance goals?

RQ 2: How does the interaction between organizational context and internal
structures shape meso and micro performance goals in organizations?

As set forth in Chapter 3, strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was used to
develop the research questions and in an a priori approach to develop final concepts/
themes from the emergent codes and categories of the data from the interviews, with each
theme linked to an element of the theory—external structures (context analysis), internal
structures (conduct analysis) and active agency/social structuring (intersection of context
and conduct analysis). This data was then triangulated with the other data sources from
this case study, including direct observations. A case narrative was developed as an
output from the data analysis.

The findings from this research are organized into two chapters. This chapter

answers the first research question, and establishes the case narrative, macro forces at
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play in the case, and the external structures which were found to be the key contextual
features of the terrain facing the agents in this case and which are susceptible to agent
action (Stones, 2005). Thus, Chapter 4 lays the groundwork for Chapter 5, which
continues the presentation of findings by answering the second research question.
Chapter 5 is broken into two distinct parts in order to answer the research question. First,
the internal structures of the agents-in-focus of this case are defined. Then, the findings
related to external structures and organizational context, as presented in Chapter 4, and
the internal structures of agents, presented in Chapter 5, are analyzed together to present
the social structuring interactions and outcomes found in this case study.

Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was used as the primary theoretical
foundation for the development of this research study, and as a guide in the development
of the methodology on how to carry out a structuration study. Additionally, the elements
of the theory were used as an analysis framework after the two sets of interviews were
analyzed using an inductive approach, in order to link the codes and categories
(Lichtman, 2006) from the interviews back to the theoretical foundation. Chapters 4 and
5 similarly are presented in a manner that follows the flow of strong structuration theory
(Stones, 2005), as well as the conceptual framework for this study. Finally, Chapter 6
provides a discussion of the results presented in Chapters 4 and 5, and addresses the

conclusions and implications for research, theory and practice from this research study.
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Overview of Chapter

The first research question asked: What are the organizational contextual factors
that shape the relationship between meso goals and individual performance goals?
Organizational context is defined in this case as the external structures, or conditions of
action, such as goals or other specific features of an organization, that constitute the
terrain that faces the agents (Stones, 2005) in daily organizational life. The
organizational context/external structures are the results for this research question and are
presented in three sections in this chapter. The description of the case, neutralized in
order to protect confidentiality, including macro, independent causal external structures
(Stones, 2005), is set out both in the background/case description section of this chapter,
as well as throughout the findings, integrating results from interviews, observations and
document collection as detailed in Chapter 3 (Methodology). Then, the data is analyzed
with respect to the research question, focusing on defining the external structures (Stones,
2005) that comprise the main organizational contextual features of the case. Finally, the
overall findings for the first research question are summarized in section three.

Text from interview transcripts presented as a part of the Results are displayed in
the following manner. Text was modified based on Kvale’s (1996) guidance on making
text amenable to analysis. Non-essential or superfluous (Kvale, 1996) text, such as “uh”
and “um,” were removed, with the substantive removal of other text for readability
indicated by the use of ellipses. Removal of other text to neutralize the quotes is marked
by the use of brackets, as “[ ].” Text inserted for clarification is inserted in parentheses,
indicated by “( ).” Emphasis verbalized by the interviewee is noted in italics. Finally,

relevant nonverbal cues, such as laughter, are indicated by the use of the symbols “<>.”
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Section 1: Case Study Background

This section sets out the structure of the organization serving as the case study
site, the goals of the organization, the formal positions of participants, and defines the
formal relationships between these roles. The home health agency (referred to as the
“Agency,” in order to set the term agency as a descriptor for the case study site apart
from the theoretical term of agency used in this research, as defined in Chapter 2) is a
department within a multi-hospital, region-wide health system (the “System”) in a
suburban region of a major metropolitan area. The Agency delivers home health services,
including basic nursing, specialized care, physical therapy, nutritionist services and other
care delivery needs to a multi-county region, and sources its referrals solely from the
hospital System of which it is a part. The Agency’s headquarters is not based in the
System office; rather, the Agency is housed in an office building several miles from the
System headquarters, including a recent move in December, 2010 from another location
of about the same distance from the System headquarters office. The time period of the
research began in September, 2010, with on-site activities in October, 2010 and February,
2011. The site operates on a calendar year timeframe for all facets of its operations,
including goals, revenue and budgets.
Personnel Organization, Formal Positions and Research Site Participants

The Agency’s table of organization includes three senior level directors reporting
to the site leader, who is an assistant vice president at the health System (“AVP” or “site
leader”) due to her role as the leader of a major department within the System. The three

b (13

senior leaders, referred to as the site’s “executive team,
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executives” or “executive

leader(s)” for this case narrative, head up the three departments within the Agency that
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are under the direct managerial control of the AVP: the business team; the clinical team;
and relationship-management team, which is responsible for overseeing all aspects of the
relationships with referring entities within the health System. The executive-level
relationship-management position was vacant during the entire period of data collection,
filled by a temporary consultant, and thus not a part of the data collection because the
nature of the position did not fit the inclusion criteria for permanent employment, tenure
and eligibility for the formal performance management system. The site AVP also has an
executive assistant as a direct report, and three ancillary System reports that support the
Agency, but do not function as direct reports to the AVP. These ancillary reports are for
the functions of sales, human resources and recruiting and accounting, attend weekly
Agency management team meetings, and are responsible for Agency outcomes as
business partners, but report to the System. These positions were not a part of this study
because they did not fit the inclusion criteria.

The AVP joined the Agency staff in September, 2010, although she had been with
the System for seven years heading up another department that was recently sold. The
former AVP, who joined the Agency in 2003 as director of business before being
promoted to AVP, was promoted to a System-level vice president position (“VP”), and is
housed in the System corporate office. The home health Agency now reports up through
this position, and the current site AVP is a direct report to the VP (former site AVP).

Of the current three direct reports to the AVP on the senior management team
who participated in this research, the clinical leader (“clinical senior director”), has been
with the Agency for the most consistent period of time, in her role with the Agency since

2003. The head of the business team (“business director”) was filled with two different
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incumbents during the period of this research. In October, 2010, the business director,
who had been with the Agency for seven-and-a-half years, was in the process of
transferring to another department within the System. A new business director, who had
been employed at the System in an operations role for seven years, was hired by the
Agency as of December, 2010. The former business director was interviewed in October,
2010; the new director was interviewed during the second site visit in February, 2011.
Additionally, the executive assistant position (who retired as of end of 2010, with a new
incumbent hired in January), also reports to the AVP. The AVP noted that once her
direct reports are no longer in flux she is going to:

...take them [executive team] off site and say if you could do anything in the

world with home health, not thinking about what we are already have, let’s build a

staffing model, etc, based on best practices and all that, and then let’s, at a next

meeting, take what we have and try to make it fit...and evaluate if it doesn’t fit,
what are we using it for, do we need it...

Based on the interviews and observations, there is a clear sense in the Agency, at
the time of the research, that the new site leader would be making changes, and that
Agency executive-level staffing was in flux. During the site leader’s regular team
meeting that was observed in October, 2010, there were continual references by all
participants about the changes being made in some of their employment statuses with the
Agency, as three of the participants were transferring to different roles within the System,
including the business director. However, no participant, including the site leader,
articulated any specifics during either of the on-site visits. Thus, the impact of new

leadership did not appear to have any specific relationship to the findings of this research

due to the bounded timeframe during which data collection occurred.
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Business and clinical teams. The business department has primary responsibility
for the budget, financial operations and other related non-clinical operations of the
Agency, including medical records management; the job description for this position
refers to these responsibilities as “back office” duties to support the Agency’s clinical
objectives. The job description also notes the “interconnectivity” required of the position
with the clinical part of the business. The business director has two manager-level
individuals as direct reports, and eight other team members. The majority of these staff
are responsible for medical records management. Only one direct report, the medical
records manager, is a part of the bonus plan, the revised criteria for inclusion in this
research, as noted in Chapter 3. This participant is the only direct report to an executive
interviewed for this research who does not have a clinical background.

The senior director of the clinical team is responsible for all clinical operations of
the Agency and the business functions of the clinical team, according to the job
description of the position, indicating a similar formalized connectivity as is seen in the
job description for the peer executive position overseeing business operations for the
Agency. The senior clinical director oversees a down-line of six clinical managers who
supervise the field clinician home health workers and other clinical staff. The team of
clinical managers includes two senior managers who only supervise one clinical team,
versus two, and have added administrative responsibilities, such as serving on various
internal committees. There are seven schedulers on the clinical team, and the clinical
team also includes an education specialist, an administrative support position and
fourteen case management staff, overseen by a manager of the case management

function. Case management staff are responsible for managing all of the administrative
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aspects of the clinical business, including physician orders, and other clinical details
related to each case for insurance, compliance and reimbursement purposes. In total
there are 31 staff, not including the fluctuating number of home health workers, on the
clinical table of organization. The number of home health workers fluctuates due to
demand, and these positions do not receive benefits like other employees of the Agency.
The physical therapists are unionized positions.

Clinical operations is the largest department within the Agency. The six clinical
managers and one non-clinical manager who are part of the clinical team were included
as participants in this research because they are formally a part of the goal management
and bonus plan. All of the participants from clinical operations have a clinical
background as nurses as their first and only careers, except for one participant who was a
teacher before becoming a nurse. All of the manager level participants are female.

The third department in the Agency is the relationship-management department
and was being lead by an interim consultant during the period of data collection; a full-
time manager was slated to be hired and expected to be fully in place by April, 2011.
This department is responsible for relationship-management activities to cultivate,
maintain and grow relationships with all of the hospitals in the System and physician
offices that refer patients to the home health Agency. In addition to the vacant manager
position, there are 16 on-site relationship managers and call center staff on the table of
organization for this department.

All of the non-executive level participants for this study are referred to as

“manager-level” or “manager(s)” for the purposes of this case description and analysis.
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Figure 7 depicts the formal positions of the participants and their direct reports for the

site.
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Legend:

Solid Line Boxes: Phase One Interviewees (site senior management team)

Double Line Boxes: Phase Two interviewees (non-clinical managers)

Dashed Line Boxes: Phase Two interviewees (senior clinical managers and clinical managers)

NOTE: All un-shaded, lined boxes represent full site population on formal goal management program/bonus plan. Shaded boxes are direct report to
those managers, for illustration purposes.

Figure 7. Site organizational chart of formal positions (participants and their direct reports).

91



Macro Forces Related to Organizational Context

Macro forces, or independent causal forces (Stone 2005), exist apart from agent
action. These forces are important to identify in order to clearly describe the overall
context in which the Agency exists. In this case, four such forces were identified,
indicated by interviews and observations. Agency history, presented first because of the
strength of its influence that surfaced through the interviews, is considered a macro force
because, although at the same level of analysis as the case studyi, it is not a contextual
feature that comprises the horizon of action in everyday life. Rather, it is viewed by the
participants that brought it forward as important to acknowledge as historical context that
shaped what the agency is today. The other three macro forces—the principle of
delivering quality care, industry-level regulations and interactions with the government,
and external competition—are presented in the order of strength of influence on agents
that appear to most directly affect agent action, as evidenced by both Phase One and
Phase Two interviews and observations.

Recent Agency history and connection with goals. Agency history was
surfaced often by the site’s executive team, as well as by the senior clinical managers and
one non-clinical manager participant. In 2003, when several of the executive team
members interviewed joined the Agency, the Agency was faced with financial, morale
and other challenges, including new unionization of the physical therapist positions,
which are direct reports to the clinical managers and are the only positions in the Agency
that are unionized. The System was deciding whether or not to keep the Agency as a part
of its overall business, or to sell it. While the Agency has turned around, there is a

lingering sense, palpable through the interviews with longer-term employees, of that time
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as critical to the Agency’s identity, and linked to today’s focus on goals and why there is
a general sense among all participants that goals are beneficial. All of the members of
the executive team, except for the newest member, reflected on the crisis period, and how
goals set at the System level helped them transform the Agency through focused strategic
planning and quantifiable measurements, such as budget recovery strategies. One
executive noted the change that needed to occur to transform the Agency, and for
employees to understand that there needed to be a focus on goals versus abandoning the
business.

Several of the manager-level participants also discussed the impact of Agency
history on today’s goal-oriented environment, connecting the fact that the Agency
became more focused on goals six or seven years ago, which was also roughly the time
that the System began focusing on the current concept of firm-level strategy and goals
that is in place today, and described in the next section of this chapter. One senior
clinical manager expressed her understanding of a direct link between today’s focus on
goals, the Agency’s history and how it impacts day-to-day life at the Agency:

There was a time that there (were) no expectations, and everybody was treated

differently... And so the clinicians never had a clear expectation. They didn’t

know what their real role was. And they didn’t know where the Agency was
going. They didn’t care about the financials, they didn’t care about anything else.

So, I think if you get everybody on the same page, and you communicate with

them, where you are as a System, what your goals are, how patient satisfaction...

how your satisfaction as an employee, all ties together...

Delivering quality health care. The principle regarding the desire to deliver
quality health care and to “be the best” surfaced at the Agency with regard to their role as

part of the System, in connection with several of the other macro forces. One executive

noted: “And the whole goal is to move the entire System to world class status.” From

93



the sense of purpose that was expressed in terms of turning the Agency around versus
shutting it down in order to deliver quality home care to the community, to the sense of
frustration expressed from clinicians regarding the way Medicare reimbursement is
connected to the number of home health visits, the overriding theme of delivering quality
care is present. This factor appears to be rooted as a core value expressed by participants,
evidenced by the fact that every manager-level participant noted in their interviews in
some form that delivering quality health care/being the best was the most important goal
at the Agency. The following is a representative example of the language used by the
managers. “The official goals are to give...we say to give the best care of the world.
And that certainly is our goal.” While several managers also connected delivering the
best health care explicitly with reaching budget and growth goals at the same time, the
intent to create a world-class healthcare organization and deliver quality patient care was
expressed foremost by the managerial participants.

Industry-level regulations and governmental compliance. Industry-level
regulations and compliance are maintained as a fact of life at the Agency. A specific
example was observed at a staff meeting with the clinical field workers. During the
meeting, a significant amount of time was spent discussing a specific category of
payment for patients serviced under the federal government’s Medicare program, called a
Low Utilization Payment Authorization (LUPA), which is a key part of one of the formal
performance goals for the Agency. A LUPA is an undesirable payment category, as
having a LUPA indicates that a patient did not receive the full number of visits that can
be reimbursed by Medicare, and thus the Agency receives a reduced reimbursement than

otherwise would have been paid. The clinical managers held a breakout session focused
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on what the clinicians should do to appropriately maximize the number of visits per
patient so that the Agency can receive full reimbursement for the care of the patient.
While the clinical field workers questioned and debated what was and was not in their
control with regard to patient care related to reimbursement, the managers approached
this subject in a pragmatic fashion, focusing on what needed to be done in order to meet
the stated goal of decreasing LUPAs, and thus maximizing reimbursement for the
Agency. When one of the field clinicians asked, somewhat rhetorically, what she should
do if a patient chooses to drive to a doctor appointment and not accept home care, even if
it is against doctor orders, the clinical manager facilitating the session suggested that the
field clinician “call your manager.” The field clinician responded that some LUPAs can’t
be avoided, and questioned what a manager can do in such an instance. Another field
clinician observed that field clinicians still receive their pay even if the visit is considered
part of a LUPA. The clinical manager replied that while that was the case, the Agency
does not get the full episodic payment. During the meeting, there appeared to be a
disconnect between the managers who hold performance goals related to industry-level
factors and field clinicians who do not. For the managers, while these factors are above
their level of control (i.e. setting the standards for governmental reimbursement), they
communicate that they do impact their daily life as managers through the goals that they
are required to hold for performance.

External competition. Competition from other home health agencies in the area
surfaced in observation data, primarily through discussions at staff meetings about
relationships with referring entities within the hospital and about external competitors.

During a staff meeting that the site leader held with her executive team, the senior clinical
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director reported that she would be working with the sales director (ancillary report to the
site leader) to cultivate a doctor whom the Agency relies on for a high volume of
referrals, even though, as noted by the senior director, this was not a clinical issue but
rather an issue related to revenue growth and the need to stay competitive with their top
referring entities (falling under the realms of the relationship-management and business
teams). Additionally, about 10% of the meeting time at the observed Monday morning
staff meeting was spent discussing marketing tools, such as leave-behinds (calendars,
white boards and other items bearing the Agency’s information) for physician offices and
discussing what other home health agencies are doing to market their services to referring
entities.
Section 2: Organizational Context

This section presents the findings related to the first research question: What are
the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship between meso goals and
individual performance goals? The first section of this chapter laid out the macro,
independent causal forces (Stones, 2005) that are autonomous from agent action. This
section sets forth the structuring mechanisms, or the external structures (Stones, 2005),
that are the organizational contextual features that make up the daily terrain that faces the
agents, and which are susceptible to agent action (Stones, 2005). Figure 8§ represents the
portion of the conceptual framework (shaded area) that is the focus of the first research
question and of this section. Four organizational contextual features were identified
through the data: the organization-wide concept and practice of goals; formal positions;
communication related to goals; and four key themes about how goals operate within the

organization (how goals are set, perceived, managed and rewarded).
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Figure 8. Study conceptual framework — results section focusing on organizational
context.
Contextual Feature: Embedded Concept of Mainstay Goals

For the purposes of this research, meso goals are defined as department goals
derived from System-level strategy, and micro goals are defined as formal performance
standard goals held by individuals and derived from meso-level goals. In this case study,
System-level strategy is organized into a concept that will be referred to as “Mainstays.”
The organizational contextual feature of Mainstay goals is connected to the macro force
of the desire to deliver quality health care/be the best, and shows in the way that the
organization as a whole approaches goals. Approximately three years before site entry,
the System hired a consultant to help create a strategic plan of six focus areas that drive
long-term vision, as well as annual goals. A number of data sources, including executive
interviews, observations and physical artifacts, such as posters, convey the six areas of
organizational-level goal focus, which are quality, service, cost, growth, people, and

97



community. These focus areas are called the “Mainstays,” as they are depicted on
documents and physical artifacts as being the support mechanisms for excellence in
health care and patient care, noted as a macro force in this case.

From these System-level Mainstay strategies, specific performance goals are
defined for departments. The determination of the Agency’s main goals was made by the
researcher by triangulating data sourced from executive and manager interviews,
collection of individual performance standard documents and review of Agency strategy
documents, meeting notes and meeting agendas. This reliance on multiple data sources to
determine the goal categories was necessary as it was a key finding of this research,
discussed later in this analysis, that no clear depiction of the Agency’s main, specific
goals was easily pinpointed through any one data source. The determination was
validated through the site leader’s interview, as she was clearly able to articulate her top
goals as the site leader, the site leader’s performance standards document and in follow-
up discussions with the site leader and former site leader.

Of the Mainstays, quality focuses on delivering quality, safe health care, such as
achieving a certain percentage of patients not requiring re-hospitalization. Service
centers on patient satisfaction, and is quantified through scores given in phone surveys by
patients conducted by a third party vendor. Cost is related to operating budgets and
operating expenses. Growth is focused on reaching volume targets, including staff
productivity goals. People is about employee engagement, as measured by a formal
employee survey and community is focused on achieving participation in an employee

giving campaign to the System and other charitable causes.

98



All Mainstay areas and goals were organized by the researcher in the order that
they appear on the site leader’s performance document to be used as an indicator of the
primacy of the goal at the meso level, as goals for other positions flow from the site
leader’s, or meso Agency-level, goals, another main finding of this research also
discussed later in the results narrative. Sorting the weights in this way helped to bring
clarity to the comparisons between the actual performance goals by weighted importance,
and perceptions of the most important goals, a central interview question, as expressed by
the participants. These meso-level goals are further broken down into specific goals for
each position, and these micro performance goals are held by each individual on the
performance management/bonus program.

Performance standards documents support that each executive and manager
participant holds micro goals around each of the Mainstays, and that these goals have
various weights assigned by position. One set of individual/micro goals was not able to
be fully defined in terms of weights equaling 100%, due to the fact that the researcher
was unable to collect full information about the performance standards for these
positions, as noted in Chapter 3, potentially due to the lack of tenure and/or lack of
clinical nature of several of the positions. The specific goals by position are not included
as an exhibit or appendix of this narrative in order to keep specific information about
individual performance standards confidential.

Strength of embeddedness of Mainstay goals concept. Through interviews,
executives espoused the belief that the concept of Mainstays as goals is embedded

throughout the System and the Agency. One executive summed up the origin of the
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focus of the Mainstays, and these comments reflect the understanding of Mainstays
expressed across the entire executive group of interviewees:

...it’s a downstream communication that’s set from the organization level,

starting all the way up with the CEO and Chief Operating Officer. They set goals

that are implemented (in) different ways at each operating unit, but you know
everybody’s working on the same thing. You’ve got cost goals, you’ve got
growth goals, you’ve got people goals, we use the [Mainstays]...so all of our
goals are designed around certain [Mainstays], and those items I was lining out
are...the [Mainstays]...we worked with the [outside consulting firm] group, and
we’ve been on kind of a 3-year journey now that looks at what makes
organizations highly effective and that’s where the [Mainstays] come from. That
if you focus on these 6 core [Mainstays] and you really do the best that you can
there then you’re gonna drive everything else to achieve the results that you’re
looking for. So, I think we’ve really worked to hardwire that across the
organization.

This quote is representative of the fact that, among the executives, there is
consistent language about Mainstays used to discuss goals and goal strategy in the
organization, and this language and the concept of the Mainstays is used interchangeably
with goals by the executives. Another executive echoed the same focus on “hardwiring”
the concept of the Mainstays across the organization, talking about whether the staff
below the manager level understands the connection between their daily work and
Mainstay goals:

...1t’s just communicating all the time, and it’s communicating <pause> over and
over and over <laughs>. Over and over and over. ...And... I’'m not sure they all
would...they may not be where [ am. I think when we all started this [Mainstay]
and having these goals, we kind of all went in.

Physical artifacts also support the fact that the Mainstays concept is embedded as
an organizational feature with regard to goals. One of the first things that a visitor saw
when walking into the previous Agency office location was a large wall billboard

supplied by the System that depicts the Mainstays that the entire organization is

organized around. The large wall unit showing the Mainstays includes some of the
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specific goals for the Agency, including status reports. The same large wall board was
observed while visiting the System office, but with System-level general Mainstays
depicted, underscoring the observation that this focus is a common denominator across
the entire spectrum of the organization. Additionally, in the Agency lobby there was a
poster in the format of a traffic light, showing the status of various goals by green (on
track), yellow (potential problems arising) or red (off track). However, in the new
Agency location, the “Mainstay board,” as it is referred to in the site, was not as
prominently placed, located in the upstairs hallway as opposed to the main lobby and
reception area. The upstairs part of the office houses the majority of the site staff, and is
where all of the clinical and business managers are located, with all of the executive staff
on the ground floor. In the new office space, there were no other visible artifacts
regarding the Mainstays or other status reports in the public spaces, except for the most
recent “stoplight” report posted on the door of one of the clinical managers interviewed,
in sharp contrast to observations of the prior office space.

While the researcher was observing the boards and copying information from the
boards in the former office space, a staff member offered the unsolicited remark to the
researcher that there is pride taken by people in the Agency about their current results,
because of their recent improvements in performance. This ties to one of the identified
macro forces of the impact of the Agency’s history and prior performance, with the
Agency’s turnaround and how staff attribute that, through interviews, to a sharper focus
on goals and how goals are communicated.

Mainstay meetings — focus and language. As noted in the previous section, the

consistent use of Mainstay language displayed by the executives is evidence of the
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embeddedness of the Mainstay goals concept. Another example, across both the
executives and managers, is the focus on “Mainstay meetings.” This is a phrase that
comes up repeatedly in observations and through interviews with both executives and
managers, and was an indicator in the data leading to the identification of Mainstays as a
contextual feature in the organization. All of the senior managers and about half of the
middle managers interviewed brought up the fact that meetings at both the System and
Agency are held in Mainstay format. These are intended, by the System according to the
executives, to be used as an organizing framework for meetings and agendas as a way to
discipline the focus on Mainstays throughout the organization. The System provides a
sample meeting template organized by the Mainstays that is to be used for all meetings.
One executive said that “Every management meeting we have, our agenda (is) designed
around [Mainstays]. Every month we have an all-staff meeting or employee meeting
whatever you want to call it and that’s based on the [Mainstays]....” A managerial
participant confirmed “Then when we have a meeting, all, everything is in these
[Mainstays].”

Meeting agendas and meeting minutes support what the participants say about
Agency-level meetings. From executive team leadership meetings, to leadership retreats,
to monthly field clinician staff meetings, documents collected for this research in the
form of both agendas and meetings minutes support that “Mainstay format” for meetings
is a norm in the organization both System-wide and internal to the Agency. At the
System there is also a formal quarterly meeting held to educate about the Mainstays and
related organizational strategy/status and to provide leadership training and resources,

with attendance required by all managers, including managers from the Agency. One
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executive linked this quarterly meeting to the focus on Mainstay goals, and showed the
connection to the Mainstay format agenda of all key meetings throughout the System:

Yeabh, it’s usually a [Mainstay]. So you know if they’re focusing on growth they

might say these are some of the things that the System’s working on for growth.

Then there’s...the chance to give unit specific updates, and so that’s when we’ll

go over “this is how we’ve performed for the last 3 months.”

Additionally, observations at five separate on-site Agency meetings showed that
interactions are structured by the Mainstay concept. The interviewees noted that formal
meeting are always held in Mainstay format. The meeting agendas and minutes reviewed
as a part of data collection support this assertion, and observations at two monthly field
clinician staff meetings chaired by the clinical managers also lend support. The formal
agendas follow the System-prescribed Mainstay template, and the Mainstay goals were
reviewed and acknowledged for each section of the agenda relating to that specific
Mainstay. In formal meetings, such as the weekly executive leadership team meeting,
even when there was no written agenda, the Mainstay format was evident as providing
the framework for the discussion. In the weekly executive team meeting, although the
site leader specifically noted that the meeting was functioning as a status meeting and that
a formal Mainstay agenda would not be utilized, every participant who reported out
linked their verbal update to a distinct Mainstay. For example, when one of the attendees
reported the most recent patient satisfaction survey results, it was noted that patient
satisfaction is a goal under the service Mainstay. Because the nature of the conversation
was fluid and not following a set agenda, and because each member naturally connected

their update to a Mainstay at most points during the discussion, it appears that the

Mainstay concept is embedded as an organizing framework for meetings. However, this
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was the first Monday morning status meeting with the new site leader, so it is possible
that some of this language was being used for her benefit.

Another example of the tacit use of the Mainstay language when discussing
meetings was observed during two less formal interactions. During a one-on-one
meeting between the new site leader and the former site leader, who is currently the
System VP over the home health Agency, the System-level VP and site leader discussed
the “Mainstay meeting” at the System offices for the next day. The Mainstay meeting, as
it is referred to, is a monthly meeting of business unit heads chaired by the System chief
executive. The Mainstay meetings each month focus on the Mainstay goals for the
System, with specific focus generally revolving around the growth and cost Mainstays in
particular, according to the executive participants. The fact that such a high-level
meeting is regularly held and referred to as a “Mainstays meeting” underscores the
common language of “Mainstays” within the Agency and the System as a whole.

Additionally, a meeting called to discuss how to comply with and manage a new
Medicare home health law (requiring documentation of a face-to-face physical
examination by a physician for any patient referred to home health) did not have a formal
agenda, nor was the topic explicitly tied to any of the current Mainstay goals due to the
fact that the new law had just been established a month prior to this particular site visit
and meeting. Despite the lack of formal structure of the meeting with regard to
Mainstays, the service, growth and cost Mainstays were all brought up explicitly at the
beginning of the meeting as key strategies that would be impacted by the new law,

underscoring the embeddedness of the Mainstay concept within the Agency.
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Contextual Feature: Formal Positions

This section addresses two sub-themes of the overarching organizational feature
of formal roles: the relationships among executives with respect to their formal position
and goals; and the position of middle managers.

Executives’ formal roles and understanding of meso goals. The executives all
expressed that they believe that they understand the Mainstays and that the Mainstay
goals are important to reach. This was related to their desire to be strong individual
performers, but more prevalent was the focus on achieving goals to benefit the Agency
and the team. One executive said that “...the disappointing thing this year is we lead the
System in patient satisfaction last year, and I was proud to get this little plastic I don’t
know what we got <gestures around office>. Because home health, you gotta face it,
we’re this tiny little piece.”

Relatedly, the executives also consistently articulated the point of view that all
levels of the organization share their same understanding of goals. Although employees
below the manager level do not share in the formal performance management or
incentive System, there is a clear feeling among the executives interviewed that, although
they wish that everyone held these goals, they believe that everyone already informally
understands the Mainstay concept and related goals, and seem to be very comfortable that
they are being successful at facilitating this understanding among all Agency employees.
One noted, “My own personal strategy has always been to sort of...tie it back to the
reason why we’re doing it and how it supports the mission of the organization...”

Executives’ perception of alignment regarding meso goals. In addition to their

collective expressed belief that Mainstay goals are embedded throughout their
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organization, perceived alignment among executive positions surfaced as one of the most
consistent themes among the executives related to their formal position and
responsibilities and relationships with other executives. They articulate, as a group, that
they believe that they are each aligned with one another in terms of goals, and have a
consistent perception that they understand the interrelatedness of their positions and
related goals and challenges. This is particularly evident in the relationship between the
business and clinical teams. Both of the executives responsible for these departments
talked about how their various goals overlap. One of the executives noted that:

...the entire [System] is really structured around a business plan that includes no
matter what your role is, for example, I’'m the [formal position], versus the role of
the [formal position]. At the senior level in the organization, particularly, those
roles completely overlap. They support one another.

Another executive cited an example of where there might be conflict in the overlap of
Mainstay goals:

...Sometimes they’re in conflict because [one department] really loves a heavy

weekend, or a really heavy referral day. [Another department] is concerned that

because they’ve, they want to be sure, confident that they can add proficient care
for everyone. So I think [an executive’s] biggest struggle I would say over the last
few years was to get [his/her] managers to think more along the lines of why it’s
important for the Agency to...grow in terms of referral volumes.

Additionally, regarding the idea of alignment with meso-level goals between the
executives and their areas of responsibility, three of the four current interviewees from
the executive team were present in the Monday morning management team update
meeting in person or by phone. In observing this meeting, there appeared to be a very
collaborative and interdependent relationship between the two departments. For

example, the executives frequently commented during the meeting that their reports

overlapped. During the patient satisfaction discussion, the business director quickly
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jumped in to talk about scheduling and how his team in medical records management
could help with process. The clinical senior director noted during her report that some
issues with a doctor who creates high referral volume for the Agency, but who has
expressed dissatisfaction with the Agency, was a top priority of hers to connect with,
even though it was more of an issue related to the “growth Mainstay” than quality, which
is her top goal, as identified in her interview and informally in the executive team
meeting. A comment from the site leader points to the top-down importance placed on
alignment, “so it’s critical that the business [director] and the [senior] director of clinical
practice really work hand-in-hand to really make sure that, even though they may have
differently weighted goals, that they’re in alignment.” Document analysis of
performance standards showed that there is specific guidance about which goals are
weighted the most heavily by position. This is therefore consistent with the management
team’s belief that, at the meso level, the most important goals are dependent on one’s
formal position in the Agency.

Micro-level executive alignment related to goals. Despite the congruence that
the executives displayed during their interviews regarding their alignment about meso
goals, the understanding of their own top goals and the Agency’s top, specific goals does
not show up as strongly. For example, one executive’s ranking of his/her top goal in the
interview differed from the official performance standard goal, pointing to a potentially
lesser degree of understanding about micro goals. Additionally, the interview protocol
for this research asked the participants about their perception of the organization’s, and
their own, most important goal. This example of a lack of agreement between the most

important goal as defined verbally differing from that in the formal performance
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standards emerged often throughout the executives’ interviews, both in terms of
understanding individual performance goals and when asked what is the most important
goal for the Agency. There is substantial evidence in the interview data that shows that
there is an understanding of goals from the executive team, a common language about
Mainstays as goals and common agreement among the executives that alignment is
important for them related to the Mainstays, but that there appears to be little agreement
among this group regarding which Mainstays are the one or two top goals for the Agency.
Service, quality and growth were mentioned the most frequently, with cost being
very close to the top three. People was mentioned second to least, with community
surfacing only half as many times as the top three goals. The most frequent by all of the
executives was growth, regardless of what the actual weight of that goal was for their
individual performance standards and formal role in the Agency. This could be
potentially due to the recent Agency history, which was identified as a macro force with
regard to organizational context in this case by three of the interviewed executives who
were all directly involved with and spoke of extensively during their interviews, and
related the importance of the growth goal, as well as the cost goal, in being what turned
around the Agency. This same connection to the external force was evident in the
interviews with the executives who were newer to the site, although to a lesser degree.
One executive leader noted that, in terms of the most important goals:
...I would start with growth...growth has been probably the goal that has been
toughest for us to attain. And, I should say that’s the one that has more of my
attention right now. We are expected, when we say most important, I’m not sure
that we’re allowed to say there’s one more important than the other <laughs>.
You’ve seen the [Mainstays]; we’re expected to manage each of the goals that are
assigned under each [Mainstay]. So, there’s the quality, there’s the service.

That’s another big one. I think dependent on your role some take a little more
priority than others.
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This quote points to the espoused belief expressed across the executive team that the
importance of goals is dependent on their formal position, and that despite the
ubiquitousness of the way the executives talk about goals and alignment around goals, no
common agreement surfaced through the data about what the most important goal is for
the Agency.

Middle manager position. The formal position of the middle manager appeared
in the analysis as an important aspect of organizational context related to formal positions
in this case, based on interviews with the manager participants. The clinical and non-
clinical manager participants are all middle managers by definition. Within their
positions, each clinical manager has at least two defined job functions in the organization,
responsible for the management of one or two clinical teams, depending on their rank.
Responsibilities include working directly with the field clinicians, including conducting
field home care visits with their staff, as well as administrative duties as managers, such
as ensuring the correct paperwork is completed to comply with various government
regulations, a macro force, as discussed in the previous section. Performance standard
documents show that these managers do carry both responsibilities as a part of their job,
as do interviews with both the executive leaders and clinical managers themselves.

One executive described the clinical manager position as:

... The structure of the clinical operations department is really <pause> the clinical

manager, which is the day-to-day supervision and operation of a geographic team.

So there’s; <pause> it’s patient-centered...the assignments are based on numbers

of pat‘ients. And their responsibility is the overall management of that patient

experience.

No executives mentioned “middle manager” as a position feature. The clinical nature of

the position is, however, important to note in terms of the formal, defined position of the
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clinical manager, and foreshadows a key data point that is discussed in more detail with
regard to research question two, about the centrality of the clinical nature of the position
to the dispositions of the clinical managers and their approach to goals. One manager
defined the position with explicit middle manager language, and talked about the two job
functions within her formal position:

Well, <laughs> it means almost exactly that to me because it’s not, you know, I'm
not, not in the echelon...that makes decisions, strategy decisions for the
organization. ...I’m not... managing, micromanaging, either. I'm, I, I really
consider myself a middle manager.

Another clinical manager did not use the term “middle manager,” but painted a picture of
where her position is situated within the organization:

Well, my position’s pretty low <laughs>, my position is definitely,  mean...I’ve
pictured the pinnacle, the apex of the pyramid as...the CEO of the organization
and then that particular person has direct reports, and that would be the next level
and so on and so on....Well, I,  mean everything’s relative. It’s not; it’s not low
to the people that I supervise <laughs>, but yeah... I think it’s...many levels
away from the apex.

Yet another clinical manager touched on the duality of the formal responsibilities, and
offered the following description of her day-to-day operations, which is consistent with
the descriptions offered by all of the clinical managers and underscores the two job
functions within the formal position of clinical manager:

...most days...I actually come into the office, but right now I have it set up so that
the first week in the month I go out to [geographic area] and meet with that team.
And then the last week of each month I go out to [another geographic area] and
meet with that team...then there’s a week in the middle of the month that I have
scheduled my case reviews, with all the clinical managers, (I mean) the case
managers that are out there and so I will go and start my day, out in the field with
them and just going over their cases. And so I’ve scheduled that so that every day
I’m out there and then I’ll come in for the rest of the day. But, right now I have
five case managers, so right now I go out into [geographic area] three times
during that week, and then to [geographic area] two times.
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In terms of formal position and responsibilities, another feature of the middle
manager position is that the manager participants hold individual performance goals,
derived from the Agency/executives’ goals. However, the individuals reporting to the
managers do not hold performance goals. This creates a dynamic for the middle
managers to navigate as part of their defined organizational position:

They’re not invested in any of our goals, like we’re invested now...But I can’t

say, they don’t care about the Agency getting 100% satisfaction, patient

satisfaction....But, with the other goals we set, they don’t care if we make (it),

they don’t care if the Agency makes money just as long as they make money, they

don’t care...about their productivity, as long as they’re making enough money.
Contextual Feature: Communication Related to Mainstay Goals

As previously noted, the data showed a high perceived level of alignment among
executives about the goal-related responsibilities of their formal positions, and the
relationship between their positions as an executive team. They also expressed that they
believe that communication about the Mainstay goals concept is successful in the
organization. One executive shared, referring to the ways reports emphasize the Mainstay
concept with goals and results measurements made public in various ways, such as
stoplight reports, that:

...formally, we post our results, and we, all the managers...do a monthly report

card....I mean we go over all that at our staff meetings, but they [managers] also

have some responsibility as to follow up on where we are so that when they meet
with their teams they’re informed.
The managers supported this in their interviews, referring to the various communication
vehicles used to communicate about goals, including the stoplight reports, Mainstay

boards, status reports and newsletters. Examples of these documents were collected and

reviewed as part of this research.
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In turn, the managers also appear to be congruent with the executives’ belief that
communication about the Mainstay goal concept is embedded throughout the System and
Agency, and agreed that communication is a hallmark of the Agency in terms of how
goals are communicated, expressing a general feeling of positivity about the way goals
are communicated:

...they (goals) come directly from the mouth of [CEO]; he’s usually in the video

telling everybody exactly what the goals are. And it’s repeated when we have our

team meetings...when senior leadership does get together and... in the home
health organization, and we determine sort of what our spin-offs are going to be,
that is communicated in our team meetings. So, and they’re essentially attended
by everyone. So, people hear the goals all at once. They are part and parcel of
them; they’re encouraged to ask questions....
The managers also articulated that they understand communicating about goals as their
responsibility with their teams, again highlighting the embeddedness of the Mainstay
goals concept in the organization, which surfaces through communication about the
concept and integration into the everyday practice of formal positions, such as middle
manager. One middle manager participant provided a description of this organizational
contextual feature in action:

Well, in our staff meeting, you know, I'll let them know what the department

goals are, which I’m responsible for the department, and then we discuss goals for

them for that year....We can roll it all up into one, you know, goal that

[department] will have a goal, the [department] will have a goal, and if they think

that the overall department goal is something that they’re not gonna be able to

accomplish, you know, we’ll have real open discussion about it...and then we’ll

come to an agreement. And a lot of times it’s the same goals as I have, you know,

because we all, we’re just all working together, you know to try to meet that goal.
Contextual Feature: How Goals Operate in the Organization

Four themes emerged regarding how goals operate within the research site, and

are identified as significant organizational features. Taken together, the ways goals are

112



set, perceived, managed and rewarded are central to how goals operate to set the context
for agent action with regard to goals.

How goals are set: formal and informal “cascading down.” The effect of
Mainstay goals on agent action in this case is aided by the organizational practice of what
will be referred to as “cascading down” of goals from the System all the way through to
the individual manager. This organizational feature is directly related to, and facilitated
by, the organizational contextual feature of communication about goals, discussed
immediately prior to this section. All participants, both executives and managers,
acknowledged this practice, with all except one participant referring explicitly to the
cascading and/or flow down of goals. Cascading appears to occur both formally, in goal
setting and through the goal management system, and informally, through
communication practices.

The process of “cascading down” is how goals are set within the System.
System-level focus areas are determined, Agency/meso goals are derived from the
System-level goals, and the Agency goals then are translated into the individual, or
micro, goals. One manager described the process, “In my position, I mean the goals are
definitely...I don’t know if I know the right word but they trickle down, they definitely
trickle down from the top, and it’s very pyramid in nature.” Executives again referenced
communication channels previously discussed, such as newsletters, Agency-wide
voicemails, staff meetings and informal meetings in the field with clinicians, which was
also supported by observations of staff meetings and collection of documents such as
meeting agendas and reports. Interviews from the managerial participants dovetailed

with the feelings of the executives in that managers acknowledge the cascading process,
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feel that they know the goals of the Agency and believe that everyone’s goals are
accessible to everyone in the Agency.

I...really feel strongly that [the System] is really, really, (putting) forth the effort

<pause>. They have gone way above and beyond as a management (team). And I

mean (we have) wonderful management training, they cascade down, you know,

using the [Mainstays], there’s...no question in my mind that the managers...know
where the Agency is on a day-to-day basis.

How goals are perceived: intractable nature of goals. This top-down
cascading process surfaces another key result—the sense expressed from both executives
and managers that goals do not change, and are intractable in nature. The interviews
clearly showed that participants feel that once the goals are set, the organization, both the
System and Agency, is not open to changing the goals. A manager said, in response to a
question about whether goals change if it looks like a goal won’t be achieved, “A goal is
a goal.” Another manager said, “We don’t ever really change our goals, but it’s known
that we’re not gonna make it.” One interviewee spoke about her manager, and supported
her own perception of the rigid nature of goals with her belief that her manager is
powerless to change the goal, even if staff don’t believe the goal is reasonable or will be
met, “I think [he/she] really cares about how we...feel about these things and...I’m sure
that [he/she] rather it (would) be different, but, I don’t think [he/she] has the power to
change that either <laughs>.”

Observational data also supported this perception. The clinician field staff
meeting facilitated by the clinical managers displayed the managers’ belief that goals do
not change in the way that they approached discussing goals, such as a specific

government requirement regarding payments of home care episodes, with their field

clinicians. Despite the apparently valid arguments raised by the field clinicians, the
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managers approached the discussion about goals from the stance that the goals are not
going to change; language such as “this is the goal, so let’s move on” was used by a
manager facilitating a specific topic on the agenda.

How goals are formally managed: technology and action plans. The way that
goals are managed in the organization appears to connect with other organizational
contextual features. There are two key norms identified at play in this case through
which the participants’ goals are managed—technology and control over goals through
action plans. Goal management through technology draws on the formal cascading of
goals through the technology programs in place, and the use of action plans to gain a
sense of control over goals connects with the expressed perception of participants that
goals are intractable in nature.

Technology. Technology is used to formally manage goals through a computer
program that facilitates the flow down of goals. This was found through the executive-
level interviews, in particular, and secondarily through manager interviews.
Additionally, performance standard documents were obtained through participants
accessing the technology system, and describing the technology system for the
researcher. Performance standards are automatically populated for a manager based on
the performance standards of the leader above them. One executive described the way
technology facilitates the communicating of goals in a simple way, “...your [performance
standards document] is driven by your leader’s [performance standards document] going
all the way up the organization’s ladder.” An examination of individual performance
standards from the clinical department supports this statement. For example, a quality

measure of achieving governmental Center for Medicaid and Medicare process measures
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flows through from the clinical leader’s standards to the clinical and non-clinical
managers on her team. As previously noted, formal performance standard goals are only
held by managers and above. No staff person below that level holds goals in their
performance standards, or are ranked in any way regarding the Mainstay goals. The
current technology program was purchased during the time that the organizational
consultant originally worked with the Agency on the Mainstay concept, and a new
technology goal management program will be replacing the previous program. All
managers anticipate that this will be only a change in technology program, and not in the
way that goals are managed. Although the timeframe of this study focused on the 2010
goals, at the time of the February 2011 site visit the new technology had not yet been
officially rolled out, and no manager had yet seen or engaged with the new technology.
2010 was the first year for managers on the performance management system and the
first time that they held formal individual performance goals derived from System-level
and meso-level/Agency goals.

The technology program allows each person to be able to see their leader’s goals,
and the goals of others in the Agency. This transparency, having the goals visibly
accessible for all levels of the organization, including the executive ranks, for everyone to
be able to see is another hallmark of the organization, brought up by both executives and
managers with regard to how goals are managed. One executive discussed this, and tied
it to the theme of alignment that was prevalent among the site’s executives, “I can see
[direct manager’s goals], I can see [next level up manager’s goals], you can see
everybody you need to because you want to be sure that you are in alignment with them

and it gives transparency.” A clinical manager demonstrates that managing the goals in a
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transparent way through the use of technology is a norm in the organization when she
said, “...I know what my boss’s goals are, because they’re on the electronic thing for me
to view <laughs>.” Another manager connected the transparency facilitated by the goal
management System to accountability, and the newness to the managers in 2010 of being
accountable for goals, “...so they’re still getting used to that accountability of, you know,
putting that in, and at first [ was against everybody seeing it.”

Utilization of action plans. Despite the cascading nature of the goal-setting
process and generally positive feelings expressed about the way goals are communicated,
none of the participants at any level of the Agency acknowledge feeling particularly
involved in the goal-setting process. By definition, the process of cascading down goals
infers a top-down process, and this was borne out in the interviews. This includes
executives who, based on their interviews, expressed that they feel that they do not have
significant control over what the goals are, but do demonstrate that they feel that they
have control about how they will manage the goals successfully in their Agency.
Managers also articulated that they do not feel involved in the goal-setting process, so
while the “cascading down” makes the managers feel involved and engaged in the
organization from a perspective of knowing the goals, they do not feel like they have any
voice in the setting of goals. Yet, managers did express a level of feeling of control in
that they feel that they have a clear role in determining how they approach goals, in terms
of action plans and strategies.

With both groups having expressed a feeling of level of control in terms of how
they approach goals, from the executive team level the focus was more heavily on the use

of technology and reports to manage goals with the assumption that this is the norm,
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including the assumption that the bonus and rewards opportunity is a meaningful
motivator to staff eligible for the plan, as noted in the findings section regarding the goal-
setting process. From the manager level, the norms around managing goals were more
evident through the interviews with regard to action plans, a common phrase used
especially among the managerial participants, and strategies to try to figure out ways to
achieve the goals that were assigned to them. Although action plans were also mentioned
by the executive team, it was predominately from the clinical executive leader, pointing
to alignment with the clinical managers on that executive’s team. The managers were
much less focused on the use of technology to manage goals, and much more focused on
managing goals through action plans.

An executive tied reporting the performance document on the technology
program, and the way the technology facilitates an individual setting up ongoing
strategies to manage goals and performance, saying “This is nice <gestures to 90-day
action plan hard copy document> because you take your goal and you have your monthly
goal and then you have tactics and action plans.” Another executive connected action
planning and reports:

I like action plans, I think the, the organization uses them a lot because we report

out pretty frequently, whether you’re reporting out at a monthly (department) call,

that has to do...with just home health. It’s very easy to lay it out in advance so
you can see how you’re doing or if you’re changing your action plan and that...
you documented it, you kind of looked back at it, and it’s easy to communicate,
versus having it in your head that this is the plan. We do a lot of putting it on
paper, and formalizing it.

The following quote from a manager-level participant is representative of the

feeling expressed across the managers group about reporting, differing from the

executives’ view:
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Well, I wouldn’t say that the computer program is something that I personally use
on a daily basis, but I think the principles from the computer program are
something that we’re constantly thinking about and working on <laughs> and
chasing our tails a little bit based on reports that come out, and interpreting the
data and making action plans.

The managers as a group expressed a greater focus on “action” than reporting,
possibly because of the middle manager level nature of their role, responsible for both
day-to-day clinical operations while balancing higher level Agency-level goals and
responsibilities. This was particularly evident regarding goals that the managers felt were
unreasonable or that they did not agree with, as one participant said that “...you just can’t
make excuses sometimes, it just, hey this is what it is, but this (is) what I’'m doing about
it. So again it’s that action plan.”

A clinical manager discussed one of the reports that is common across both levels
of management of the Agency used on a daily basis to manage goals, and said that it
reflects the transparency of reporting, action plans and overall goal management. The
“stoplight report” was evident in the lobby of the previous office space, and in the offices
or on the doors of nearly every clinical and non-clinical manager at the site at both
locations. The stoplight report is in the format of a traffic light, showing the status of
various goals and indicators by green (on track), yellow (potential problems arising) or
red (off track). “Again, well we have our stoplight reports...this one here <gestures to
report on wall and pulls down>. This is where we do this every month; this is actually
just based off of the rounding that we’ve done with the clinicians.”

How goals are rewarded: formal rewards/bonus program. Based on the

organization’s performance management program, participants also have an annual bonus

opportunity based on achieving the Mainstay goals formally assigned to them. 2010 was
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the first year that manager-level participants were included in this performance
management and bonus opportunity, thus at the time of the study, they had not yet
received a final performance review for the year and had not yet experienced how it
would impact their compensation. Executives can earn a defined percentage of their base
salary in a bonus; managers can earn approximately half that amount in terms of
percentage of base salary. The amount earned is based on the level of goals achieved.
There is no merit compensation structure in the System. All employees are eligible for a
cost of living increase regardless of performance level, thus only the bonus opportunity
provides the extra compensation incentive based on performance.

The executives said that the performance reward program is something that is nice
to have, but that it is not a prime motivator for their own performance. However, an
interaction in an executive staff meeting demonstrated a potentially different dynamic.
The human resources consultant at the meeting reported about getting prepared to roll out
the employee engagement survey, which is the main measurement under the people
Mainstay. Getting correct reporting lines entered into the software that manages the
survey was a main focus during the meeting. There was significant concern from the
executives around getting names turned in and all reporting lines accurate by the survey
launch date so that results could be accurately reported for each manager. The focus
appeared to be more on ensuring that the right roll-up is in the software than on content
of the engagement survey, as nothing was discussed about the content of the survey,
current status of the people Mainstay or anything related to this focus area other than
ensuring the right reporting lines were documented. One executive noted that ““...we

probably need to strategize a bit about how we are going to set it (roll-up in [software] of
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direct reports) up, because it will impact bonuses with the new goal.” It was also noted
for the researcher’s benefit that for the first time managers were being held accountable
in terms of performance and bonus to the employee engagement scores.

As opposed to the way that they expressed feeling about the bonus program for
themselves, the executives in general find it to be something that should motivate
managers to do something beyond the basic expectations of their role. “Conversations
I’ve had when someone is bonus eligible, I talk (about it) very favorably because it’s an
opportunity to be rewarded for going above and beyond in some of these goals.” Another
executive connected the performance rewards program to other features of how goals
operate in the Agency, including action plans:

...I'think it has helped at least home health...align (home health) to help knowing

why we’re doing what we’re doing and keep them (focused)...it’s a tool to keep

them focused...but, you have to make sure that they’re doing their <pause>

quarterly action plans, and their, you know, cause that’s <pause> you know, a

way to help drive it.....I think it’s a great thing and it puts people on an

even...playing field. But you know you could back up and say, well you have a

really easy goal, so then...you know it’s not perfect, but it’s a whole lot better

than it was.
Summary of Results for Research Question #1

This chapter presented the research findings related to the first research question,
which asked: What are the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship
between meso goals and individual performance goals? In summary, organizational
context for this case study are the external structures, or conditions of action, such as
goals or other specific features of an organization, that constitute the terrain that faces the
agents (Stones, 2005) in daily organizational life. The data analysis demonstrated four

main findings, identified as the external structures/organizational context in this case: the

organization-wide concept and practice of goals; formal positions; communication about
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goals; and four key themes about how goals operate within the organization (how goals
are set, perceived, managed and rewarded).

The interviews, observations and documents collected and studied showed that
the tangible concept of “Mainstay goals” provided overall context with regard to goals,
and that the formal positions of personnel are also a contextual feature of this site.
Executives demonstrated consistent alignment around the language used to communicate
about goals and how their goals build off of each other’s, as well as the belief that site-
specific goals are embedded throughout their organization, despite a demonstrated lack of
agreement among this group as to the organization’s most important goals.

Both groups of participants, executives and managers, articulated the way goals
flow through the organization, and showed agreement on the perceived intractable and
rigid nature of goals once set. Both groups also focused on how goals are managed in the
organization, with the executives focusing on the technology system used for
performance tracking, and the managers focusing on the use of action plans as a way to
exert control over goals that they expressed to be intractable in nature. The formal
position of the managerial participants as a middle manager, and this group’s
involvement in the formal goal management and bonus program, was also identified as a
key contextual feature. Together, these external structures comprise the main
organizational features identified through the analysis that make up the structural
landscape within which the agents in this case operate on a day-to-day basis with regard

to goals.
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Chapter 5: Results — Internal Structures and Social Structuring Interactions
Overview

The second research question studied: How does the interaction between
organizational context and internal structures shape meso and micro performance goals in
organizations? Internal structures in this case are defined as two types, both drawn from
strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), and comprise the knowledgeability of human
agents. This knowledgeability is considered to be all of the information that agents
know, including their general-dispositional habitus and their conjuncturally-specific
knowledge. The exploration of both of these types of internal structures was done through
the use of conduct analysis (Stones, 2005), looking inward at the make-up of the
participants. The internal structures are the overall frames of reference through which the
managers in the case engage with the features of organizational context described in the
previous chapter with relation to goals, in an interplay between the general-dispositional
structures combined with their conjuncturally-specific knowledge and behaviors,
resulting in active agency and social structuring interactions.

The second research question addressed in this chapter is highlighted as part of
the conceptual framework as Figure 9. The first section of the chapter presents the
findings relevant to both types of internal structures of the manager-level participants that
must be examined in order to answer this research question, which is about the
intersection of organizational context, as presented in Chapter 4, and internal structures of
the participants. First, themes related to the general-dispositional structures (Stones,
2005) are set forth. Then, the conjuncturally-specific (Stones, 2005) findings are

presented, which are the themes that surfaced about the practice-oriented (Stones, 2011),
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day-to-day ways that managers address goals. In the third section, the social structuring

interactions and outcomes found in this case are presented.

Organizational

Context RQ 1

(external structures) :
Active Agency

\ & Social
Structuring Outcomes
Interactions (sustained or
re-shaped
RQ2 (relationship structures at

between meso Time 2)
and micro

Internal Structures structures)

(general-

dispositional and

conjuncturally-

specific)

Figure 9. Study conceptual framework — results section focusing on internal structures,
social structuring interactions and outcomes.

Section 1: General-Dispositional Structures —Three Core Dispositions

For this case study, the exploration of the general-dispositional structures were
bounded to primarily research education and a limited view of the participants’ personal
backgrounds. The data from the manager-level interviews resulted in the identification of
three core dispositions: the clinical values lens; the view of the self as caretaker; and the

influence of self-interest.
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Core Disposition: Clinical Values

The most evident of the identified dispositions common across the participants in
this case appeared to be the commitment to clinical work and the values through which
the managers view their work at the Agency. The managers’ clinical skill sets, and the
relationship to their early education and professional training provide the basis for
understanding their values and the clinical lens through which they view their formal
positions in the Agency. This surfaced through the interviews with these participants, and
was supported by observations at several meetings with their teams facilitated by the
managers.

Clinical skills. The clinical skills of the participating managers stem from a deep
connection to the field from their early experiences with family and education. Of the
eight participating managers, seven have a clinical background as nurses and have
practiced in the field, mostly as home health clinicians, but also as surgery nurses or in
traditional hospital settings. The one manager without a clinical background
demonstrated, through her interview content, a significant commitment to the role she
plays in supporting the clinical objectives and clinical teams of the organization.

Entry into clinical field. Participants reflected on their entry into the clinical field
and the family and social influences that brought them to the field. For the participants
who articulated a reason why they chose the career of nursing, each one tied the decision
to the early influence of parents and other members of their familial or social
relationships. Experiences described by the participants are illustrative of this finding.
One participant shared:

...I became a nurse because as a child, my [parent] was a nurse and | was told a
lot of stories, my [parent], way back in the days as a district nurse at [local home
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nursing organization], and [parent] talked about walking (the) beat.... I always

was fascinated by [parent’s] stories. My older [sibling] went on to become a

nurse and I’d go with my [parent] to pick her up to come home on weekends and

[sibling] used to tell about stories about patients, and all the things [sibling] was

learning and I just felt that that was what I wanted to do.

Another reflected about the various family and friends who influenced the career choice:
...and then in high school, I think my parents plus myself kind of just pushed
towards, you know, nursing field...And then, I had actually (a) [family member]
who went to a...school of nursing, which was a 3-year diploma, and [family
member] had said to me you might want to consider going to college, you know,
to get a bachelors in nursing. And, actually, a <pause> friend that I knew, who
graduated a year before me in high school, [friend] went to nursing school, 3-year,
and when I happened to see [friend]...... right when [ was trying to apply to
schools and [friend] said don’t, you know go to a 3-year, go to a 4-year college
and get your Bachelors of Nursing and if that’s what you’re going to be, a nurse.
So, I'm glad I took their advice.

Values-based clinical lens. The early influences on the managers are a key
indicator from the data of the primacy of the clinical lens of these participants. The
worldview of the participants is firmly anchored in the values of being a clinician. One
manager noted the particular primacy with which the feelings about clinical work
dominate the managerial role, “You, you tend to side with what you know and how you
felt when you were in the field, or whatever, and you can’t always do that as manager.”
Every manager interviewed expressed positive views about patient care and the clinical
nature of their roles. This was also evident in the observations of various meetings,
where the managers kept the needs of the patient and the value of the clinical work at the
forefront of discussions.

Core Disposition: View of Self as Caretaker
The clinical lens core disposition also manifests in the managers as a view of

themselves as caretakers. This was expressed in a variety of ways and is rooted in the

managers’ perception of their positions as middle managers, identified as a contextual
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feature of this case. While findings related to the conjuncturally-specific role sets are
discussed in the next section, the managers’ view of themselves is important to define in
relation to general-dispositional structures. The managers view themselves as having
responsibility to take care of their clinicians, and expressed consistently through the
interviews the view that the field clinicians are treated as the most important team
members in the Agency. The managers describe their job as to serve and be available for
the non-manager field clinicians because they are the front line with the patients, again
referencing the primacy of the clinical lens underscoring many of the participant
responses. This is described in generally positive terms, in the sense that managers like
their teams and want to serve them. An example is that managers feel good about
meeting with their clinicians “in the field” to spend time with them doing home visits.
However, there is also a tension revealed through the descriptions, in terms of the
managers’ perception of clinicians’ expectations that their managers always are available,
and clinicians’ lack of engagement with key goals because they don’t formally hold those
goals.

This was supported by observations in the monthly field clinical staff meetings.
The tone of the managers was that of providing the information in a way to make it easy
for the clinicians to understand and use, but that did not encourage dialogue. The data
revealed the caretaking dynamic as a tension between these formal positions within the
Agency.
Core Disposition: Self-Interest and Ambitions

Although the participants’ feelings about personal goals were designed to be only

marginally explored in this study, personal goals related to their individual ambitions and
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self-interests emerged in some fashion in every participating manager interview.
Additionally, the participants each connected their feelings about goals and approach to
goals within their formal roles in the Agency to their personal ambitions. Thus, self-
interest, in relationship to the ambitions and values of the managers, is considered a
relevant finding, and a core disposition related to goals.

The impact of tenure in their career and formal position in the Agency as a middle
manager was the most common. Among the managers who have been in their job the
longest, these participants talked about being at a stage in their career where doing what
is right is more important than career ambition, advancing their career or achieving
professional or performance goals.

Like myself, we’re all kind of all, us clinical manger types, we’re kind of old and

we’re not fired up with this sort of career (ambition)...but I think that, at an age

like ours, we can stay engaged, because we believe in what we’re doing.... No, |
am too old for it to be about career. It’s more about the mission. Obviously, it’s
about making a living. I don’t think any of us would be coming in here without
needing to make a living. But...it is more the mission and the type of work that
we do.
Another participant, when asked what she would set as the organization’s goals if she had
the power to choose, replied:
Oh! Idon’t know, I never wanted to do that. You know I’m looking forward to
retirement; [ only need [number of] more years until retirement <laughs>. That’s

my big goal! But no, I never thought about that. You know, I, I don’t know. I

just never even thought about that lofty a goal. I’'m sure some people would think

what could I do here, but I don’t.

The same disposition related to System and Agency goals surfaced through
interviews with managers earlier in their tenure in their career and formal position, but

appeared to be more connected to the clinical values disposition versus their personal

ambitions. For example, managers either newer in their position or who expressed more
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of a long-term view of their career as still unfolding put more emphasis on the
importance of the goals, and connected this to being both successful in their role, and to
the importance of organizational goals as important to delivering quality patient care.
Non-Core Disposition: Commitment to Family/Home

Both self-interest and ambitions, and the clinical lens, were evident in terms of the
personal circumstances of the participants and their commitment to family life. This is
considered a non-core disposition for this case, because the data did not point to a
specific connection to the participants’ approaches to, or feelings about, goals. Each
participant brought up the centrality of their personal lives, either in terms of balancing
their work and family responsibilities, their roles at home as mothers, wives and
grandmothers, or personal challenges such as overcoming health crises. Responses varied
from the need to balance work life and home life, and the difficulties in doing that
because the clinical nature of the work means that the work does not end when the
official work day is complete, to trying to balance their personal styles for what is
appropriate at home versus what is appropriate at work. Several of the participants talked
about either being more authoritarian at home or at work, with the common theme being
trying to find a balance between their personal and professional selves, particularly with
regard to the clinical nature of the work. As expressed by one participant:

I just, when I come to work, I just wanna give 110% and when I go home at night

I know I’ve done that...[spouse] says to me, well did you get all your work done

today? It’s like <pause> no. What do you mean? My work will never be done!

<laughs>. It’s not like your job, where at the end of the day, you’re done, and

tomorrow you start something brand new. I’m never done, there’s always work to
do.
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Section 2: Conjuncturally-Specific Structures —
Practice-Oriented Roles and Behaviors

The practice-oriented internal themes related to the managers reflect their general-
dispositional internal structures acting at the level of the context in which they are
situated. Two primary role sets of the manager participants, the clinical role and the
administrative role, were identified through the interviews and observations. Roles and
role sets are the vehicles through which agents interact with their external context. The
day-to-day nature of the middle manager formal position, consisting of the identified role
sets, was found to be a factor in behaviors by the managers’ related to conjuncturally-
specific structures (Stones, 2005). Specifically, shifting priorities and role conflict are
discussed.
Practice-Oriented Primary Roles: Administrative and Clinical

Two primary roles were identified through the interviews and observations for the
manager participants—clinical and administrative. The formal position of clinical
manager outlined in Chapter 4 as an organizational contextual feature, and supported by
the interviews and documents, such as job descriptions, is consistent with the role sets
identified by the participants themselves. The participants define their formal position as
middle managers, and clearly delineate between their administrative role duties and
clinical/clinically-influenced role duties.

Administrative role. Regarding their administrative roles, the managers
discussed basic administrative work that needs to be done to support the clinical teams,
required paperwork for organizational and industry-level compliance, internal

committees that they serve on, performance evaluations of their staff, and internal
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meetings. The following are descriptive examples offered by the participants of a
selection of their administrative duties that highlighted the feelings expressed by the
majority of participants about their administrative roles:
...We have so much work that we have to accomplish, during the week, and so I
say today I’m gonna make three calls, or I'm going to kill myself if [ don’t, 'm
not gonna wait until Friday to do five of them, cause they take a long time to do.
Or...our clinicians have to be CPR certified; we do evaluations. I only have one
evaluation in February, in November I had six or seven and...doing it during
visits with (the field clinicians), coming back and writing the evaluation, having
the (field clinician) come in to get the evaluation, and then signing it off and
getting it to HR. So it’s not just a matter of walking up there and saying come on
in my office we’ll do your eval. Takes a lot of planning. And you have to really
plan it or you won’t get done with it. And then we have to make sure that the
people (field clinicians) are getting their TB tests, and getting signed up for CPR.
So there are things that [ have to look at every day and I change my board
<gestures to white board on wall, which depicted at that point CPR and TB
tracking> for what I have to do that day.
It takes a long time to read everything that comes across your desk because people
ask you about all these things all the time so you wanna make sure that you’re
informed. Lots of rules, regulations, lot of things change here all the time.
Clinical role. In their interviews and through observations, the managers place
significant importance on the clinical aspect of their formal position. They talked at
length about being available for their clinicians, so that they can support quality patient
care. “Ride-alongs” with their clinicians in their field territories are common, and
managers generally appear to view these as clinical versus administrative duties. When
talking about being in the field with their clinicians, the tone is positive, as opposed to the
ride-alongs being an administrative task that needs to be accomplished, which was the
nature of the discussion about the administrative duties, as illustrated by the above

quotes. The non-clinical managers also displayed a significant focus on the existence of

a clinical component to their roles:
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Well, I guess I like knowing the regulations and the conditions of participation,
and, and how to research what the requirements are, how to educate the field staff,
to be resource for [peers or executives].... I’'m frequently always called upon to
assist them with the regulations and plus remembering things from the past, what

did we do, how did we do it and whatever.

Dual nature of role set. Through their interviews, the participants themselves
put more of an emphasis on the dual nature of their position, administrative and clinical,
than is found in the content of the executives’ interviews. In practice, the manager
participants embody the training and education of their clinical backgrounds through their
day-to-day actions, creating this sense of two parts of their middle manager role:
administrative and clinical. During one interview, quoted above, a participant clearly
demonstrated these dual role sets both in the content of her interview and through
observations of her physical surroundings in her office. In her office she had a visible list
of the goals for each day—these goals were clearly administrative in nature, and
contained items such as ensuring her team members complied with vaccination
requirements and completing various reports. However, in the interview, she spoke
extensively about the way her priorities shift between her administrative responsibilities
and her responsibilities to her clinicians and patients. This was common among all
clinical manager-level participants, including observations of many of their offices.
Finally, it should be noted that other roles, such as being a wife or mother, came up in the
interviews, as did their focus on their personal lives related to these dispositions. While
this was not fully explored in this research, it is relevant to note.

Practice-Oriented Behaviors

As defined in Chapter 2, the diverse demands on an individual between their

various roles may result in conflict or tensions, and Parsons (1951) notes in particular the
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role conflict that arises from legitimized role expectations, such as those defined within a
formal position in an organization. The dual nature of the practice-oriented role sets,
administrative and clinical, of the manager participants that stem from their formal
positions manifests in two primary behaviors within the organizational context of this
case. The day-to-day nature of the role contributes to a continual shifting of priorities
and results in role conflict for the managers.

Day-to-day nature of role: shifting priorities. The managers’ perception of
their roles as both clinical and administrative in nature is a key finding, as is their
perception of their formal positions as middle managers. The middle manager distinction
manifested primarily through the managers’ understanding and expression of the nature
of their role on a day-to-day basis, and emerged as relevant regarding the nature of their
work. Specifically, every participant talked about the fact that their priorities shift
constantly; for example, “Puts out fires all day. That’s what we do. We have goals
[laughs] for our day, what we would like to accomplish, but you’re putting out fires,
you’re working with clinicians all day, helping them solve problems.”

While both job descriptions and formal performance standards show that the
managers have responsibilities beyond clinical care, such as administrative responsibility
for achieving operating budget targets, every interviewee clearly expressed that their first
priority is to their clinicians, and thus to their patients. Their articulation of other goals is
secondary, if present at all. Another participant described this, and also painted the
continual shift of priorities as “putting out fires”:

...our role is to manage that staff, do their evaluations, support them on a day-to-

day basis, try to answer their questions as they come in from the field, monitor

them and their work process, do process improvement with them, and so we’re
really focused on managing our group of people...and then what we wind up
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doing a lot of, which is probably true, certainly was true in my last middle

management job, and...we put out fires. We do a lot of crises management, all

day long, every day, and that is part of what we do.
The clinical values lens is once again seen here as most prominent, and connects not only
to the general-dispositions of the participants, but also to the macro force of striving to
deliver world class health care/be the best that was a key finding as a macro, independent
causal force (Stones, 2005).

Day-to-day nature of role: navigating role conflict. This focus on the clinical
work also translates to the day-to-day actions of the managers in their various identified
role sets, both through their clinically-centered values and in their roles as middle
managers with respect to their relationships with their field clinicians. The interviews
with the managers revealed that they perceive their relationships with the field clinicians
that they supervise as complex. The content of the interviews showed both a strong
commitment to the field clinicians, placing them and their patient-focused work at the top
of the priority list each day. However, there is also a tension that surfaced, as noted in
the findings about the core disposition of the view of the self as caretaker. The managers
expressed that the Agency and they, as a part of their formal position, have to put the
clinicians first at all times, because of their front-line role with patients, and that their
own priorities as managers get pushed to the background. Based on their dual role sets,
this creates a perceived conflict among their role sets, such as their administrative duties
as formal supervisors responsible for the clinicians and driven by their clinical values to
support the clinical, patient-centered work of their clinical teams. The managers display
a sense of attachment to their administrative duties, in this example as responsible for
managing and supporting the clinicians, despite their frustration at times, which was also

expressed by the non-clinical managers. The commitment to their clinical values appears
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to mitigate the frustration, and ultimately help the clinical managers sort through the
challenges with their various roles.

This finding is also supported by observational data. During the field clinician
meetings, this was evident in some of the interactions, where managers showed
frustration through tone of voice or in cutting off questions and dialogue during
facilitation of the meetings and breakout sessions. Additionally, a number of field
clinicians arrived late for the meeting, left to take phone calls, and talked during
presentations. Only once, when the talking was very obvious, was it addressed by the
manager facilitating the meeting. Otherwise, it did appear through observations that the
field staff were treated in the manner that the clinical managers described.

This was also found to be evident in terms of the way managers think about goals
in their daily life. For example, several of the managers, when asked about goals, were
very short-term focused on their daily agendas and how they try to set goals that then
have to be constantly re-prioritized, and that it was hard to get them to focus on longer-
term goals, i.e. their performance standard goals set up through the technology program,
one of the contextual features identified for this case study. The managers, including the
non-clinical managers, gave examples of where the dual role sets and shifting priorities
create role conflict:

But on a day-to-day basis the small, small goals that you set for yourself every

day or week sometimes it seems like you have to...work extra hard probably

because you’ve also got those parameters of yes, and you better satisfy those
patients and you better provide the care economically. So that there may be some
things that you want to do, or that you want to say, or act, or actions you want to
take, that you feel like would help your cause, or maybe your clinician’s case, but
you really can’t because the parameter of needing to make sure that your patient

(satisfaction) scores are high and that you are economically sound are gonna stand
in the way <laughs> of your doing.

135



Figure 10 illustrates the dispositions and role sets identified for the managers, and
the relationship to the practice-oriented shifting of priorities and role conflict. The dark,
shaded areas of intersection of the identified roles reflect the interactions of the
knowledgeable agents, their practice-oriented behaviors and the micro-level actions that

are the basis for the social structuring interactions that are presented in Section 3.

Identified Core Dispositions of Managers:
e Clinical Values (Skills & Values-Based Clinical Lens
e View of Self as Caretaker
e Self-Interest and Ambitions

/N

Role:
Middle Manager
Position —
Clinical Role

Role:
Middle Manager
Position-
Administrative Role

Other Roles:
Wife
Mother
Grandmother

Variable Overlap—Nature of Role:
Daily Shifting of Priorities/Role Conflict

Figure 10. Manager Dispositions, Roles and Role Conflict.
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Section 3: Social Structuring Interactions and Outcomes

This section presents the social structuring interactions and outcomes observed in
this research, and completes the answer to research question two, which asked: How does
the interaction between organizational context and internal structures shape meso and
micro performance goals in organizations? The organizational contextual features were
defined in Chapter 4 and the internal structures of the manager participants were defined
in the first two sections of this chapter, and are mapped into the original conceptual
framework for this research, based on strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005), as
Figure 11. Figure 11 also provides a preview of the social structuring interactions and

outcomes presented in this section.
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Social Structuring Interaction: Structuring of Individual Perception/Acceptance of
Goals

Individual participants in this case appear to make meaning about the structural
context of Mainstay goals through the interaction of the identified organizational
contextual features of formal positions, how goals operate in the organization, including
communication about goals, and the identified core general-dispositions. As set out in
the findings in Chapter 4 regarding external structures, Mainstay goals are identified as
the goals of the organization, but the levels of embeddedness of the Mainstay goals
concept varies by group and has certain characteristics and related patterns of behavior
that signify the way that employees of the Agency interpret and make meaning out of the
structural context provided by the Mainstay goals. Specifically, a breakdown of the
embedded nature assumed by the executives, as an organizational feature, the core
dispositions of managers and a sense of goal interdependency are findings related to the
interaction of the organizational context provided by the concept and embeddedness of
Mainstay goals and general-dispositional structures of the manager participants.

Breakdown of executive-level certainty regarding embeddedness. Throughout
their interviews and in observations of meetings involving the executives, the executive
team consistently articulated that they believe that the concept of Mainstays and related
goals is embedded throughout their organization. While the Mainstay goals concept is
physically visible throughout the site and in normal operations such as meetings, the data
on the main Mainstay boards in the common areas was either consistently several months
old or missing entirely regarding the progress towards the specific goals related to each

goal category. At the first site visit, the AVP shared that it is the responsibility of various
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departments to update and noted that “this will be changing,” referring to the fact that she
wants the Mainstay boards to be current in terms of progress. When observed nearly four
months later in the new office location, the board was still not current with information,
and had no details listed or contained in the pockets on the board. Additionally, it took a
triangulation of several types of data sources to be able to make an educated guess at the
top meso-level annual goals, derived from the Mainstay concept, for the study site.

These are two examples of the breakdown of executive-level certainty about the degree
of embeddedness of Mainstays as goals throughout the Agency.

The most apparent breakdown of executive-level certainty about Mainstay
embeddedness is reflected in the use of language about the Mainstay goals. This
breakdown manifests at the manager level, and provides the platform for understanding
the social structuring interactions presented in this section. While all executives clearly
articulated the concept of goals as Mainstays, this did not show up as clearly among the
managers. The executives talked about alignment, but still don’t agree on top goals.
Managers agree on delivering quality care as an over-arching objective, but displayed
little discussion around specific Mainstays or agreement on top goals when asked. Of the
eight managers, only two brought Mainstays into the discussion about goals in a
substantive way, including referencing specific Mainstay goals or talking about the
concept of Mainstays as a driving strategic force in the organization as a whole. Of these
two, one was a newer member of the team and the other was a senior clinical manager.
Three others mentioned Mainstays at least once, mostly in context of meetings being held
in “Mainstay format,” which is an organization-wide standard, discussed in detail in

terms of how goals are managed. Overall, when the subject of goals was brought up in
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the manager interviews, there was not the immediate and clear association with the
Mainstays/goals concept that was found in the executive interviews. This is likely a
result of the core dispositions identified related to clinical values as the primary lens of
the manager participants, and the dominance of the clinically-focused role versus the
administrative role.

Manager-level alignment regarding clinical importance of work; low
acceptance of goals. While managers display less consistent use of the organizational
Mainstay language when discussing goals, they do exhibit a slightly more aligned sense
of what is most important with regard to goals. However, what is ranked as most
important is neither expressed in the organizationally-defined language, nor does it match
up with what is the most important goal of a clinical manager, as defined in the
performance standards for the position for the year 2010. All of the eight managers
defined the most important goals of the Agency in terms of patient satisfaction,
specifically, and delivering quality care, generally. Half of the managers directly tied
their most important goal, and the most important goal of the Agency, in relationship to
the macro force of delivering the best health care. Of the eight managers interviewed,
half specifically mentioned patient satisfaction as a key goal, without specific mention of
the Mainstay to which it is tied. Patient satisfaction is a specific goal under the service
Mainstay. While patient satisfaction is not the most heavily weighted Mainstay for these
positions, it is the goal with the second-highest weight. This goal had the most clarity
and consistency in terms of managers articulating the actual content linked to a Mainstay
goal, likely due to the fact that it is a key goal with respect to clinical objectives (patient

satisfaction) and a central measure of clinical excellence in the Agency. However, the
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most highly weighted are actually both a growth and/or cost goal for the manager
positions (depending on whether it is for a clinical or non-clinical manager).

Other responses to the probing about the most important goals elicited responses
such as “keep clinicians happy,” “be the best health agency” and “patient and clinician
safety.” While some of these concepts might be able to be connected to the Mainstays,
such as the relationship of “patient safety” to an Agency-specific quality goal, none of the
managers made these explicit connections. The discussion of goals during the interviews
was very general in nature, except with regard to goals that they disagree with, or feel are
unreasonable. The main example of this is the productivity goal among the clinical
managers, which is their most highly weighted goal, and one that they expressed
significant disagreement with in terms of feeling it is unreasonable to expect 100%
productivity from every field clinician over the period of an entire year. Seven of the
eight manager interviewees discussed this goal in depth, including everyone on the
clinical management team. This goal was not mentioned by any of the executive-level
participants during their interviews.

The managers have a high level of alignment in terms of the clinical value of the
work done at the Agency, as surfaced in the finding about the core dispositions of the
managers. However, the lack of acceptance of formal goals shows that managers neither
can accurately state the most important goals to their organization as defined by their
performance standards for their formal positions, nor do they appear to be motivated by,
or accepting of, the general concept of formal performance goals.

Goal interdependency. A sense from the participants of an interdependent nature

related to goals was found, and this finding is connected to the finding of how
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participants understand and accept goals within the organizational context. The themes
of alignment and relying on others to achieve goals are evident by the organizationally-
defined weight of goals by position in formal performance standards, as well as through
the content of interview responses from both executives and managers. The executives
clearly defined that their goals overlap with other executives, which is a hallmark of the
organizational context of the site, related to formal positions.

While the executives expressed a positive view of their interdependency with
other executives in connection with goals, the same positive perception is not as evident
in the manager group of participants. As noted, for the managers, the concept of
alignment around formal goals, as opposed to general ideals about delivering quality
health care, did not explicitly surface as it did with the executives, but relying on others
to achieve goals did clearly surface in terms of interrelatedness. It was evident that the
managers see this as a fact of life, but expressed it not in terms of teamwork or supporting
one another, but in terms of lack of control and as something that needs to be worked
around, pointing again to the low acceptance of formal goals by the main agents-in-focus
for this case.

Coupled with the identified core dispositions of the managers, this demonstrates
that formal positions and the concept of Mainstays, as external structures, appear to have
an effect on the interactions around goals in this case. Executives did not have clear
agreement on which Mainstay goal was most important, but executives were more
aligned around the concept of the Mainstays. While managers were more aligned around
the importance of the clinical aspects of their goals, although not expressed in Mainstay

language nor directly attributable to what is actually weighted as most important for their
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positions, they did not display significant use of Mainstay language or appear to have
internalized the concept of the Mainstays as their individual goals. Thus, it was found that
despite the acknowledged interdependency between positions, there is little agreement
and/or acceptance of what is the most important goal in the context of the formal goals of
the Agency. This lack of agreement and acceptance appears to be an interaction between
the organizational contextual features of Mainstay goals and formal positions, as well as
by the core dispositions through which managers view their role sets.

This interaction is also facilitated by the organizational contextual features of
communication about goals and the use of technology as a characteristic of how goals
operate in this organization. Managers expressed that, due to the nature of
communication in the Agency, they feel that they know what the goals are, and this is
aided by technology, since the goal management system is based on a technology
program that allows each member of the Agency to see the goals of their managers
through the flow down goal-setting process. While the managers articulated knowing the
goals, and have access to the goals of others in the organization, there appears to be little
impact of this knowledge on increasing acceptance, alignment or the level of goal
congruency.

Social Structuring Interaction: Role Tension in Manager Formal Position

The organizational feature of the formal position of the middle manager and the
internal structures of the manager participants interact and result in role tension within
the specific organizational context of this case, specifically with regard to goals. The
managers defined themselves as “middle managers” and, through their description of

their position as being situated between the executives and the clinicians that they
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manage, offered a picture of their day-to-day life. By the nature of their positions, this
causes the managers to have to juggle their administrative and clinical duties, the two
primary roles that the participants in this case understand through their conjuncturally-
specific knowledge.

The dual nature of the roles of the position of middle manager, and the resulting
shifting priorities and variable conflict within the roles creates role tension for the
managers. The managers display a high level of commitment to their clinical values, and
also displayed a high level of responsibility not only towards their clinical duties, but also
towards their administrative duties, as well as their alignment and interdependency with
others in the Agency, as discussed earlier in this section. These conflicting priorities and
obligations are filtered for the managers by their general-dispositional structures,
particularly the clinical values lens and their view of themselves as caretakers of their
teams. However, even when they rely on the primary disposition of their clinical values,
they still display tension around their role because they retain their responsibility toward
their administrative duties as well. This tension surfaces in several ways previously
detailed in the findings, including the lower level of acknowledgement and acceptance of
organizational performance goals.

Social Structuring Interaction: Mixed Effect of Performance Rewards

The organizational contextual feature of how goals are rewarded has a different
effect on managers than on executives, due to the managers’ internal structures of
clinically-oriented dispositions and behaviors, self-interest and ambitions, and perception
of roles. One of the findings related to the organizational contextual feature of how goals

operate is that executives focused significantly on the performance/reward program,
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while the managers did so to a lesser degree. Executives perceived the new bonus
opportunity as a key motivator for the managers. Interviews with the managers showed
that there is little understanding of how the bonus program worked, and only a low level
of motivation provided by the opportunity to earn a bonus. This is primarily found, again,
in what the managers chose to focus on (the clinical, versus the administrative, roles), and
are willing to acknowledge as personal ambitions. The managers appear to deliberately
choose not to deeply engage with the formal technology systems that are in place to
manage goals, or acknowledge any level of primacy for the actual formal performance
goals.

This conscious choice also shows itself in the way that the managers talked about
the bonus opportunities that they have based on performance. They can’t fully articulate
the bonus opportunity, and don’t appear to want to acknowledge that compensation is
important, as that appears to be difficult for them, likely because of the dominance of
their clinical values disposition and the importance of the clinical role aspect of their
formal position from their viewpoint. Several participants specifically downplayed the
importance of compensation, and only one manager participant acknowledged wanting to
receive the bonus. Therefore, the interaction between the organizational contextual
feature of how goals are rewarded with the way that the managers perceive their roles
results in a mixed effect of the rewards program in the organization, with a different
effect on the executives from the managers.

Social Structuring Interaction: Pattern of Behavior — Transparency

An emergent pattern of behavior displayed by the agents in this case,

transparency, is displayed in connection with the structural context of Mainstay goals,
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and is facilitated by the contextual feature of how goals are communicated about and
managed (a part of the organizational contextual feature of how goals operate in the
organization). With regard to the managers, the influence of their internal structures
connects with this pattern of behavior in terms of the managers’ situated roles within the
organizational context of goals in the Agency.

The behaviors related to transparency and openness are exhibited through all
levels of the organization. This style of communication is held as very important within
the Agency, and participants in both groups said that they believe that they are being
open and that belief is reflected back as valid through the data collected. The
transparency is facilitated by the organizational contextual feature of technology as a way
that goals are managed. Transparency came up often when the executive team talked
about communicating about goals below their level of management. All four executives
talked about the need to make things transparent, and a main way that consistently
showed up in the interviews, observations and in the document review was the use of the
Mainstay format on agendas for team meetings, update meetings and other get-togethers.
This illustrates a hallmark of the organization which appears to be, from the management
team’s perspective, communication about goals through a variety of mediums:
voicemails; Mainstay meetings; and documents, such as report cards and regular
newsletters to all Agency staff.

While transparency did not surface as often during the manager-level interviews,
it did surface in terms of goals being available for all to know. Managers were clear that
they feel like they know what the goals are, even if there is not agreement on the most

important, or formal goals, among this group, or a high level of personal acceptance of
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their performance goals. This, again, ties to the internal structures of the manager
participants and how they view their roles through the dominance of their clinical values
lens. This finding also influences the next finding related to active agency regarding the
negotiation pattern of behavior, which was evident in the managers’ interviews, although
not in the executive interviews.
Social Structuring Interaction: Pattern of Behavior — Flexibility/Negotiation

The behaviors related to transparency support the behaviors observed related to
flexibility and negotiation displayed by the agents in this case. Managers and executives
both cited that goals need to be approached with flexibility in order to find the best way
to manage goals and find ways to navigate obstacles, since the belief is expressed as
firmly held that goals are intractable in nature in the System and in the Agency, which is
an organizational contextual feature found for the site. Executives shared that they
believe people want flexibility, and that flexibility in approach needs to be present as a
strategy in case it looks like a goal can’t be met. Managers reflected the same sentiments
regarding flexibility, and also referenced the finding related to the shifting nature of the
day-to-day managerial position in describing the role as “fluid” and noting the need to
make adjustments on a regular basis, and utilizing action plans as a way to respond.
Managers also foreshadowed the negotiation behavior when they talked about flexibility,
and described how creativity and flexibility create an environment where a goal may not
be renewed for a future year, even if goals don’t change during the current goal period.
This demonstrates the interaction between the overall structural terrain comprised of the
site’s contextual features and the conjuncturally-specific behaviors of managers with

relationship to their day-to-day roles and responsibilities.
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Despite the majority articulating that making formal performance goals and the
performance/rewards program was not important, nearly every manager on the clinical
team (seven of eight manager-level participants) brought up the same example, the
productivity goal, as a goal that they were deeply concerned about not being able to
achieve, and concerned about the clinical relevancy of the goal itself. The productivity
goal was a goal formally assigned to the clinical managers during the performance period
of this study under the growth Mainstay. The goal stated that all staff will meet or exceed
the defined productivity standard. This goal carried significant weight in the clinical
manager performance standards, and in practicality meant that all clinical field staff must
operate at full productivity throughout the year. The managers detailed their attempts to
engage in negotiation around this goal, ways that they tried to use action plans to work
around the goal and be flexible with how the goal could be achieved, and how they felt
about the goal interdependencies, another social structuring interaction found in this case,
that were obstacles to achieving the productivity goal (such as time out of the field
required for administrative meetings).

This example highlights the major findings regarding patterns of behavior. Two
specific patterns of behavior are evident from the way that agents interpret and make
meaning regarding the structural context of Mainstay goals in the Agency. Transparent
communication is revealed as a hallmark of the organization from both the perspective of
executives and managers. This pattern of behavior is also reflected in the second key
pattern of behavior defined here—a high level of comfort with negotiation around goals.

The negotiating pattern of behavior arises from this practice of open

communication and transparency, and the belief in flexibility with regard to how goals
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are managed, despite the espoused belief from all types of participants that goals do not
change, and are intractable in nature. Also, while the manager participants expressed that
they do not feel that they have the ability to influence goal setting, they do demonstrate a
conscious motivation to resist goals through their everyday actions, including their belief
in the flexibility that they have in terms of how they approach the achievement of goals,
and how they openly communicate about their concerns about goals. These various
approaches and demonstrated behaviors related to transparency and flexibility are
influenced both by the contextual features of the organization (the concept of goals, the
formal position of middle manager, communication about goals and how goals are set,
perceived and managed), the general-dispositional internal structures of the agents (the
primacy of the clinical lens, in terms of their personal perception of top priorities) and the
conjuncturally-specific behaviors related to the conflicting clinical and administrative
roles of the managerial participants. The result is a negotiating pattern of behavior,
which shows that although there is a consistent sense expressed across the site that goals
are intractable, agent action demonstrates a different, and apparently intended, outcome.
Outcome of Social Structuring Interactions: Re-Shaped Goal

The two identified patterns of behavior—transparency and flexibility/negotiation
—demonstrate the outcomes of active agency in the form of a re-shaped goal structure.
The two identified patterns of behavior resulted in a particular example of a goal that was
re-shaped in the Agency due to the interaction between organizational contextual
features, as structuring mechanisms, and the patterns of behavior identified in
transparency/flexibility and negotiating. This example is the productivity goal, defined in

the previous section, which every manager on the clinical team brought up within the
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context of goals, goal setting and achieving goals in the Agency, indicating the causal
influence of agent action on an external structure.

First, the perception of their position as middle managers is central to the
managers’ approach in negotiating around the productivity goal. The managers
acknowledged feeling downward pressure about the formal goal from the executives to
achieve the goal, and upward pressure from their clinicians who don’t believe that being
100% productive at all times is a realistic goal. Thus, the managers expressed feeling
caught in the tension between these two divergent interests. The managers’ lack of
acknowledged motivation regarding the performance management of goals and the bonus
program is relevant. Reports, identified as an organizational feature by the executives,
are ubiquitous in the organization, and these norms for formally managing goals make the
productivity goal and its progress obvious in terms of performance against the goal at any
given point. Action plans are one norm that the managers utilize to try to address the
issues of not being on track to make the productivity goal.

Additionally, while the majority of the clinical managers expressed that the bonus
opportunity is not important to them, the interviews revealed more concern around
achieving goals than the participants generally seem willing to acknowledge. Finally,
from their clinical lens, the managers appear to feel that the 100% productivity goal is
simply not possible to attain at all times, because they may have staff in meetings or
otherwise unavailable to conduct field health visits, and because other macro level
factors, such as regulation and compliance, may stand in the way of productivity
measures, such as “countable” visits. The goal interdependencies identified as a key

finding in terms of social structuring interactions related to goal perception and
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acceptance also feed into this context, in that the clinical managers depend on referrals,
generated from the relationship-development team and through other sources, in order to
have the body of work available for the clinicians to meet the goal of the specific
productivity levels.

These various issues show up as evident in the way that the managers engage with
the organizational context to deal with the tension around a goal. Specifically, the
patterns of transparent behavior and negotiation are evident. The managers are very open
with their executive leader about how they feel about the viability of the productivity
goal. The negotiating pattern of behavior is at work in this example of the interactions
around meso and micro goals. This also supports the finding that, although the managers
expressed that they believe that goals are intractable in nature, they engage in behaviors,
such as negotiating, in an attempt to re-shape these goals. Also, as expressed by one
manager, flexibility is a key to “foster creativity...to think of alternate ways to reach the
goal.” Although the productivity goal was not able to be changed for 2010, and therefore
an intractable goal consistent with that expressed by the managers about the nature of
goals, the goal was revised for 2011, addressing concerns about how 100% productivity
is measured. From the managers’ point of view, this can be seen as an intended
consequence with regard to their behaviors of resisting the goal, despite the view that
they occasionally expressed that goals do not change in the organization and that they

have no power to change goals.
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Outcome of Social Structuring Interactions: Perception of Formal Positions at
Time 2

Managers’ understanding of their formal positions as dual roles, with conflict
arising between the roles because of their core dispositions, differs from the way that the
site executives perceive the role. This contributes to the social structuring interactions
and outcomes in this case. Managers’ perception of their formal position differs at Time
2, with Time 2 defined as the outcomes portion of the quadripartite nature of structuration
(Stones, 2005, 2011) for the purposes of understanding this theme. As previously noted
in Chapter 4, the site executives articulated their understanding of the formal position of
the managers very differently than did the managers themselves. The site executives’
perception of the manager formal position, particularly the clinical manager position, was
directly in line with the job description of a clinical manager. Although the duality of the
role was noted in terms of both administrative and clinical duties, it was not noted to the
same level of importance expressed by the managers.

Managers identify as middle managers, and this description foreshadowed the key
finding that two primary roles, clinical and administrative, define the workday context of
the managers. These feed into the day-to-day nature of the role, and the conflict the
managers voiced between their dual responsibilities, which is driven primarily by their
core clinical disposition. Thus, while the managers see their roles and responsibilities as
constantly in flux and often in conflict with the demands of the formal organization with
regard to goals, this is not as clearly acknowledged by the site executives. These
acknowledged versus relatively unacknowledged dynamics with respect to the formal

role of the clinical managers has various impacts, but most notably with regard to this
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case is the effect on goals, as discussed in the previous themes, and on other
organizational contextual features, such as the mixed effect of performance rewards,
based on the managers’ understanding of their own motivations around rewards and what
they are willing to acknowledge is a motivator for their own performance. Thus, the
managers sense of their own formal roles, which is different than the sense of these roles
by the site executives, is a key outcome of the interaction of the external features of the
case and the internal structures of the managers, and a relatively unacknowledged
condition of action by the site executives that results in the preceding themes with regard
to social structuring.
Summary of Results for Research Question #2

Three core dispositions were found relevant to the general-dispositional structures
of managers in this case: clinical values (lens and skills); view of the self as caretaker;
and ambitions and self-interest. The conjuncturally-specific, or practice-oriented, internal
structures were found to be related to the managers viewing their formal positions in the
organization as two distinct roles—that of a clinical manager and that of an
administrative manager—and showed that the day-to-day nature of their work resulted in
shifting priorities and role conflict between the identified role sets. The interactions
between these internal structures of the manager participants and the organizational
contextual features revealed three specific interactions—structuring of individual
perception and acceptance of goals, role tension in the formal position of middle manager
and a mixed effect of performance rewards—that also formed the basis of two emergent
patterns of behavior. These patterns of behavior, transparency and flexibility/negotiation,

are a product of interactions between the external and internal structures found in this
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case. Finally, these five primary interactions related to active agency resulted in two key
outcomes observed at Time 2. The re-shaped external structures are the perception of a
specific re-shaped goal and the perception of formal positions. These social structuring
interactions and outcomes results are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, along with

conclusions about this research and implications for theory, future research and practice.
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Chapter 6: Discussion of Results, Conclusions and Implications
Overview

This study was designed to address the development of a better understanding of
how specific organizational contexts might affect individual agents related to goals, and
in turn how individual agency affects organizational goals. Specifically, the social
structuring that results from the interaction of organizational context and internal
structures of knowledgeable agents-in-situ (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005) was studied.
The prevailing theory related to goals at the individual level is goal-setting theory
(Latham et al., 2002; Locke & Latham, 1990), which does not take into significant
account the potential effect of organizational contextual features related to goals (Latham
et al., 2002; Latham & Locke, 2007). Although goal-setting theory is not primarily
directed at goals in an organizational context, that is the manner in which the theory was
operationalized in this research and also in the discussion of results, conclusions and
implications. Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) was used as the basis for this
research as it provides a framework for analyzing interactions between the active human
agent and structures (rules that constrain human action and resources that make human
action possible), both internal (such as cultural worldview) and external (such as goals
and specific organizational contexts) to the agent (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005).

Chapter 4 presented the findings related to the first research question, which
asked: What are the organizational contextual factors that shape the relationship between
meso goals and individual performance goals? Four main findings were presented as the
organizational context, or conditions of action (Stones, 2005), for the agents in this case

in their daily organizational life: the organization-wide concept and practice of Mainstay
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goals; formal positions; communication about goals; and four key themes about how
goals operate within the organization (how goals are set, perceived, managed and
rewarded). Chapter 5 addressed the second research question studied: How does the
interaction between organizational context and internal structures shape meso and micro
performance goals in organizations? The internal structures were presented first. Three
core general dispositions—clinical values (skills and lens), view of the self as caretaker
and ambitions and self-interest—were identified. The conjuncturally-specific, or
practice-oriented, internal structures found that managers acted through their situational
knowledge of their formal positions as two distinct roles—that of a clinical manager and
that of an administrative manager—and showed that the day-to-day nature of their work
resulted in shifting priorities and role conflict between the identified roles.

The interactions between the general-dispositional internal structures of the
manager participants, their conjuncturally-specific knowledge, and the organizational
contextual features resulted in three specific social structuring interactions. The
structuring of individual perception and acceptance of goals, role tension in the formal
position of middle manager, and a mixed effect of performance rewards were the
foundation for two patterns of behavior also revealed by the data. Transparency and
flexibility/negotiation are behaviors that are produced by interactions between the
external and internal structures, and resulted in two re-shaped external structures, the
perception of formal positions and a specific re-shaped goal. This chapter presents
interpretations of the results and conclusions from this study and is presented in three
main sections: a discussion of the social structuring results; conclusions; and

implications for theory, practice and future research.
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Discussion of Results

This section interprets the results of this research, which were presented in
Chapter 5 in the form of the six identified social structuring interactions and outcomes,
and are discussed in this section based on the literature as the theoretical basis of this case
study.

Studying Goals in Organizations: The Relevance of External Structures

Goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990) does not take into account specific
organizational contexts in a significant way. Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005)
served as the main theoretical and methodological framework for this case study. The
organization of this discussion demonstrates the importance of identifying the external
structures, conceived as organizational context in this study, that are at play and that exist
separately from the agent, in order to understand the terrain within which the positioned
actor exercises active agency (Stones, 2005).

The structuring mechanisms identified in this case are the four main
organizational contextual features/external structures: the embeddedness of the Mainstay
goal concept, including the use of language about Mainstay goal; formal positions;
communication about goals; and how goals operate in the study site’s organization.
These organizational contextual features were shown to be relevant to understanding how
goals operate within the case study site through the resulting interactions of the external
structures with the internal structures of the managers as agents-in-situ. The external
structures are discussed below through an interpretation of how they function as

structures of domination, legitimation and signification (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005).
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Domination, legitimation and signification structures provide structural
context to agents. Structures of domination in this case are the organizational-level
concept of goals. How goals are set and flow down from macro to meso to micro
(process of goal setting) represent an example of structures of legitimation, along with
rewards, and how goals are perceived is related to structures of signification. The
concept of Mainstay goals are generally non-operational goals at the System level,
encompassing aspirational statements of strategy with measurements attached for
System-wide performance, and are translated into specific, operational department
(meso) and individual (micro) goals with assigned performance measurements;
operational goals are the focus of goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990; March &
Simon, 1958; Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991).

The physical representation of the Mainstay goals and “Mainstay meetings” are
two examples of how the organizational-level concept of Mainstay goals acts as a
situational structuring mechanism (Anderson et al., 2006). In this case, they help to
explain the influence of higher levels of analysis on the micro-level of analysis, or the
influence of organizationally-defined goals on the individual. The interaction between the
System-level goals and the general-dispositional structures of the agent, for example,
structures the way individuals perceive and accept goals, setting up the ability to study
and understand how reward systems, as structures of legitimation, may or may not be
effective related to goals.

It appears that there are different effects of goals on different formal positions
based on where the given position is situated in the organization’s hierarchy. The notion

of position-practice relations as “vertical” (Stones, 2005, p. 63) positions that pre-date the
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inhabitance of a specific individual in the position and within the field of position-
practice relations is useful in defining the effects seen in this case study. These position-
practices are changeable external structures, both a constraint and a facilitator of human
action, and the field of position-practice relations in which the agent exists day-to-day is
ripe with various pressures and influences. This is seen clearly in this case study. The
closer an individual is to the System-level of the organization, the more weighted an
individual’s perception of goals is to the goal as a structure of domination. This is
exhibited in the stronger level of acceptance of goals, and ability to articulate the
organizationally-specific language of Mainstay goals, by the executives. However, it was
necessary to triangulate several data sources in order to determine the full scope of
Agency-level goals, which is indicative of the fact that despite a higher level of
acceptance of goals and use of organizationally-specific language, there is still a
somewhat lesser understanding of goals at the Agency level. Because the System level
was not studied, no conclusion can be drawn about this.

The closer that individuals in this case are to the day-to-day work of the
organization, as the managers are, the greater the influence that is seen from the general-
dispositional structures (Stones, 2005), in particular the clinical values disposition. The
farther away from the System level, the weaker the reliance appears to be on structures of
signification such as language. In this case, the micro use of macro conceptual language
of “Mainstays” is generally displayed less often and with less strength at the manager
level than at the executive level. Additionally, the greater the distance in terms of

hierarchy from the System level, the more power the agents appear to have to resist the

160



goals, as structures of domination, and interpret the goals through their dispositions. The
re-shaped productivity goal, defined as an outcome, is an example of this power to resist.

The concept of power can be viewed as the capacity, or resource, that individuals
in organizations harness in order to accomplish outcomes (Orlikowski, 1992), and
Merton (1968) says that there are different levels of power within various roles. While
power can be a form of domination as authority (Giddens, 1984), such as the System
sanctioned Mainstay performance goals, the concept of power as facilitative (Clegg,
1989) aids in interpreting the outcome at Time 2 in this case of the reshaped productivity
goal. Power in this case is the reciprocal interaction that is “...constituted within a
relational universe of meaning” (Clegg, 1989, p. 190), and is connected to both the
context of goals (as external structures) and the internal structures of the agent in terms of
how the agent reacts to goals and assigns meaning to goals, and their power to resist, and
thus re-shape a formal goal (Stones, 2005). Merton’s view of levels of power varying
within different roles supports the interpretation of these results that structures of
domination are perceived differently by various positions in the organizational hierarchy,
and that power as a reciprocal interaction, versus a form of domination, influences goals
in this organization.

The structures of legitimation were found to be involved with the organizational
contextual feature of how goals are managed (through technology, in particular, as an
organizational standard) and rewarded through the performance and rewards (bonus)
program. Together, these structures of domination and legitimation comprise the
normative context in which the agents are situated (Giddens, 1984; Stones, 2005). As

noted, the managers in this case are positioned farther from the System, due to their
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formal positions as middle managers, and the structures of domination of the System-
level concept of Mainstay goals appears to have a lesser impact on the way that they
perceive and accept goals. This illuminates the structuring interaction of the mixed effect
of performance rewards, as a structure of legitimation, which found that the rewards
program had a lesser impact on the managers than it did on the executives. The managers
do not fully embrace the technology system used to facilitate goal management, and
articulated that they are not primarily motivated by the bonus program related to goal
achievement. This illustrates that the bonus program, as a structure of legitimation, does
not have the intended impact of highly motivating the managers to achieve goals, as
structures of domination, due to the interaction with their clinically-oriented dispositions.
Although the managers do somewhat resist the organizational norm of technology
in terms of managing goals, they embrace this norm in that it facilitates transparency and
communication about goals from their perspective, and as a result their level of
knowledgeability. This underscores the finding that although the managers are generally
resistant to accepting the specific Mainstay goals of the organization, supported by the
observations from the data that they can’t fully articulate the specific goals and don’t
employ the Mainstay language to the same extent as the executives, the managers do
embrace the content and intent of goals. Signification structures can’t exist without
structures of domination and legitimation according to theory (Giddens, 1984) and this is
reflected in these findings. Studying the use of specific language in this case about the
contextual feature of the Mainstay goals concept reveals several things. First, the varied
use of the organizationally-specific Mainstay language to define specific organizational

goals contributes to understanding that there is a varied degree of acceptance of goals
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between executives and managers, as noted in the first social structuring interaction
presented in Chapter 5. Again, the use of language by both groups with regard to
Mainstay meetings and the Mainstay format of agenda meetings does point to the fact
that although the managers don’t have as high a level of acceptance, they do have
knowledge of the Mainstay goals concept.

The way that the manager participants make meaning through signification
structures relates to their general-dispositional frames, and contributes to a weakening of
the influence of structures of domination and legitimation at the manager level. For this
study, the clinical core disposition interacts with the organizational contextual features
identified as the structures of domination and legitimation, and show that this disposition
dampens (Schwandt, 2008) the impact of the structures of domination and legitimation.
This is a way for the managers to create order between their external environment and
their internal structures, both related to their primary clinically-oriented disposition and
the role conflict that they experience between their clinical and administrative roles, as a
result of the way that they perceive their positions through their conjuncturally-specific
internal structures.

The Knowledgeable Actor, Roles and Position-Practice Relations

As demonstrated in the discussion about the importance of external structures to
studying goals in organizations, internal structures are relevant to understanding the
social structuring interactions and are important to discuss in terms of their reciprocal
influence on organizational contexts, such as the concept of Mainstay goals in this case
study. The educational background related to the managers’ clinical work and early

family and other influences on the pursuit of this type of education helps to explain their
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cultural/social conditioning (Stones, 2011), and their practice-oriented behaviors around
their clinical dispositions and how they approach their day-to-day work supports this. Of
particular note are the tacit notions that this early cultural/social conditioning embeds in
the managers, and how they internalize the expectations of their formal positions and
their conjunctural understanding of their dual clinical and administrative roles.

Dewey (1922/2011) says that dispositions are actually predispositions, which are
called upon to act and address dissonance in a given situation through the force of a tacit
function. Dewey also says that habits are acquired, and the environment both shapes
habits, and is shaped by habits. Although Giddens (1979) interprets Parsons as saying
that roles are the point of articulation through which agents interact with their
environment, Dewey’s conceptualization of dispositions makes it possible to also
consider these structures as a point of articulation, which is the premise of this section of
the results discussion focusing on the knowledgeable actor.

In this case, the managers’ predispositions, formed through their early family and
other influences, help to form their core dispositions of clinical values (skills and lens).
These dispositions manifest as the dual conjuncturally-specific behaviors as a result of
the active agent interacting with the external contextual environment. The day-to-day
practice-oriented role conflict that the managers experience is an interaction between the
legitimized positions, understanding of roles (administrative and clinical) and their
general-dispositional structures. Specifically, the external structures of formal positions
are internalized by the managers as the dual and often conflicting roles, and the result is
an incongruence between the organizational goals (Vroom, 1960) and the managers’

personal approach through their clinical values disposition that the negotiating pattern of
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behavior, found to be an interaction between the organizational contextual features and
identified internal structures of the agents in this case, helps to address. This
conjuncturally-specific behavior allows the agent to negotiate the structural context in
which they exist, and create order between their conflicting roles through the lens of their
dispositions.

Additionally, the disposition of self-interest and related ambitions shows a self-
referential, versus self-regulative, influence on how the individuals in this case approach
goals and are intrinsically motivated (Vickers, 1968; Bandura, 1989). With relationship
to this disposition, an example of self-interest might be the stage of career that the various
managers currently inhabit, with some managers more driven by career ambition and
others protecting their self-interest of moving towards retirement. In either case, the
influence of the self-referential over the regulative provides a mechanism for the
managers to engage in the behavior of negotiation instead of being solely motivated by
organizational norms in the form of viewing goals as intractable. This is another way that
the positioned agents in this case create order between their conflicting roles, with
dispositions as the key point of articulation of how knowledgeable actors understand,
interact with and shape their environments.

Role conflict and formal positions. The context of external pressures of the
Mainstay goals, formal positions, general-dispositional internal structures and practice-
oriented roles together set up the incongruence for agents-in-situ in the study site that
resulted in the role tension in the manager formal position as an identified social
structuring interaction. The conjuncturally-specific roles identified are structured by how

the managers as agents interact with the environment, and their dispositions are the point
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of articulation, or the means, (Giddens, 1979; Dewey, 1922/2011) through which this
occurs. As discussed in the findings, the managers’ dispositions, especially the
clinically-oriented values and skills, are at times mismatched with the administrative role
that is a part of the formal position. This creates tension, in the form of conflicting
priorities, for example.

Buckley (1967) addresses this tension and dissonance, and the role strain that is
evident between the roles in this case, and notes that these tensions often subsume the
normative context of a situation (i.e., formal positions as external structures). Buckley
makes a particularly useful point with regard to how the managers’ perception of their
role is different from the formal position identified by the organization and why this is
pertinent when he notes that:

...the sum total of role decision of the many individuals and groups attempting to

resolve role strain establishes the flow of role performance that constitutes the

working institutions and thus determines the prevailing degree of integration

among the various aspects of institutional structure. (p. 152)

Parsons (1951) argues that choices are generally made in favor of norms, while
Dewey (1922/2011) asserts that habits and values help agents negotiate such conflict.
These varying perspectives on how actors work through role conflict and the impact of
norms is mirrored in the various ways that individuals approach goals. In this case, this
supports the inclusion of position-practices (Stones, 2005) as a key element of external
structure and the legitimized role expectations (Parsons, 1951) inherent in position-
practices, and acknowledges the structuring impact of role conflict, one of the results
related to the conjuncturally-specific structures in this case.

Addressing tension through position-practice relations. Position-practice

relations (Stones, 2005) were considered in this study as a part of the normative context
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that provides the external terrain for agent action. Formal positions were identified as a
primary contextual feature of the organization as an external structure. Key aspects of
the position-practice elements in this case are the clinical training and backgrounds of the
managers as positional identities, the goal interdependencies identified and the middle
manager-level position of the manager, which is important with relation to clusters of
practice, or the set of practices that are visible to, and connected with, others and
demonstrate the interrelatedness of other positions (Stones, 2005). Additionally,
institutionalized reciprocities, such as the weighted goals by formal position that is a
feature of the Mainstay goals in this case, also contribute an explanation of the use of
power as a reciprocal, asymmetrical facility (Clegg, 1989; Stones, 2005) in how the
managers interpret goals and how the goals are re-shaped through the interpretation of the
managers.

The location of formal positions within the organizational hierarchy was
demonstrated in the previous sections with regard to how structures of domination,
legitimation and signification are variably emphasized with regard to goals. Particularly
relevant to the findings of this research is that, according to Mintzberg (1990), middle
managers’ responsibilities are defined by the various roles rooted in a position. As an
outcome to the structuring process at Time 2, this perception of the formal position of the
managers appeared to be enhanced through an understanding of how managers re-shaped
an external structure, the productivity goal, through their positions and the formalized
sense of the content of these positions in the form of roles. This demonstrates Buckley’s
(1967) idea of how tensions can subsume the normative context of a given situation, in

this case how the original notion of the formal position of the managers was re-shaped.
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The majority of the clinical managers seemed to dovetail the clinical nature of
their role with the unique properties of being a middle manager, as their positional
identity, and the weighted nature of the micro performance goals in the site support the
notion of goal interdependency as a key finding, or the interrelatedness with other
positions (Stones, 2005). Managers expressed frustration, for example, with the goal
interdependencies and how this impacts their ability to get their clinical and
administrative job done efficiently and effectively, and how these interdependencies
require work-arounds in order to address the goals for which they are accountable. Thus,
through the lens of being a clinical middle manager and through their core clinical
disposition, the agents in this case draw on their formal roles through interactions with
structures of domination and legitimation (Mainstay goals and how they are
managed/rewarded in the organization), to create meaning and demonstrate practice-
oriented behaviors.

There are several interpretations of resulting practice-oriented internal structures
and behaviors. First, the temporal notions of daily versus longer-term goals points to the
reflective distance that managers have to the external structures of goals. The multi-
faceted and constant toggle between their roles, including the need to meet demands from
above (the executives and organization as a whole) and below (daily from their
clinicians) results in tension and in the challenge of having reflective distance. The
managers appear to address this through their clinical values dispositions, sorting through
their priorities by placing the most value on that which is most patient-centered, including
their field clinicians, despite their mixed feelings about the relationship with their

subordinates. These issues are acknowledged by the managers, pointing to an adequate, if
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not extensive, knowledge of external structures, in the form of Mainstay goals. The
conjuncturally-specific internal structures of the managers in this case also point to the
fact that they have the power to resist. Although as positioned agents within the specific
field of position-practice relations of the case study they leave this power relatively
unacknowledged verbally, it is apparent by the outcome of the re-shaped productivity
goal that they both have the power to resist, and exercise that power through the
identified patterns of behavior of transparency and flexibility and negotiating within their
networked field of practices (Stones, 2005).
Contextual and Emergent Qutcomes

This research utilized Jarzabkowski’s (2008) study of strategy as a structuration
process, and the contextual effects of strategy on behaviors in an organization as a basis
for studying how goals operate in organizations, as well as social structuring related to
goals in specific organizational contexts. The results of this study revealed both
contextual and emergent effects of the study of goals as structuring mechanisms. As an
example, the ordering of concerns that the managers engage in based on their
conjuncturally-specific internal structures as positioned agents (Stones, 2005) result in
the productivity goal evident as an area of collective focus for social structuring. Also,
through their positions as middle managers, the clinical managers are impacted by
reciprocity. First, the organizationally-defined concept of Mainstay goals and the other
defined organizational features have a contextual, situational (Anderson et al., 2006)
effect on the managers in that there is a downward effect of the pressure to achieve the
productivity goal. There is an upward effect from their field clinicians who believe that

100% productivity is not important to them or achievable.
p Yy p
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Thus, the managers are caught in the tension between these two divergent
interests. Their own motivation regarding the performance management of goals and the
bonus compensation program is relevant. Reports are ubiquitous in the organization, and
these norms, as structures of legitimation, for formally managing goals make the
productivity goal and its progress obvious in terms of performance, and action plans are
one norm that the managers respond with to try to address the issues of not being on track
to make the productivity goal. Additionally, while the majority of the clinical managers
express that the bonus opportunity is not important to them, the interviews do reveal
more concern around achieving goals than the participants generally seem willing to
consciously acknowledge. Again, the mix of acknowledged versus unacknowledged
(Stones, 2005) motivations is relevant throughout the results of this research.

As an outcome of the social structuring process, and a re-shaped external
structure at Time 2 (Stones, 2011), the re-shaped productivity goal shows that both
contextual and emergent/transformational (Anderson et al., 2006) structuring mechanisms
are at play. The identified negotiating pattern of behavior that changed this external
structure displays three aspects of active agency in creativity and improvisation, degree
of critical distance and conscious motivation to resist, although the managers variably
acknowledged this power to resist (Stones, 2005). The contextual effects of firm strategy
on micro actions (Jarzabkowski, 2008), primarily the organizational contextual feature of
the Mainstay goals concept, is apparent. However, the emergent, bottom-up,
transformational mechanisms (Anderson et al., 2006; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000)
illuminate the micro to meso structuring that is occurring, specifically evidenced in the

re-shaped productivity goal. This multilevel approach helps to answer why agents
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respond to organizational strategy and goals in certain ways (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000),

by coupling an understanding of organizational context with an understanding of the

internal frames of agents, and demonstrates the duality of goals as both “...objective

reality and as socially constructed product” (Orlikowski, 1992, p. 423).

Conclusions

Four main conclusions are drawn from the results of this study:

1.

The four organizational contextual features of Mainstay goals, communication
about goals, formal positions, and how goals operate in the organization
provide the external context for agent action in this case, and serve as the
structuring mechanisms that result in the identified interactions between the
organization’s contextual features and internal structures of the agents. The
use of the concept of ontology-in-situ provided by strong structuration theory
(Stones, 2005) enabled the ability to study how the interactions between
external and internal structures across various levels of the organization
impact how goals operate in a specific organizational context. The findings
demonstrated that knowledgeable actors influence the structuration of cross-
level goals through interaction with the situated context of their daily
organizational life. Thus, the research conducted in this study contributes that
organizational context matters when studying how goals operate in
organizations, which was a main aspect of the problem statement of this
research.

Where an agent is positioned within the field of organizational context is
relevant. The external structures identified as contextual features of the
organization have different effects on different formal positions in the
organization with respect to how goals operate as structures of domination
within a specific organizational context. Based on this research, executives
closer to the strategic-level work of the organization demonstrated more
reliance on the external structures of signification and legitimation, and
managers closer to the day-to-day clinical work of the organization
demonstrated a lesser degree of reliance on structures of legitimation and
signification.

The dispositions of knowledgeable agents are important to the study of how
goals operate as structuring mechanisms in an organizational setting. Current
goal-setting theory focuses primarily at the individual level, and this research,
while demonstrating the importance of studying organizational-level
characteristics and showing the value of cross-level analysis, also draws
several conclusions related to the individual level.
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a. General-dispositional structures were found to affect the strength of
the relationship between external structures and knowledgeable agents,
which underscores the importance of focusing on the role of the
knowledgeable agent. A specific example is that the core general-
disposition of the clinical lens of the agents in this case, coupled with
their perception of the primacy of their clinical role, lessened the
strength of the relationship between goals (structures of domination)
and performance/rewards bonus program (structures of legitimation),
resulting in a mixed effect of the bonus opportunity on the agents in
this case. Managers downplayed the importance of the potential
bonus, yet engaged in conjuncturally-specific behaviors, such as
negotiating around the productivity goal, which they believed was a
goal that could not be met and would therefore impact their
performance against the goal.

b. The interaction of roles and core dispositions of the individual help to
explain how knowledgeable agents perceive and accept
organizationally-defined and assigned goals. Specific to this case, the
middle manager, as understood as a formal position by the middle
managers themselves, facilitated a change to the productivity goal.
Thus, there was an impact to firm strategy through the active agency
of the managers, facilitated by their general-dispositional frames (the
identified core dispositions, specifically the clinical disposition).

c. The central role of the knowledgeable agent is evidenced by the
finding that goals at the organizational level are able to be changed by
individuals in organizations, and organizational-level strategy should
be considered subject to the behaviors of individuals in an
organization. Despite the notion expressed by all participants that
goals are intractable structures once set, agents in this case did have
the power to resist those structures, even though this power was
largely unacknowledged by the participants. This resulted in outcomes
with regard to a re-shaped goal that was intended, but facilitated by the
negotiating pattern of behavior that agents did not tie to a conscious
motivation. Thus, even unacknowledged power or motivations are
shown by this case to be able to facilitate agent action and result in
change or elaboration of goals as external structures.

4. Both emergent and contextual effects were seen in this case, and this
underscores that multilevel analysis is relevant to understanding how goals
operate in specific organizational contexts. The recursive relationship,
facilitated both by external structures and internal structures of agents,
resulted in outcomes that shaped external structures (a specific organizational
goal, and the formal position of the clinical managers in practice), through the
patterns of behavior—transparency/flexibility and negotiating—that are the
product of interactions between external structures of the organization and
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internals structures of the agents-in-situ. Thus, this research also found that
goals, and other related external structures, have variable durability in
organizational contexts.
Implications
This section presents potential implications from this research for theory and
practice, and makes recommendations for future research directions.
Implications for Theory
This research study was built on several theoretical foundations. Jarzabkowski
(2008) studied strategy as a structuration process and the contextual effects of strategy;
this research extended that focus to study the cross-level effect of goals at both the
individual and organizational levels. While goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990)
focuses primarily on the individual level and provides little about how goals might
operate in specific situational contexts, this research proposed both that organizational
context is important, as well as proposed more emphasis on the role of human agency.
Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) provided the opportunity to take into greater
consideration both the impact of the organizational-level of analysis, through external
structures, as well as a deeper focus on individual agency through the two types of
internal structures. The following sections discuss potential implications and
opportunities for theory based on the results and conclusions from this research.
Strong structuration theory: Position-practice relations as bridging
mechanisms. Position-practice relations and roles are considered as part of the
theoretical basis of strong structuration theory as tractable external structures (Stones,
2005). The findings and conclusions from this research support the assertion that

position-practices are structuring mechanisms, and, as seen in the interpretation of
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findings, are illuminated through the identification of the key external structures relating

to the case under study, and help to define the terrain facing the agent (Stones, 2005). In
this research, the results and conclusions support the idea that position-practice relations

can be viewed also as bridging mechanisms across levels of analysis, the meso and micro
levels in this case (Schwandt, 2008).

Schwandt (2008) provides that the structuring outcomes of active agency (Stones,
2005) may have similar outputs at various levels of analysis, but differ in the nature of
the variables involved. Elements from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989)—
cognition, self-efficacy and mastery—and elements from structuration theory (Giddens,
1984)—signification, legitimation and domination—are connected to provide a model of
how structuring works across the micro and meso levels (Schwandt, 2008). Similarly,
this research combined Bandura’s model of triadic reciprocal causation with strong
structuration theory to operationalize the research questions.

The findings regarding goal interdependency and the degree to which managers
appear to accept the formal Mainstay goals of the organization provide an example of
how position-practice relations operate as bridging mechanisms between the meso and
micro levels. At the meso level, System-level goals, as structures of domination, flow
down to the Agency and further to the individual or micro level. At the micro level, these
goals are weighted based on formal position. As structures of domination, this weighting
by position brings order to the collective, System-wide focus on Mainstay goals
(Schwandt, 2008). At the individual level, the managers in this case rely on the personal
factor of mastery (Bandura, 1989) to help bring order to the role conflict that they

experience with regard to the Mainstay goals. This is due to the primary clinical lens of
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their general-dispositional internal structures and the resulting behaviors that they
practice in order to shift their priorities and interact with others to attempt to resolve this
conflict (Schwandt, 2008; Stones, 2005).

Position-practice relations can be viewed as acting as the bridge that structures the
interaction across these levels of analysis, both shaping and being shaped by the
interactions. The field that the agents in this case are situated in is ripe with a number of
pressures about goals, especially due to the fact that this organization puts significant
emphasis on embedding the goals at all levels of the organization. The finding in this
research of goal interdependency is their interrelatedness with other position-practices in
the organization (Stones, 2005), and bridges the way that goals are understood, accepted,
acted upon and potentially re-shaped across levels of the organization.

Opportunities for goal-setting theory informed by strong structuration
theory. Several other potential implications for theory are related to goal-setting theory
(Locke & Latham, 1990) and potential enhancements based on the value added by strong
structuration theory (Stones, 2005). Strong structuration theory provides several
opportunities to inform goal-setting theory. These areas include consideration of the
importance of context, understanding the function of position-practices with relation to
the variable durability of goals and providing an opportunity to further enhance the focus
on human agency in the principles of goal-setting theory.

Goal-setting theory: Inclusion of organizational context. The problem statement
of this research noted that a large body of empirical evidence has found that specific,
challenging goals lead to higher performance (Latham & Locke, 2007; Locke & Latham,

1990), but that there has been recent debate about goal-setting theory overall that has
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opened up the discussion about the best use of goal setting at both the individual and firm
levels, arguing that goals may have an adverse impact on organizations and the
individuals that work within them (Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b).
Additionally, Ordonez et al. (2009a) called for research on goals to move outside of the
laboratory. This study did not aim to solve any of the current debates about goal setting,
but rather considered that much more can be understood about the interactions between
goals, organizational contexts and the individuals that work within organizations.

Based on the first conclusion presented in this chapter, that this study
demonstrated the relevancy of studying organizational context with relationship to goals,
a potential implication for goal-setting theory is to consider an expansion of the
situational constraints in the High Performance Cycle (Latham & Locke, 2007) to include
a more nuanced focus on organizational contexts, which will vary from organization to
organization. Strong structuration theory, through the quadripartite nature of structuration
(Stones, 2005), facilitates the inclusion of external context by providing a way to define
the specific organizational features that might be at play in a given case, as was done in
this research.

Additionally, the fact that this study concluded that context matters regarding
goals in an organizational setting is further underscored with relation to the variable
durability of goals, as found in this research. The current debates about goal setting
(Kayes, 2005, 2006; Ordonez et al., 2009a, 2009b) question the value of goals as
productive or destructive as a part of that debate. Again, while this study did not attempt
to resolve that argument, nor engage directly in the debate, results and conclusions from

this study do lend a perspective to the argument. This study showed that organizational
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context is relevant to understanding how goals operate in organizations, and that goals are
not necessarily durable external structures, as demonstrated by the productivity goal re-
shaped by agent action.

Thus, strong structuration theory informs goal setting, and can refocus the debate
from whether goals are productive or destructive (Kayes, 2005, 2006) and instead can
help to reframe the discussion about goals, particularly at the organizational level, to
include a focus on the impact of various organizational contexts and interactions between
those specific contexts, and the individual agents working within such context. The
effects of goals and on goals, as both contextual and emergent effects, would therefore be
impacted by organizational context, and not only the specific nature of a given goal in
and of itself, since goals were shown in this research to be both malleable and not
necessarily durable within a given context and in interaction with human agents.

Goal-setting theory: Position-practice relations and the variable durability of
goals. The previous section notes that this research showed that goals are not intractable
external structures (Stones, 2005), but rather can be changed by agent action. Therefore,
goals were shown to have variable durability within a specific organizational context.
Strong structuration theory (Stones, 2005) informs this implication for theory through the
concept of position-practice relations. Because position-practices pre-exist human agents
that move in and out of the field of position-practice relations (Stones, 2005), position-
practices help to sustain organizational goals despite actions by individuals, such as low
goal commitment or acceptance, personnel turnover or other actions by individuals. Goal
interdependency in this research was identified as a key aspect of position-practice

relations within the organizational context studied, and supports this notion. However,
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position-practice relations are both formed by past agent action and shaped by future
agent action. In this way, position-practices not only facilitate the durability of goals, but
the lack of durability of goals in organizational contexts. This dual nature of goals
supports the finding of this research of the variable durability of goals, and that position-
practices facilitate goals, as structuring mechanisms, in organizations.

Goal-setting theory: Enhanced focus on the role of human agency. As noted in
the above section, human agency plays a central role in a key implication for theory
resulting from this research—that goals have variable durability within an organizational
context. Additionally, Stones (2005) enhanced the general tenets of structuration theory
(Giddens, 1984) through inclusion of a greater focus on active agency and the inclusion
of internal structures of the agent. Therefore, it is proposed that goal-setting theory could
benefit from a more detailed discussion of active agency with regard to rewards and other
elements of the theory. By including a focus on the internal structures of individuals
involved with the goal-setting process and/or those who hold goals derived from goal-
setting processes, the theory could be more open to various outcomes, versus the singular
tenet of specific, challenging goals leading to higher performance (Latham & Locke,
2007; Locke & Latham, 1990).

It is important to note that this suggested implication does not imply that the
researcher believes that the central tenet of goal-setting theory is invalid. In fact, that
tenet may hold true in many environments. This implication suggests rather that different
environments may impact how goals operate and that various social structuring
interactions between individuals and their environments might lead to different outcomes

in various contexts. This could help to address concerns that have been brought forth
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about the adverse effects of goals (Kayes, 2005) for example, by integrating a way to take
into account both general-dispositional and practice-oriented behaviors of individuals
(Stones, 2005) in the mediators and moderators outlined in the existing High
Performance Cycle in goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 2007).

Additionally, Dewey’s (1922/2011) conceptualization of habits could bring more
value to the specific moderators, such as commitment and ability, and mediators, such as
effort and persistence, in the High Performance Cycle of goal-setting theory (Latham &
Locke, 2007) that relate to individual-level action. More focus on habits as the way that
individuals address their environment through a combination of their general-disposition
structures (their values, skills and personal ambitions, for example) brought to life by
their day-to-day situation, which would be understood through the inclusion of a greater
focus on external context in the theory, could enhance these moderators and mediators,
and potentially add others to the mix.

Implications for Practice

Five specific implications were identified that this research could contribute to
more effective practice with regard to how goals operate in organizations.

Effect of specific organizational contexts and the variable durability of goals.
In terms of practice, the consideration and deeper understanding of the impact of
organizational context is relevant for goal setting when applied in an organizational
context. Because individuals also bring their personal goals to the workplace in addition
to their organizationally-assigned goals, this takes on even greater importance for
consideration. As noted in the problem statement for this research, there is no shortage of

focus on goals in organizations, yet organizations are continually focused on improved
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ways to set, manage and reward goals, as evidenced by the vast amounts of practice-
oriented literature, trainings and other materials available to the practitioner on this
subject. The risk of not taking into consideration the effect of specific organizational
contextual features could be significant in terms of a practical consideration of how to
implement goals within an organization. By providing a framework for organizations to
use in practice to identify the salient features of their organization that may impact goal
setting and goal pursuit and management, goal setting could become more effective.

Although this research was not designed to produce such a framework, a modified
approach to that taken in this research could be applied. By looking at several sources of
internal data and asking questions of those involved in the goal-setting process and who
hold goals patterned after the research protocols presented in the Appendices for this
dissertation, leaders could gain an understanding of their top organizational contextual
features that might impact how goals operate in their specific environments. These could
then be taken into account when designing goal setting and understanding how goals
operate (how goals are set, perceived, managed and rewarded, according to this research)
within unique, real-world organizations. The risk of not taking into account the fact that
context matters includes the lack of realization that organizational contexts in interaction
with internal structures of agents may produce emergent effects and impact the durability
of organizationally-defined goals without organizations recognizing and deliberately
managing such effects.

The re-shaping of organizational goals. There is an implication for practice in
the conclusion that there are both contextual and emergent effects related to goals. In

organizations, individual-level goals, especially if rewarded through compensation
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programs, are generally not changed during the course of the period of performance
measurement. In this case, the manager agents perceived goals as intractable in nature,
yet showed that they have the power to re-shape goals as a result of social structuring
interactions, despite the existence of the compensation bonus opportunity for the
managers. Thus, in practice, goals may change due to individual action, even if goals are
not formally revised. This is important for leaders to recognize, as it impacts the way
firm-level strategy, translated into individual goals, are pursued, and, ultimately, if firm-
level goals will be achieved. This is especially important in organizations that are highly
structured with regard to organizationally-defined goals, because there may be
unintended consequences, such as triggering individuals’ power to resist, that lead to re-
shaped goals within an organizational context that does not acknowledge these
potentially emergent effects.

Reciprocal goal setting in organizations. In this research, the flow down of
goals from top to lower levels in the organization was identified as a salient
organizational feature with respect to how goals are set and as a structure of legitimation
related to organizational goals. This goal-setting process facilitated individual
understanding of goals, positive feelings about transparency within the organization and
other structures of signification related to goals. The resultant individual understandings
and perceptions of goals in turn helped to facilitate, through interactions with internal
structures of agents, the re-shaping of an organizational goal. The malleability of this
goal, which demonstrates the variable durability of organizational goals, also showed the

power of reciprocity in organizations with relation to goals.
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This is a key implication for practice, because failing to understand or utilize the
power of reciprocity with relation to goal setting could, again, be risky in that
organizations would not be aware of the potential for change in the goals that individuals
accept and work towards, or their relative understanding of goals over time and change to
goals over time as a result of agent action. By embracing reciprocity in the goal setting
stage, and setting up a goal-setting process that includes not only the downward flow of
goals but also a loop back from the individual level to the organizational level, the
benefits of the organizational feature of a top-down flow identified in this research could
be extended through a fully reciprocal model of goal setting.

Potential benefits of harnessing the knowledgeability of agents. This focus on
the knowledgeable agent raises another implication for practice. Kayes (2005, 2006) in
particular has drawn attention to the drawbacks and destructive effects of goals, and calls
on leaders to be aware of these effects and to counter possible adverse impacts with team
and individual learning. This research analyzed the role of the knowledgeable actor in
relationship to the structuring of goals, and showed that individual values, ambitions and
other dispositional factors interact with the external context of an organization and
structure goals. Thus, the implication goes beyond whether individuals just have an
impact on whether goals can be changed, as noted in the previous implication, but that
focusing on the variety of internal structures (Stones, 2005) that individuals bring to daily
organizational life may be a useful antidote to potentially adverse effects of goals, goal
setting and goal management.

One example is related to the conclusion of this research that dispositions of

individuals impact the strength of external structures, such as reward/bonus opportunities
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based on goal attainment. The majority of formal incentive plans in organizations today
are designed based on the characteristics and goals of formal positions. This research
provides data that point to the consideration of tailoring incentive plans not based on the
characteristics of formal positions, but on the characteristics of individuals. Although
this would not be as efficient, it could be more productive, and is not only a potential
implication for practice, but is a recommendation for future research, as well.

Effectiveness of operational goals in healthcare environments. Finally, this
case study was situated in a distributed healthcare environment in the home health field,
which is becoming a critical part of the care delivery model as the population ages and as
our society continues to look for cost effective ways to deliver patient care. Industry-
level regulations, government compliance, insurance and reimbursement challenges and
the continuing dialogue about the ethics involved in healthcare delivery all add to the
complexity of this environment. This study showed that the clinical values disposition
had significant influence on how the agents in this organization approached goals, and the
social structuring interactions related to goals, which is an implication for practice when
setting and managing operational goals in a healthcare organization with clinical staff.
Recommendations for Future Research

Based on the theoretical basis used for this research and the findings from the
research, five recommendations for future research were developed.

Recommendation #1: Expanded research on individual-level general-
dispositional structures related to organizational goals. The focus on general-
dispositional structures (Stones, 2005) was intentionally bounded in this research to focus

primarily on the professional-related habitus of participants. Other influences on their
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early life, education or current home life were only marginally explored, and only in
relation to goals. However, this research showed the importance of the relationship of
internal structures to external structures of organizational context through the social
structuring interactions. Thus, future research could focus on more extensive
phenomenological interviews with individuals in organizations in order to study the
connections between individual agency and goals. Additionally, this research focused
primarily on the internal structures of the manager participants. A fuller exploration of
the internal structures of executives would also be valuable.

Recommendation #2: Research on the middle manager position. Roles
emerged from the data as relevant to the organizational context in this case, specifically
the formal position of middle manager of the agents-in-situ (Stones, 2005). This was
important in this case because of how the managers understood their role set
(administrative and clinical) and the tensions between these roles, as well as the fact that
managers expressed experiencing both downward (from the executives) and upward
(from the clinical teams that they manage) pressures with regard to goals. Because the
relevance of the middle manager role was a finding, and not a specific variable studied,
more research would be helpful directed specifically at individuals in middle manager
positions in terms of studying both contextual and emergent structuration processes with
regard to goals. Specifically, the re-shaped productivity goal, found to be an outcome of
the active agency of the managers in this study, could be viewed as a contribution to
strategic renewal directly related to the characteristics embedded in the middle manager

formal position (Floyd & Wooldridge, 2000). Research could be conducted to further
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study the middle manager in the relationship between firm-level strategy and individual
goals, how goals operate and the influence of this formal position on goals.

Recommendation #3: Research on individuals in operational positions.
Because of the criteria for inclusion of participants in this research, the operational level
of employees (the field clinicians) was not included because these individuals did not
hold specific individual performance goals derived from organizational performance
goals. While this was appropriate for this study, it is recommended that future research be
conducted at the operational level, regardless of whether individual-level performance
goals derived from organizational goals are assigned to these individuals. In fact,
researching individuals who are not assigned such individual performance goals could
contribute to further exploration of findings from this research, such as the impact of
individual dispositions on how goals are accepted and understood, and how individual
dispositional characteristics interact with organizational contextual features. Thus, fuller
explanations of the emergent effects related to organizational goals could be understood,
and would also support the further study into the formal position of the middle manager,
as set forth in recommendation #2, above, by providing a more complete picture of all
levels of organizational hierarchy and goals.

Recommendation #4: Research on contextual and emergent effects on firm-
level strategy. This research was bounded to only look at the meso and micro levels, and
did not include macro firm strategy beyond the organizational concept of goals in the
research. While this study built on some of the methods and theoretical foundations of
Jarzabkowski (2008), future research could more clearly extend that research, which was

focused on macro-level organizational strategy and the contextual effects of strategy.
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This suggestion as applied to this research would have included observations and
interviews with System-level participants, and a broader focus on additional departments
within the total health system. This type of design would also lend to stronger
transferability, because it would include more than one case, even if drawn from a single
large-scale organization.

Recommendation #5: Development of evidence-based design of
compensation plans. This recommendation for suggested future research is connected
with a key implication for practice—more research is suggested regarding the benefits of
tailoring incentive plans to individuals, and to create methodologies that would
effectively help to create this type of personalized incentive plan. Today, there is very
little practical and actionable research in this regard available to the practitioner about
effective design of incentive plans. By taking into account the various variables
suggested by this case study, such as a greater understanding of individual agency related
to how goals operate and the influence of specific organizational contexts, research could
be conducted that lends to a development of new evidence-based design protocols that
put the notion of the knowledgeable agent central to design.

Summary and Conclusion

This dissertation was designed to address the development of a better
understanding of how specific organizational contexts might affect individual agents
related to goals, and in turn how individual agency affects organizational goals.
Additionally, an aim of this study was to add value to the debate about how best to apply
goal-setting principles, execute organizational goals through individuals and provide a

fuller picture of the social interactions related to goals in organizational contexts.
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Because goals are a constant force in organizations, an increased awareness of how goals
impact individuals, and how knowledgeable agents in turn affect goals, can be of
significant value to practitioners, as well as to scholars.

This research demonstrated findings related to one specific case study. However,
the results of the research indicate several important implications for theory, research and
practice. The study of specific organizational contexts is important to consider when
thinking about how goals are most effectively set, managed and rewarded in
organizations, because this research showed that the interaction between organizational
contextual features and individuals in organizations does influence goals. Specific to a
healthcare setting, the core clinical values disposition showed to be particularly relevant
in the interactions and outcomes, and could be a transferable finding to other healthcare
organizations. Additionally, the idea of core dispositions being a factor in how
organizational goals function could be carried over into other industries or business
sectors, with additional research as noted above. While there is significantly more
research that could be done on this topic, the focus on the social structuring interactions
between organizational contexts and knowledgeable agents has significant potential value
to add to theory, research and the practical application of goals in organizations and to the
field of human and organizational learning with an emphasis on the dynamic

interrelationships between knowledgeable agents and organizations.
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Appendix A: Log of Documents

Log # Data Description Category
1 Executive team meeting agenda (October 2010) Archival document
Quarterly status report on customer satisfaction/loyalty

2 conducted by third party vendor (July-September 2010) Archival document
Attachment to patient satisfaction report - graphical
representation of organization's point of focus (July -

3 September 2010) Archival document
4a  Agency organizational chart as of May 5, 2010 Archival document
4b Agency organizational chart as of October 25, 2010 Archival document

Strategic Planning meeting agenda and attachments
5 (executive team retreat - August 31, 2010) Archival document
Agency scorecard — key measures (January - September

6 2010) Archival document

7 2009 executive team meeting agendas and minutes Archival document

8 2010 executive team meeting agendas and minutes Archival document

Copy of "Mainstay goals board" main document from site
9a lobby Physical artifact
Copies of documents from "Mainstay goals board" in site
9b lobby Physical artifact
10 Copies of agency "Stoplight" graphical description Physical artifact
Site leader performance standard document describing goal
lla category, weight, annual goal and quarterly action plans Archival document
Clinical executive performance standard document
describing goal category, weight, annual goal and quarterly
11b action plans Archival document
Business executive performance standard document
describing goal category, weight, annual goal and quarterly
I1c action plans Archival document
Clinical manager performance standard document describing
11d goal category, weight, annual goal and quarterly action plans  Archival document
Non-clinical manager on clinical team performance standard
document describing goal category, weight, annual goal and
lle quarterly action plans Archival document
Medical records performance measurements (email from
11f business director) Archival document
12 Sample "Mainstay format" meeting agenda Archival document
Sample yearly evaluation for a clinical non-manager and
13 descriptions of behavioral standards Archival document
14a Job description for clinical operations executive Archival document
14b  Job description for business operations executive Archival document
14c  Job description for clinical manager Archival document
14d  Job description for medical records manager Archival document
15 2008 site Annual Report Archival document
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16

17
18

19

20

21
22

23
24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32a

32b

n/a

n/a

n/a

Strategy documents: 3 year strategic plan organizational
summary, 2010 plan, 2015 plan and marketing plan
Outcome notes from April 13, 2010 System-level future
planning meeting

Appendices for 2010 plan

Site orientation document - acronyms and definitions

Productivity report sample from a clinical team - March,
2010

Scorecard tracking referrals
Report detailing referrals and reimbursements

Dashboard key indicators
2010 dashboard

Example of a productivity report - visits per day
Sample report - Medicare admissions

Plan to address new face-to-face government regulation

January 2011 "stoplight report" - copy from a clinical
manager's door

February 9, 2011 clinical field team meeting agenda
facilitated by clinical managers

February 10, 2011 clinical field team meeting agenda
facilitated by clinical managers

Handout at clinical field team meeting facilitated by clinical
managers—patient satisfaction report (October - December
2010)

Handout at clinical field team meeting facilitated by clinical
managers—PowerPoint presentation on required
documentation in support of agency goals.

Handout at clinical field team meeting facilitated by clinical
managers—documentation tool supplement to PowerPoint
presentation

Monday morning executive team weekly meeting (October
25,2010)

Field clinician team meetings facilitated by clinical
managers— two meetings observed (February 9 and 10,
2011)

Meeting of site executives and several clinical managers and
other staff to discuss new government face-to-face regulation

Archival document

Archival document
Archival document

Archival document
Archival document

Archival document
Archival document

Archival document
Archival document

Archival document
Archival document
Document received in
observation of a meeting
Physical artifact

Document received in
observation of a meeting
Document received in
observation of a meeting

Document received in
observation of a meeting

Document received in

observation of a meeting

Document received in
observation of a meeting

Observation

Observation

Observation
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Appendix B: Invitation to Participate in Phase One Interview
Dear ,

I am writing to you today as a doctoral student at George Washington University
studying goals in healthcare organizations for my dissertation, which focuses on
organizational behavior and goals. I am pleased to be conducting this case study at
[organization], and hope that this research will add to the body of knowledge that will
help organizations and the individuals who work in organizations understand more about
effective goals and goal setting.

As you know, there is no shortage of focus on goals in organizations, yet differing
philosophies of how best to utilize goals to pursue organizational strategies through
individual performance abound in the popular business press and in theoretical
discussions. The problem that this research will address is the need for a fuller
understanding of how specific organizational factors and features, such as organizational
culture, leadership or other potential variables, affect individuals in organizations related
to their performance goals derived from organizational strategy and goals, and in turn
how individuals affect organizational goals and performance. This research will be
among the first to integrate the study of the effect of organizational contextual features
into the study of how goals operate in organizations, in addition to extending research on
goals to a non-laboratory setting.

As a manager at [organization], I know that you have heard about my research through
[site leader] and that you have been asked to consider participating. For the first phase of
this research, I will be interviewing several top managers, such as you, about the goal
strategies here at your organization. [ would welcome the opportunity to schedule 60
minutes with you for an interview.

All interviews will be confidential, and every effort will be made to protect your privacy.
For example, any quotes or distinguishing comments from interviews will only be
referred to generically, as in “a clinical operations manager of a home health care
operation noted that......” This study has been approved by the Institutional Review
Board of the George Washington University. Should you choose to participate, we will
review your rights in participating in this study prior to conducting the interview. Please
note that your decision to participate or not will not affect your employment status in any
way

Please contact me directly at [researcher’s personal cell phone number], or by return
email to [researcher’s personal email address]. Alternatively, I will follow-up with a
phone call to you within the next week. Thank you in advance for your time and
consideration.

Sincerely,

Nicole Aiello Sapio
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Appendix C: Research Consent Form

Study Title: The Dynamic Structuration of Cross-Level Goals: A Case Study
Examining Goals in Healthcare Settings

GWU IRB number: [Sub-Investigator’s IRB number]

Principal Investigator: Dr. David Schwandkt.....[office phone number]
Sub-Investigator: Nicole Aiello Sapio.....[researcher’s phone number]

Sponsor (None)

Introduction and Request for Participation

You are invited to participate in a study under the direction of Dr. David Schwandt of the
Graduate School of Education and Human Development, Department of Human and
Organizational Learning, George Washington University (GWU). You are being asked
to participate in this study because you are an employee of [organization]. [Organization]
is the site of the case study for this research. Please read this form and ask us any
questions that will help you decide if you would like to participate in this study. Taking
part is completely voluntary, and even if you decide to participate, you may withdraw at
any time. You must be at least 18 years old to participate in this research. Your
employment will not be affected in any way should you choose not to participate or
withdraw. Should you decide to participate, but are no longer employed by
[organization] prior to the completion of the research involvement, your participation
may be terminated by the researcher.

Research Purpose

The purpose of this research is to study of the effect of organizational contextual features,
such as organizational culture and leadership, on how goals operate in organizations, and
to understand more about how individuals, in turn, affect organizational goals through
their own experiences with, and understanding of, goals.

Study Procedures

If you choose to take part in this study by volunteering your participation, you will be
interviewed for approximately 60-90 minutes. The interview questions will focus on the
organization’s goals, as well as on your personal experiences with goals and your
personal and professional background. You will have the opportunity at a later point in
the research process to review the transcript from your audio-recorded interview.
Additionally, should there be additional questions that surface after your interview, you
may be asked by the researcher if you would voluntarily answer several follow-up
questions. The total amount of time you will be engaged with this study is approximately
between 2 hours and 2.5 hours.

Risks and Confidentiality
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There are no physical risks associated with participation in this study. One minimal risk,
however, is the loss of confidentiality. We will take every precaution to protect the
confidentiality of your information. The following steps will be taken to reduce this risk;
alphanumeric coding will be used to identify the data, which will be linked to a key
stored in a separate, secure location; data will be de-identified and distinguishing features
from quotes or comments will be removed; data will be stored on a password secured
computer and an interview location other than [organization’s] offices will be offered.
The records of this study will be kept private; in any future published articles or
presentations we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify
you personally as a subject.

Another minimal risk is that some of the questions may be uncomfortable for you to
answer, or cause some cognitive or emotional distress. You have the right to refuse to
answer any question at any time, just as you have the right to withdraw from the study at
any time.

Potential Benefits of Participation

Taking part in this research will not benefit you directly, and you will receive no
compensation for participating. However, the potential benefits of this study may help
organizations have a more effective understanding of goals and goal setting in
organizations.

uestions

If you have any questions about your rights involved with participation, you may contact
the Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at [phone number]. If
you have any other questions or concerns, you may contact the Principal Investigator of
this study, Dr. David Schwandt, [office phone number]. Additional information regarding
this study is available from the Sub-Investigator, Nicole Aiello Sapio, [researcher phone
number].

Documentation of Consent

If you understand the information in this document, and agree to participate in this study,
please sign below. After you sign this consent form, the research team will provide you
with a copy. Please keep a copy for your records, in case you wish to read this document
again or wish to contact someone about the study.

Participant’s Name (printed) and Signature Date

Name (printed) and Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date
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Appendix D: Audio Release Form

I hereby authorize to use my audio recording in her video for the
project entitled, The Dynamic Structuration of Cross-Level Goals: A Case Study
Examining Goals in Healthcare Settings, in her presentation. I have indicated below the
name [ wish to appear with my voice. I understand that by signing this form, I am
releasing all recordings to him/her for this expressed purpose. I further certify that I am
over the age of 18 years.

Name (Print):

Signature:

Date:

Please initial: Audio only:
Name to be used with audio in presentation

(Please print clearly)

Investigator’s initials
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Appendix E: Phase One Interview Protocol

Individuals who expressed an interest in participating in the study, based on the
invitation issued for Phase One, were informed about the purpose and procedures of the
study. After the participant expressed an interest in participating, the contents of the
Research Consent Form were reviewed with the participant. Once the participant had
signed the Research Consent Form and the Audio Consent Form, the interview protocol
was reviewed, and a 60-minute block of time was scheduled with each participant. The
protocol that was reviewed included:

e The interview will be scheduled for 60 minutes;

e Interviews will be held at the [organization] offices, unless the participant
requests an off-site location;

e The interview will be digitally recorded (audio only) and the researcher will
also note nonverbal cues from the interview conversation; and

e No questions or information will be shared in advance of the interview.
The following was the structured interview guide for this phase of the research
data collection:

1. What are the current, most important goals of the organization?

a. How do you know that these are the most important goals to the
organization right now?

b. What was the process used to set the organizational goals?

2. Question for managers from business operations: How are these main
organizational goals translated to department goals? Question for clinical

unit managers: How do these goals link to the goals of your department?
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a. What is the process for setting individual goals derived from the
organizational and department level goals?

b. How are the goals formalized at each of these levels? (probing for
performance standards, strategy documents and other examples — will
not provide specific examples as prompts)

c. How do you know if the goals are attained?

d. What is your role regarding communicating about goals at the
department and individual level?

e. What are some public ways that goals are tracked, discussed or
otherwise focused on in your department, and in the organization?

f. How are these measures determined?

How is the formal performance management system used to manage these

goals? (this question will be adjusted based on answers received in

Question 2B).

a. What are the informal systems used to manage these goals?

How are the compensation, recognition and other reward systems for

managers connected with these goals?

a. How are the compensation, recognition and other reward systems for
non-managers holding individual goals connected to these goals?

Open questions to probe for additional organizational hallmarks that may

emerge during the interview regarding goals and culture (i.e. values and

norms). These questions will provide a basis for the micro internal
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structures and variables influencing active agency of the micro agents

who are also meso-level actors).
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Appendix F: Invitation to Participate in Phase Two Interview
Dear ,

I am writing to you today as a doctoral student at George Washington University
studying goals in healthcare organizations for my dissertation, which focuses on
organizational behavior and goals. I am pleased to be conducting this case study at
[organization], and hope that this research will add to the body of knowledge that will
help organizations and the individuals who work in organizations understand more about
effective goals and goal setting.

As you know, there is no shortage of focus on goals in organizations, yet differing
philosophies of how best to utilize goals to pursue organizational strategies through
individual performance abound in the popular business press and in theoretical
discussions. The problem that this research will address is the need for a fuller
understanding of how specific organizational factors and features, such as organizational
culture, leadership or other potential variables, affect individuals in organizations related
to their performance goals derived from organizational strategy and goals, and in turn
how individuals affect organizational goals and performance. This research will be
among the first to integrate the study of the effect of organizational contextual features
into the study of how goals operate in organizations, in addition to extending research on
goals to a non-laboratory setting.

As an employee at [organization], [ know that you have heard about my research through
[site leader] and that you have been asked to consider participating. For this phase of the
research, [ will be interviewing both managers and non-managers, such as you, about
your experiences with goals both here as an employee of [organization] and in other areas
of your life. If you would be interested in sharing your perspective on goals, I would
welcome the opportunity to schedule 90 minutes with you for an interview.

All interviews will be confidential, and every effort will be made to protect your privacy.
For example, any quotes or distinguishing comments from interviews will only be
referred to generically, as in “a clinical operations manager of a home health care
operation noted that....” This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board
of the George Washington University. Should you choose to participate, we will review
your rights in participating in this study prior to conducting the interview. Please note
that your decision to participate or not will not affect your employment status in any way.

Please contact me directly at [researcher’s personal cell phone number], or by return
email to [researcher’s personal email address]. Alternatively, I will follow-up with a
phone call to you within the next week. Thank you in advance for your time and
consideration.

Sincerely,

Nicole Aiello Sapio
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Appendix G: Phase Two Interview Protocol

Individuals who expressed an interest in participating in the study, based on the

invitation issued for Phase Two, were informed about the purpose and procedures of the

study. After the participant expressed an interest in participating, the contents of the

Research Consent Form were reviewed with the participant. Once the participant had

signed the Research Consent Form and the Audio Consent Form, the interview protocol

was reviewed, and a 90-minute block of time was scheduled with each participant. The

protocol that was reviewed included:

e The interview will be scheduled for 90 minutes;

e Interviews will be held at the [organization] offices, unless the participant
requests an off-site location;

e The interview will be digitally recorded (audio only) and the researcher will
also note nonverbal cues from the interview conversation; and

e No questions or information will be shared in advance of the interview.

The following was the interview guide for this phase of the research data collection:

Research Question (RQs)

Related Themes

Related Interview
Questions

RQ1: How does the
interaction between
organizational context and
habitus shape meso and
micro performance goals in
organizations?

Habitus (personal factors
and general-dispositional
internal structures)

#1: How did you come to
work in this field (personal,
education and professional
background)

Goals—interview questions
geared towards determining
intrinsic drive (Bandura,
1986)

#2: What is an experience
that you have had with
setting goals in your
personal life?

#3: How did you approach
the goal that you set, and
how did you go about
achieving the goal that you
set?

#4: How did you seek
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and/or receive feedback
about your goal during the
process?

#5: What is an example of
a time when you were faced
with a goal that you weren’t
sure how you would reach,
and that you did not set for
yourself?

#6: How did you approach
that goal?

#7: How did feedback
influence your goal pursuit?

RQ2: What are the
organizational contextual
factors that shape the
relationship between meso
goals and individual
performance goals?

Interaction between external
environment and external
structures and personal
factors and general-
dispositional structures, and
the resulting behaviors and
conjuncturally specific
internal structures.

1Qs to be further developed
after phase one structured
interviews completed,
which provide the content
related to organizational
context for this study.
General format of phase 1
interviews will be covered
in order to understand the
various perspectives about
current goal strategies and
patterns that emerge.

Probing for:
e independent causal
influences

e position-practices

e structures of
DOMINATION,
legitimation,
signification

#8: What has been your
experience with goals here
at [organization]?

a. Is this similar to what
you described as your
personal approach to
goals? Or, how
different?

b. What are some
examples?

c. How does that
influence you/make
you feel?

#8: What are the current,
most important goals of the
organization today?

a. How do you know
that these are the
most important
goals to the
organization?

b. What was the
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process used to set
these goals?

c. How did you learn
about the goal(s)?

d. How did you share
the goal with your
staff team?

e. How do you know if
the goals are
attained?

Probing for:
e [rresistible causal

forces:

- Perceived power
or capabilities

- Adequate
knowledge of
relevant external
structures

- Requisite
reflective distance

#9: What are the current,
most important goals for
you to attain in your role
with this organization?
What is your role in
attaining the goals from #8
above?

a. How do you know
that these are the
most important
goals?

b. How do these relate
to the organization’s
goals?

c. How did you arrive
at these goals?

d. How were the goals
communicated to
you?

e. How did you
communicate the
goals to your team?

f. How do you know if
the goals are
attained?

f.  What happens if the
goals are not
attained?

g. What happens/what
do you do if not on
track to reach goal?

h. (Assuming most
focus is on formal
goals): What are
other goals that you
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are pursuing in your
role? How do these
fit into the goals?
(Probe for if they
do, don’t, how
managed)

Probing for:

* adequate knowledge of
relevant external structures
(domination, legitimation,
signification)

#10: How are goals
communicated in the
organization?

a. How tracked,
discussed? Your
role/participation?

a. What does
transparency mean
to you around
communication and
goals (or other probe
about transparency
depending on
responses)

Probing for:
* adequate knowledge of
relevant external structures

#11: Tell me about the
formal performance
management system in

(domination, place regarding goals?
LEGITIMATION, Anything different from last
signification) year? (probe for below
manager level and how they
connect their goals to team)
Probing for: #12: Tell me about the
e Perceived power or informal systems used to
capability/adequate manage goals
reflective distance
Probing for: #13: What are the reward

* adequate knowledge of
relevant external structures
(domination,
LEGITIMATION,
signification)

systems related to goals in
this organization for
managers?

Potential areas for
additional probing based on
interviewee responses.
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Appendix H: Codes Sorted into 14 Categories, Organized into Strong Structuration Framework for Preliminary Analysis

External Structures: Internal Structures: Active Agency/Social
Context Analysis Conduct Analysis Structuring:

Intersection of Context

and Conduct Analysis

"Communication About Goals: General tactics" X

"Communication About Goals: Goal progress" X

"Communication About Goals: Learning Seminar at System-Level" X

"Communication About Goals: Managers to clinicians" X X

"Communication About Goals: Openness/negotiating" X X

"Communication About Goals: Mainstay meetings" X

"Communication About Goals: Transparency” X

e

"Compensation Related to Goals: Bonus structure descriptions by Sr
Mgmt"

"Compensation Related to Goals: Feelings about" X

"Compensation Related to Goals: Merit"

"Compensation Related to Goals: Non financial rewards"

"Compensation Related to Goals: Understanding of"

"Culture: Agency Organizational Environment"

"Culture: Management"

"Goal Ranking: Most important goal"

"Goal Ranking: Second most important goal"

"Goal Setting Process: Cascade down"

"Goal Setting Process: General"

"Goal Setting Process: Nature of Involvement"

"Goal Setting Process: Non-managers"

"Goal Setting Process: Retreat"

"Goals and Technology: General"

"Goals and Technology: New goal System"

Ik R R e I R I s R i R Rl R eI R
>~

"Goals and Technology: Prior System"
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External Structures:
Context Analysis

Internal Structures:
Conduct Analysis

Active Agency/Social
Structuring:
Intersection of Context
and Conduct Analysis

"Habitus: Education"

"Habitus: Feelings about clinical work"

"Habitus: Gender"

"Habitus: Skills/professional background"

"Habitus: Values/personal background"

| P | R

"Macro Forces: Agency history"

"Macro Forces: Competition"

"Macro Forces: Deliver quality healthcare/be the best"

"Macro Forces: Industry level and regulatory”

"Macro Forces: Union"

"Managing Goals: Accountability"

"Managing Goals: Action plans/strategies"

"Managing Goals: Awareness of goals"

"Managing Goals: Feedback"

X | | R

"Managing Goals: Formal management"

"Managing Goals: Informal management"

>~

"Managing Goals: Performance management of clinicians"

"Managing Goals: Performance management/evaluations"

"Managing Goals: Reports"

IR R R R R R I I s R I R I R Rl

"Nature of Goals: Achieving/not achieving"

"Nature of Goals: Agency vs. other"

"Nature of Goals: Dependent on others/lack of control"

"Nature of Goals: Difficult/complex"

"Nature of Goals: Feelings about"

| | R R R

"Nature of Goals: Flexibility"

"Nature of Goals: Goals don't change"

"Nature of Goals: How know goal is important"

| P R | <
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External Structures:
Context Analysis

Internal Structures:
Conduct Analysis

Active Agency/Social
Structuring:
Intersection of Context
and Conduct Analysis

"Nature of Goals: Manager goals"

e

"Nature of Goals: Non-manager goals"

o

"Nature of Goals: Non-manager perspective/feelings"

"Nature of Goals: Weight of goals by position"

"Nature of Role: Clinician/non-manager role"

"Nature of Role: General and feelings"

"Nature of Role: Relationship between business units"

"Nature of Role: Relationship with non-manager staft"

"Nature of Role: Relationship with other managers"

| P R | < R

"Nature of Role: Shifting priorities"

"Nature of Role: Tenure/point in career"

"Personal Approach to Goals: General"

"Personal Approach to Goals: Personal/professional"

"Personal Approach to Goals: Values/feelings"

| P DL R | | R R <

"Mainstays/Goals: Benefits of/align - focus - structure"

"Mainstays/Goals: Community Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: Cost Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: General comments"

"Mainstays/Goals: Growth Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: LUPA"

"Mainstays/Goals: People Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: Productivity goal"

"Mainstays/Goals: Quality Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: Service Mainstay"

"Mainstays/Goals: Standards of behavior"

"Recognition: Motivational"

"Recognition: Non-managers by managers"

IR R R R R I R Rl R I R R Rl R
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"Recognition: Of managers" X X

"Recognition: Tactics" X X
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