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Abstract

Diagnosing Social Support and Perfor mance Management: A Case Study of Contextual
Ambidexterity in a Manufacturing Company

By

Darren Kerr Allen

Committee Chair: Dr. Wesley Johnston

Major Academic Unit: Marketing Department

This study diagnoses performance in a mature manufag company based on an inquiry into
contextual ambidexterity. Previous research hasshbat creating a high performance context
is founded upon the constructs of performance mamagt and social support; however, this
research has been conducted in fast evolvingjwrelatyoung companies such as software
design firms. To date, no research has shownvilaestablished manufacturing firm can create
a context with high levels of performance manageraad social support establishing a high
performance environment and therefore be contdytaaibidextrous. The presented contextual
ambidexterity inquiry considers social support lolaggon four specific types of support, namely
emotional, appraisal, informational, and instruraéstipport. Within social support, the
concepts of trust and burnout are also vital ial@ds&hing the proper culture to achieve high
performance. Further, performance managementrgdied upon human capital management
established in a suitable corporate culture. Is $tiidy, this approach to a contextual
ambidexterity inquiry is applied within the contefta U.S. based division of a global
manufacturing company based on a survey, partitipaservation, and individual interviews.

The research contributes to both the academic eaddifioner environments with a greater

10



understanding of the antecedents of high performanan environment outside that of a young,
fast evolving software firms. Further, it is shotkiat a high performance context may exist
within organizations that are vastly different fréhose previously studied. In addition, this
study offers an approach to a contextual ambidixtequiry with refined definitions and
measures based on established constructs as wehasonstructs. The implications of these
additions to our understanding of contextual amtiiglgty to both academia and practice are

discussed and several avenues of future reseag@r@osed.

1.0 Introduction and Problem Statement

As previous research has succinctly shown (GibsainBarkinshaw 2004), organizations that are
successful in changing market environments are dembious. Ambidexterity, in a very general
sense, encompasses the ability to do two diffdrengys equally well. For an organization it is
defined as the capability of being aligned andcedfit in the addressing current business
situations, while also adaptive enough to adjusti&velopments in their environments that will
allow them to thrive in the future business sitoasi (Duncan 1976, Tushman 1996). The
overriding concept that engenders the importan@rddidexterity is that the stress on an
organization in its market environment is in pegaétonflict, so there are constant exchanges

that must occur.

In contrast, the concept of contextual ambidextdré#s been similarly developed (Gibson and
Birkinshaw 2004); it is deemed to bentextual because it develops from the characteristics,
specifically the processes and systems, of thafgperganizational context. Gibson and
Birkinshaw (2004) defined contextual ambidexteasy‘the behavioral capacity to
simultaneously demonstrate alignment and adaptyabitross an entire business unit”. They
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went on to define alignment as the “coherence anadirte patterns of activities in the business
unit; they are working together toward the samdgjod-urther, they stated that “adaptability
refers to the capacity to reconfigure activitieshia business unit quickly to meet changing
demands in the task environment”. Aimost by defnit these concepts are complicated to
manage, inefficient to create, and causally indiefi(Amit and Schoemaker 1983, Prahalad
1990, Barney 1991, Gibson and Birkinshaw 2004gdsence, structural ambidexterity focuses
on the organization as the unit of analysis, wbdatextual ambidexterity has been defined as
focusing on the individual within the organizatias the unit of analysis. While the anticipated
advantages of contextual ambidexterity are sigaificrealizing ambidexterity in a complex
business environment is by no means uncomplic&ach contradictory capability requires
dissimilar and often incongruent systems, enviramsygrocesses, and beliefs, thereby creating
conflicts and dilemmas that demand to be resolVedli{man 1996, Floyd and Lane 2000,

Gibson and Birkinshaw 2004).

Currently, no research has been conducted on teeedents to the high performance context
that leads to contextual ambidexterity within tie&text of a mature manufacturing company;
this is regarded as a considerable inadequaceifitémature, especially in light of the strategic
role that flexibility to adjust to changing marlanditions plays in the overall health of an
organization. Similar research has been conduntether industries, specifically in the area of
information systems, where it was found that susfceéseams were ambidextrous, using coping
strategies that exhibited both flexibility and nigtn these situations, it was found that incregsin
both performance management and social suppott lgteat contextual ambidexterity (Lee,

DeLone et al. 2006). In a similar sense, by cordgda single case research study, it will be
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possible to explore the antecedents of contextaaid@exterity within the identified

environment.

Therefore, the intent of this research is an intdlspudy of the antecedents of the high
performance context that leads to contextual anxiédigy within the context of a single mature
manufacturing company. A U.S. based mature matwiag company agreed to allow the
researcher to conduct an in-depth analysis of thehent state of performance and to explore the

antecedents that are contributing to such.

This research will build on the organization-contéerature, in particular Ghoshal and
Bartlett's (1994) framework for organizational effeeness, as well as, Gibson and
Birkinshaw’s (2004) argument for contextual ambigeity to develop an approach to contextual
ambidexterity inquiries in mature manufacturing gamies. In doing so, this research will
define and build upon the concepts of performanaeagement, social support, trust, and
burnout cultureSpecifically, this study asks the questivhat are the antecedents of a high

performance context that leads to contextual ambidexterity within a mature manufacturing company? An
answer to this question can be found in the Firgleigapter. Accordingly, this research examines the
dualities as well as the antecedents of ambidéxtétence, the following research objectives are

investigated within a mature manufacturing company:

1. Identify the dualities involved in social supponidgperformance management, as well as
the contributing effects of burnout and trust.
2. Explore the levels, effects, and hindrances togoerance management, social support,
burnout, and trust.
To meet these research objectives, a researctcpreges initiated with a manufacturing

company who desires to remain anonymous; thereflmréhe purposes of this study, it will be
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referred to as ManufacturingCo. This companynsiédsized U.S. based manufacturer of food
products; the specifics of the case will be addrés$s a subsequent section. Organizations such
as this represent an excellent environment forygtgddualities involved in achieving contextual

ambidexterity, especially when utilizing a casedobsesearch approach.

The paper proceeds as follows: first, a backgrafritie specific case regarding the target
company will be described. Next, the literaturecontextual ambidexterity, social support,
performance management, burnout, and organizatiarslwill be reviewed in a format that
integrates all of the concepts into the reseaiidien, the conceptual model will be presented
demonstrating the relationships between the coaaeqgilored in the literature review. This is
followed by a method section that describes thglsinase study methodology in general, the
criteria by which it should be evaluated, and th&ais for this specific research project.
Following that, the findings of the study, speaflg the antecedents to a high performance
context that leads to contextual ambidexterity tnedrelated approach to the contextual
ambidexterity inquiry, will be discussed. Nexte ttontributions of this research to the literature
as well as to practitioners will be explored. Hynaoth the limitation and implications of the

research will be presented.

This study employs a case framework that allows &ccomplish the outlined objectives.
Specifically, it utilizes an overall style thatagractical, inductive, field study consisting of a
single case explored in great depth. By adherirggdimgle case study methodology, a high level
of immersion into the context and environment @f trget organization was possible and as
such, permitted a full understanding of the inflcefon the phenomenon of interest. However, it
is also recognized that in spite of its streng#hsingle case study methodology is not without its

limits, both of which will be explored later in tmeethodology section. The single case study
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research method, with its in-depth contextual evgtion, is exceptionally appropriate for this

study (Yin 2009).

As previously mentioned, this study is situated imanufacturing environment. Within the
context of contextual ambidexterity, a reoccurtihgme is the interplay between the
organization’s strategy and its market; the martufarg environment is no different. A
significant portion of the extant research focusesnanufacturing adaptability as a vital element
of an organization’s response to environmental dacgy (Upton 1994, Upton 1995, Upton
1995, Upton 1997). Within adaptability, which sohterature streams refer to as flexibility,
initiatives differ greatly, depending on how orgaations interpret, inspect, and learn from their
environments (Daft and Weick 1984, de Treville, 8&man et al. 2007). Researchers have
highlighted the need for increased study of theajmmal practices and learning processes
related to manufacturing adaptability that coulati€y how some firms respond to the
environment more successfully than others (SawR08g, Patel 2011). However, especially
within the context of manufacturing companies, Méthe research has been published
concerning ambidexterity and what has been pullliébeuses exclusively on structural
ambidexterity. The overriding purpose of this stigl{o show that contextual ambidexterity is
applicable to a mature manufacturing organizatiohthen to determine the antecedents to that

ambidexterity.

2.0 Literature Review

In order to study the antecedents to a high pedoe context that leads to contextual
ambidexterity, it is first necessary to define ey components, namely contextual

ambidexterity, social support, performance managenbeirnout, and organizational trust.
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Until Birkinshaw and Gibson’s (2004) seminal woaknbidexterity was typically viewed as

being related to the structure of the organizatibwas Duncan (1976), who first utilized the
term, arguing that organizations must navigataehsion between alignment and adaptability,
and do so by creating “dual structures”. Thesd slactures were typically accomplished
through different business units within the sangaaization. Usually one business unit focused
on alignment while another focused on adaptabilfych an organizational configuration has
become known as structural ambidexterity.

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) took a different agmtoand recognized the role of the processes
and systems present in a given context in achiahieglesired balance between opposing
demands. In other words, dual organizational stirestare not necessary, but instead a context
that allows individual employees to possess thestreecessary to navigate the tension between
alignment and adaptability is required. Throughirtrguments, they created the concept of
contextual ambidexterity and defined it as the ‘@dabral capacity to simultaneously
demonstrate alignment and adaptability across @iredsusiness unit.” It is this concept that is

the focus of this study.

2.1 Contextual Ambidexterity

In organizational literature, ambidexterity refgemerally to an organization’s ability to pursue
two different objectives simultaneously; exampleeund, such as differentiation aloav-cost
strategic positioning (Porter 1980, Porter 199&nuafacturing efficiency anfiiexibility

(Carlsson 1989, Adler, Goldoftas et al. 1999), lobgl integration antbcal responsiveness
(Bartlett and Ghoshal 1989). However, the litematuas traditionally approached ambidexterity
as that of an organization’s structure (Gibson Binkinshaw 2004). It was Duncan (1976) who

first used the term, and developed the conceptgs#rozations managing the conflict inherent in

16



ambidexterity by creating “dual structures,” sotttertain departments within businesses, or
smaller groups within departments, concentratelignraent, while others concentrate on
adaptation; this concept is formally referred te@mactural ambidexterityGibson and

Birkinshaw 2004).

Overall, the ambidextrous organization accomplisiggmment in its current operations while
also adapting effectively to changing market demnsafdshman and O’Reilly (1996) specified
ambidexterity as the “ability to simultaneously gue both incremental and discontinuous
innovation and change”; and March and Simon (1@fis)ussed the balance between the
conflicting demands for exploitation and explorati®n the other side of the equation, there has
been discussion as to whether these organizatiensibns, such as those between alignment and
adaptability, can be effectively resolved (Ford &atd 1994, Lewis 2000). Also, embedded in
the extant research on manufacturing, the tradeeiffieen efficiency and flexibility has been
viewed as integral to the manufacturing processt(H242, Klein 1984, Carlsson 1989,
Ghemawat and Costa 1993). Supporters of this amguh@e suggested that tradeoffs are best
managed through structural separation, such asirggeautonomous business units (Tushman
1996), as an example. Structural separation, ssithis® ensures that each organizational unit is
organized towards the specific needs of its enwremt (Burns and Stalker 1961, Lawrence

1967), but such structure is not without costs.

Recently, and more frequently, organizational ditere has recognized the significance of
concurrently balancing these seemingly contradydtensions, and thus have begun to shift their
focus from trade-off (either/or) to paradoxical ffifand) approaches that organizations may
employ (Koot, Sabelis et al. 1996, Gresov and Dra897, Bouchikhi 1998, Morgeson and
Hofmann 1999, Lewis 2000, Early and Gibson 2008jtHer, the literature is increasingly
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focused on the impact the processes and systemssnpia a given environment have on
achieving the requisite balance between the camitjalemands (Gibson and Birkinshaw 2004).
These processes and systems are significant siagate the foundation for the structures that
are intended to create an environment that balaheesonflicting demands of ambidexterity

(Brown and Eisenhardt 1998, Marks 2001).

As previously mentioned, ambidexterity has beemeefas the ability to pursue simultaneously
contradictory capabilities concurrently such aslesgtion-exploitation (Tushman 1996),
flexibility-efficiency (Adler, Goldoftas et al. 199, alignment-adaptability (Gibson and
Birkinshaw 2004), and flexibility-rigor (Lee, DelLeret al. 2006). Ambidextrous organizations
succeed in the marketplace by simultaneously isangeefficiency, decreasing cost, and
implementing evolutionary innovation (exploitatipmhile at the same time increasing
flexibility, speed to market, and revolutionary avation (exploration)(Tushman 1996). As an
example, a company must choose to invest its ldrggital in making current production
processes more efficient (exploitation) or devaigpiew products to take to market
(exploration). It is understood that while the ftiets can never be entirely eliminated,
successful organization do manage to balance thedmpeting interests, and in doing so make

possible their long-term market viability.

Traditional organizational research in manufacienganizations has focused on achieving
structural ambidexterity, with no mention made ohiextual ambidexterity. This is somewhat
expected since manufacturing companies are tradityothought of as being highly structured
due to the inherent need to organize around hifpkéyl equipment and processes. Further, such
organizations make significant capital investmetiitat once made are difficult to reposition in a

flexible context. Therefore, creating the corrgcticture is generally viewed as being necessary
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to achieve ambidexterity. In addition, such orgations tend to have highly rigid structures due
to the nature of their work environment. Therefoesearchers have primarily adopted the
theory of structural ambidexterity in designing adextrous solutions for such businesses. The
theory of structural ambidexterity was therefore éixpected first step in evolutionary process
for such organizations; contextual ambidexteritthes natural next step. However,
organizational researchers have only briefly todabwe contextual ambidexterity within
manufacturing firms. This factor demonstrates tbedfor the literature to increase its
appreciation for the dualities of flexibility angjor associated with ambidextrous manufacturing
organizations and to broaden its understandingefiays in which achieving ambidexterity can

be accomplished.

In addition, it has been argued in the literatgréhe idea that organizations can create structures
to reconcile these conflicts. In a very broad sewsthin structural ambidexterity, managers
create separate business units within the orgaoizathich specialize in one required capability,
and the top management team assumes the respiy§ilicoordinating contributions of the
two units to achieve ambidexterity at the organdret! level (Gibson and Birkinshaw 2004).
Ambidexterity is a constant theme in organizatiditafature (Raisch 2008); however, the
significance of ambidexterity is only recently rgotzed in the supply chain and operations
management literatures (Adler, Benner et al. 2808tal, Huang et al. 2010). Organizations
with ambidextrous capabilities are more capablealance competing tasks and interact with
diverse knowledge sets (Mom 2009), and realize pagformance manufacturing flexibility
capabilities. In the manufacturing environmentaagxample, flexibility and cost-efficiency are
no longer perceived as contradictory (De Meyer,dfaket al. 1989, MacDuffie 1995). Patel, et

al. (Patel 2011), argued that ambidexterity “canagte manufacturing responses, improve
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quality, reduce costs, and contribute to positisa performance outcomes”. In addition,
ambidextrous firms were able to explore new teobgiek while improving existing

technologies; when operating in an environmentasttarized by high uncertainty, ambidexterity
can improve a firm’s ability to respond efficientind effectively with flexible manufacturing
processes, leading to better performance. Howeévsrecognized that to achieve both may
involve the separation of tasksthin a single business unit, where, for examptes group

adopts an “organic” structure while another takes dmechanistic” structure (McDonough

1983, Hedlund and Ridderstrale 1997, Adler, Gollo#t al. 1999). It has also been suggested in
the literature that an organization should striecttgelf around the concept of temporal
separation, where an entire unit focuses on onefsasks one day, then on a different set of
tasks the next (Duncan 1976, McDonough 1983, A@eidoftas et al. 1999). These approaches
permit the competing demands of adaptability arghadent to be met within a single business
unit, but still rely on organizational architected management to decide how to meet those
different needs. Thus, academics have paid magataih on structural ambidexterity,

developing structural mechanisms to cope with tmapeting demands faced by the organization

for alignment and adaptability.

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) took the concept frrind developed what has become known
as contextual ambidexterity. In their argumentythmaintained the concept that ambidexterity is
an organization’s ability to concurrently achieVigmment and adaptability within a single
business unit, but went on to suggest that it lnseaved nothrough structural, task, or temporal
separation, but by building a business unit frantéwo essence a context or environment, that
incentivizes individuals to make their own judgneeas to how best separate their time and

efforts between the conflicting demands for aligntrend adaptability. In addition, contextual
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ambidexterity is a concept that pervades all fumgiand hierarchies in a unit, instead of a “dual
structure” (Duncan 1976) in which the two demandskapt separate. Within contextual
ambidexterity, the accountability for achieving ad@xterity is shared by members within the
organization. To create a high performing busingss the top management team is advised to
create an organizational context which facilitdieth alignment and adaptability through
appropriate performance management and social sufggpbson and Birkinshaw 2004).
Essentially, every member of an organization cafopa within his or her own functional area,
while simultaneously perceiving changes in the &skironment, and acting accordingly.

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) argue that this is1pps a more sustainable model than structural

separation since it facilitates the adaptationroéatirebusiness unit.

The theory of contextual ambidexterity differs dedivally from the older theory of structural
ambidexterity in that the former is best accom@ahotthrough the establishment of dual
structures, but by assembling a set of processesggures, environments, cultures, or systems
that permit and support individuals within the orgation to rely on their own reasoning about

how to divide their efforts between alignment addztability.

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) also identify that Mlaontextual ambidexterity is a
characteristic of an organization as a whole,aspnts itself in the specific actions of individual
throughout the organization. They present the exawipan employee who must, on a daily
basis, face a choice as to how they should spexdtime—should they continue to focus on an
existing customer account to meet quota, or shitndlg nurture a new customer who has a
slightly different need than what the company ha®hcally provided? In organizations that are
either aligned oadaptive, individuals are given clear instructiansl receive incentives only for

those activities that support either alignmentdagation, but rarely both. However, in a
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contextually ambidextrous organization, the contextynamic and adaptable enough to allow
individuals to utilize their perception as how teide their time between alignment-oriented and

adaptation-oriented activities, and both are inver®d.

Adler, et al., (1999) referred to two mechanismsrézonciling the tension between efficiency
and flexibility that rely on individual employees make their own choices: (1) meta-routines for
systematizing the creative process and (2) jolckbnreént schemes that enable workers to
become more innovative and flexible. Adler, etalong with Gibson, pointed to the need for a
behavioral orientation toward dual capacities,@athan a higher-level separation of those
capacities. They both also stated that organizatioust build systems and processes that

reward and motivate these behaviors within indigidu

Key characteristics of such firms have been showlude a dependence on multiple projects
servicing known customers and manufacturing prasss/erburdened employees performing
multiple roles, and a tendency to rely on a hidremad decision making process over the
empowerment of employee judgment (Horvat, Rozmaah. &@000). Furthermore, the culture in
these companies tends to frustrate staff and lesel§ to the creation of a burnout climate. To be
successful, especially in today’s fluid marketplabese organizations must become agile and
adapt quickly to environmental changes and frequaestomer requests (Ramesh, Pries-Heje et
al. 2002, Mathiassen and Vainio 2007). Concurrestigh organizations can gain a competitive
advantage from increasing adaptability and aligriraeross all employees. Therefore, the
leadership of mature manufacturing organizationstrba capable of effectively balancing
adaptability and agility while making modificatiofa the specific context in which they
operate (Boehm and Turner 2004). If these manalger®t currently possess the skills to create

this balance, then they must be taught such sKiisaddition, the overall environment must be
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adjusted so that the factors that precede contiextobidexterity are present, such as social

support, performance management, and trust.

Given the existent literature, the researcher ésfoontextual ambidexterity as an interaction of
organization traits of both alignment and adapiigbiiraits that concurrently pervade throughout
the organization. These organization traits akkogulture that promotes the ability of an

individual within the organization to be both algghand adaptable.

2.2 Social Support

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) identified social soippas being a necessary antecedent to
increasing the contextual ambidexterity within agamization. House (1981) identified four
separate types of social support: emotional, apgkanformational, and instrumental support;
these types of support may be demonstrated ina@eways. For instance, emotional support
may be care giving or affective concern; apprasgiport may be evaluative feedback or
affirmation; informational support may present agatives or suggestions; and instrumental
support may be in the form of environmental moditien or aid in kind (House 1981). As they
relate to the organization, these types of socdippert may have direct effects such as reducing
the stressors which the individual faces or redythe effects of symptoms which the individual
may experience. The forms of social support may bhve a buffering effect by moderating the

relationship between stressors and health-relaiembmes (Payne 1987).

House (1981), however, did not discuss the mecheighere social support relationships
develop or fail to develop in the case of an indiinal. A potential explanation of the mechanism
comes from Bowlby (1973, 1982) who formulated aotlyeof attachment behavior. According

to the theory, the principal function of attachmkehavior is defense from predators. This
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observation is supported by three main facts fresearch with several species of mammals,
birds, and human infants (Bowlby 1982). First, slhétary member is more likely to be attacked
by predators than a member attached to a groupn8ethose who are most vulnerable because
of size, age, or condition, such as young offspnmgre readily exhibit attachment behavior.
Third, attachment behavior is more often displaiyeligh intensity in stressful or alarm
situations, such as when a predator is nearby.rigkpg the theory, Bowlby argues that those
who form healthy attachments to other membersefjioup are more secure and self-reliant

than those who do not.

Quick, Nelson, and Quick (1987, 1990) have expameBowlby's theory by studying the
behavior of corporate executives. At a psycholddeeel, they argue, these executives form
attachments which provide them with essential $acipport functions during stressful
situations. Bowlby (1982) argues that a self-r¢l@grson seems very independent due to the
variety of supportive attachments the individuad beeated. When the ability to form healthy
attachments is restricted, the individual beconusseptible to a variety of environmental risks
due to their isolation. Therefore, attachment théorms the underlying theory for explaining
the process whereby an individual uses the availsttial supports structures to forestall
distress. Consequently, a portion of the dirdotssor-reduction effect of social support may
also be understood theoretically through attachritedry. Vaillant's (1977) research study
involving the men of the Harvard class of 1942 awv@5-year post graduation span shows that
those who successfully adapted to their post-gtadiees, as opposed to those who were
unsuccessful from a mental health perspective, wbed were determined to be highly
developed defense mechanisms, such as sublimattbhianor. These mechanisms were

developed over many years and often were develfspedmodeling parental behavior.
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Therefore, it was theorized that psychologicaldhtaents and social support afforded a basis for
modeling behavior and provide information about agang stressors in life, thus reducing the
impact of the stressors. Therefore, while the eédyattachments afford defense for the

individual, they also educate the individual abi need for social support later in life.

Many research studies have examined the influehseaial support on various adjustment
indicators in both work and non-work environmeisa study of over 2,000 bank employees,
Beehr and Drexler (1986) found social support teehadirect effect upon job satisfaction and
job search intent, while also having a moderatiifigce between role stress and these two
outcomes. In addition to effects on satisfactitie, donnections between social support,
commitment, and employee turnover have been studiexhg nurses. Fisher's (1985)
longitudinal study demonstrated main effects ofiaaupport from peers and supervisors taking
the form of increased satisfaction and commitmendtdecreased turnover and stress. However,
Kaufmann and Beehr's (1986) showed stressors telded to strains when subjects reported
high social support. These authors theorized skegpanations for this counterintuitive

finding, which conflicts directly with Fisher's (&9) results. Kaufmann and Beehr (1986)
suggested that nurses experiencing high levelsedsseek out more social support than those
experiencing less stress, but did not investigaaemporal relationship between the stressor

and social support.

Seers, McGee, Serey, and Graen (1993) researchedfdets of social support from four
sources in a banking environment on several faafgtsh satisfaction. Their results indicated a
direct effect of unit manager (immediate superyisopport on satisfaction with supervision
within the banking branch. Also, co-worker suppeais related to satisfaction with work and

satisfaction with supervision. The different patteof relationships which emerged indicated the
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need to specify sources of support in conductirgtifpe of research and also begin to point
towards the difference between managerial supporbaganizational support. Their research
also begins to point towards the moderating etteat the differences between managers and

leaders can have on the evaluation of social stppor

Ford (1985) took a different approach and found émaotional support, contrasted with
informational and structural support, had posigifects on the reduction of job stress, an
increase in job satisfaction, and a decrease enstokss in a sample of employees of a sales and
manufacturing firm. Ganter, Fusilier and Mayes8@Pstudied employees of a contracting
business regarding the support from their supersjsm-workers, families, and friends.
Supervisory support was strongly related to worgplstrain, while support from co-workers

was moderately related to workplace strain. Thasses similar to the findings of Kaufmann and

Beehr and fails to take into account the tempaiaitionship between support and stress.

Alignment between employee expectations and thanizgtional culture will better enable the
firm to obtain sustainable health and growth. Derq44994) argues for increased skill training
and personnel development programs that are ssithgonsideration for alignment with
business mission, should improve the efficacy ehqorograms and, therefore, their business
impact. In addition, employee communication andip@ation programs, especially in
companies with a strong sense of purpose. Furitiheantive programs that are intended to
incentivize long-term business interest among eggae should enhance the positive outcomes

of such programs.

Overall, there are conflicting findings within theerature concerning the beneficial effects of

social support on satisfaction, anxiety, depresstommitments, turnover, and stress. Further,
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social support within the organization is charaetst by personnel development, access to the
proper information to make informed decisions, ré@ication of best practices, treating failure
as a learning opportunity, the establishment afimives to promote a long-term commitment to
the organization, an establishment of trust fromamployees towards the firm, the proper on-
boarding of new employees, and the willingnessatility of employees to take prudent risks.
While some studies provide evidence for the besefitsocial support in achieving satisfaction
and adjustment at work, other studies have fough lavels of support among strained
employees. However, much of the conflict can beluwesl once the temporal relationship
between the social support and the job stressersraterstood. In addition, it is necessary to
understand what factors of social support aid aneasing worker performance and therefore the

ability to achieve contextually ambidexterity.

2.3 Performance Management

Contextual ambidexterity is directly linked to arganization’s ability to maintain sustainable
performance. Employees performing alignment adésitlirectly or indirectly focused on
improving performance in the short term, while #thesgaged in adaptability activities are
focused on improving performance in the long tefimus, if an organization focuses on one of
these at the expense of the other, conflicts weitlessarily occur. Argyris (1993) argued that
these conflicts originate from the constructioranfbiguous messages that divide the
organization at the firm level. Lewis (2000) weutther to state that restraining one side of the
issue within a given business unit intensifies gues from the other. Therefore, employees
necessarily work to decrease the frustrations awbahfort that arise from the tensions.

Hofstadter (1979) argued that the employees’ deferighaviors initially produce positive
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effects, but eventually foster opposite, unintend@asequences that increase the pervading

tension, creating what he referred to as a “straoge’.

Chan, et al. (2004), argued that organizationdalicelland High Performance Human Resource
(HPHR) practices are potential resources that stev@eed for dynamic capabilities. They point
out that while human capital is vital, the primdrwer for sustainable performance is a
combination of human capital management and atdeitaganization culture. Moreover, when
combined, these two competencies give firms theatksenewable capabilities to invest,
reallocate, rejuvenate, and upgrade their resoufseexpected, it takes time and resources to
develop such capabilities, which may explain thability of organizations to realize sustained

competitive advantage by businesses focusing pityrar short-term profits.

Barney (1997) considers each of these two capakilib be a resource in terms of value,
rareness, and inability for firms to imitate. Calgrresearchers conclude that a supportive
organizational culture is necessary for human nesopractices to result in strategic advantage
creating capabilities. This support can be marefiésirough routines, managerial values, rituals,
and organizational culture which then directly amtirectly influence resource allocation
decisions (Merron 1995, Deal and Kennedy 2000) nCG3tzaffer, et al. (2004) then argued that
without the support of a necessary culture, HPHRres will not function to their fullest

performance potential.

Hamel and Prahalad (1994) state that an organizatith a culture that maintains clear direction
for employees to develop their skills and learn m@wovations, guidance for assignment of firm
resources, a desire for creativity, harbors pasiticlinations toward changes, and commitment

to incorporate a flexible business environment {&oand Heskett 1992, Denison and Mishra
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1995) will perform better over the long term. Sianiy, Sheridan (1992) states that a culture that
enhances a firm’s ability to retain a well-develd@ad inspired employee base is equally
important in sustained performance. In additiony&b(1995) emphasized the need for a culture
to concentrate on more than just the defined basipeactices, hinting at the ability to be both
aligned and adaptive. Chan, et al. (2004) contiryestating, “The dynamic nature of these co-
specialized resources is also evident in the glmfitHPHR practices to reinforce the effect of the
necessary culture.” As Huselid (1995) argued, Ipgtiormance practices such as these serve to
increase employees’ skills, knowledge, and abditidich then provide an instrument by which
employees can use those traits in performing #pecific roles. By utilizing these

organizational characteristics, firms develop emgds’ competencies as well demonstrating
their commitment towards their employees (Campdnadl Tawadey 1990, Dessler 1993). Thus,
the relationship between organizational culture lHRtHR practices is a positive self-reinforcing

cycle that sustains, and even increases, a firorigpetitive advantage.

Chan, et al. (2004) maintain that each of the fmimary organizational cultural traits,
specifically involvement, consistency, adaptabidityd mission, interacts with the others to
influence overall firm performance. AdditionallyeBsler (1994) argued that an organizational
culture that encourages employee involvement naggssomplements an organization’s efforts
to promote Human Resources practices of bilaten@ncunication with employees. In addition,
performance appraisals that are supported by areutat encourages individual involvement
enhance employee organizational commitment anefibrer increase the likelihood of creating a
context that fosters contextual ambidexterity. DErg4994) maintains that performance
appraisals that are openly discussed between manaige subordinates will create a sense of

ownership in both parties and also enhance subatelhperformance.
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Huselid (1995) maintains that high-performance wandctices need to be maintained over an
extended period of time with a sensible degreeaosistency before they are embedded enough
to affect business results. He goes on to statdhtbdirm must maintain consistent practices of
employee communication and involvement, skill depetent, and internal career opportunity,
before the employer and employee can benefit fromrvironment that is conducive to
sustainable high performance. According to Deg4i@94) it is this consistency is often proves
to be the crucial foundation of appraisal systeiisen effectively implemented, therefore,
performance reviews positively support relationdtepwveen the supervisors and subordinates

and consequently further the organization’s commithio performance management.

Denison and Mishra (1995) argued that firms thatamtaptable are also responsive to varying
environmental situations and adjust internally txmmize benefits from environmental changes.
These firms need to detect environmental signalsktyuand accurately and then translate the
signals effectively into organizational modificatgto best exploit opportunities and reduce the
negative effect of threats. As such, performanceagament practices that emphasize company
practice sharing, participative management, anthdgrievance procedures will aid in the
facilitation and lead to the necessary changaeaiives (French and Bell 1990, Robbins 1998).
Although appraisal systems have to be applied sterdiy to achieve high levels of business
performance, the context of appraisals needs @lbpted to the fluctuating business
environment. Conversely, appraisal systems thaatiénflexible performance expectations can
morph into a barrier preventing the alignment gfextations and delivery of performance.
Therefore, if performance management systems aceiged as flexible and fair, they will result
in better-motivated employees and also businesomés aligned with changing market

conditions.
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Arthur (1994), as well as Schuler and Jackson (L88jue that the traditional performance
management system is characterized by practicesghigible employee training, little employee
development, rigidly written job descriptions, higltructured jobs, and is therefore short-term
results oriented. Chan, et al. (2004), argue thpreormance management system built upon the
principals of commitment to the organization wiltter match the competitive needs of firms
employing a differentiation strategy. Commitmentfpemance management systems regularly
are exemplified in terms of increased employee lweroent and involvement, instruction in

group problem solving, and socializing activitidsthur 1994).

Therefore, in order to increase the likelihood diigh performance of an organization, and
therefore the likelihood of achieving contextualagexterity, it is important for the
organization to have a properly developed perfocaananagement system that emphasizes
firm commitment and flexibility within the organiian. Such performance management
systems would naturally present through frequedtamstructive employee performance
feedback, the use of incentives to modify empldysleavior, an environment where employees
are held accountable for their performance, anditieeof creative challenges to both allow the
organization to address fluid marketplace challeraged allow employees to expand their

specific skill set.

2.4 Burnout

According to Maslach and Jackson (1986), burnoatusrk-related stress disorder that was
initially observed in employees who do "people woMore recent research has shown that the
core dimensions of burnout, namely exhaustion,aym, or disengagement from work, is

present in virtually every occupational group (eei&nd Schaufeli 1996, Demerouti, Bakker et
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al. 2001, Bakker, Demerouti et al. 2003). Demerant Baker (2003) defined exhaustion as an
extreme form of fatigue as a consequence of intandegrolonged physical, affective, or
cognitive stress caused by protracted exposunggaific working conditions or stressors.
Freudenberger (1974) defined disengagement astir@ional distancing of the employee from
his or her work, work objects, or work contentsiperceived as a reaction presenting as an
emotional, cognitive, and behavioral rejectiontad job and it can be perceived as occupational
disillusionment. Maslach and Jackson (1986) preaeradditional component of burnout,
namely reduced personal accomplishment. Howetieasi been found that personal
accomplishment has weak relationships with thedtih@r components of burnout (Lee and
Ashforth 1996). This finding supports the idea thaotional exhaustion and disengagement
form a condition that is only loosely related togmmal accomplishment (Schaufeli, Bakker et al.
2001). In addition, Leiter (1993) argued that emmadil exhaustion is a precursor to cynicism and
disengagement, and therefore present the quedtatemporal relationship between the two
constructs. However, Leiter also found that fegdiof reduced personal accomplishment

develop independently.

The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) (Maslach 198%6)}he most often used instrument to
assess burnout, and pertinent portions were wiiizéhe survey instrument of this study. In
addition, the survey instrument also utilizes théeiburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI)
(Demerouti, Bakker et al. 2001, Demerouti, Bakkeale2003), since this instrument
incorporates burnout as a disorder stemming fromkwwelated negative experiences, and
incorporates feelings of exhaustion and disengagefream work. The specifics of these two

inventories will be explored in further detail ilader section.
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Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) argued that em@ésynormally engage in two types of
performances; specifically, they perform in-rol@axtra-role activities. Motowidlo and Van
Scotter (1994) defined in-role performance as tmélly required outcomes and behaviors that
precisely serve the goals of the organization. Belmrand Perrault (1984) defined in-role
performance as the behaviors that include meetiggnizational objectives and effective
functioning. Morrison (1994) and Podsakaoff andckémzie (1994) defined extra-role activities
as the non-required behaviors on the part of anamae that are believed to directly promote
the effective functioning of an organization, witlhmecessarily directly influencing a person's
target productivity; the parallel between this digfon and the requirement of alignment and
adaptability inherent to contextual ambidextergybvious. Extra-role activities normally
present in several manners including the willingnteshelp colleagues who have heavy

workloads or the avoidance of problems with coliessy(Organ and Paine 1999).

Bakker, et al. (2004), examined how burnout conteb to explaining the variance between in-
role and extra-role job performance. Their primargument was that the demands and resources
that exist within employees' working environmerfte@ both in-role and extra-role

performance. Their findings were consistent withklga, Demerouti, De Boer et al.'s (2003)
study, who argued that job demands were stronggtoed of exhaustion, and indirectly of
extended absenteeism after a one-year follow-upesé findings are vital to the understanding

of burnout since when employment demands are bgxifically workload, emotional

demands, and work-home conflicts are increased|asmgs will find it more difficult to allocate
their attention and energy efficiently. This isedo having to engage in greater stressful
activities and this, in turn, negatively impactsittperformance. In addition, Wright and Bonett

(1997) found that, within the dimensions of burnaurtly exhaustion was negatively related to
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in-role performance. Their longitudinal study foumal significant relationship between

depersonalization, a form of disengagement, anidipeance as rated by supervisors.

Additionally, Bakker, et al. (2004), found that ttveo burnout dimensions were strongly related
to (in-role or extra-role) performance while perieps of work characteristics were unrelated to
it. They also found that extra-role performanceelated to the availability of resources within
the organization, specifically when social suppautonomy, and professional development
possibilities are high. In exchange for the avalitgiof these resources, employees prove to be
willing to go beyond their personal roles (in-roé)d engage in activities that benefit the

organization as a whole (extra-role).

Similar to Bakker, Munene (1995) found that jobalwement was positively related to
organizational citizenship behavior. In additigvright and Cropanzano (1998) found that high
demands in an employee's job generate decremepitsriary task performance, because such
demands diminish the employee’s ability to perfavell. This has practical implications as

well, in that if management is capable of redudhmgdemands, for instance, by means of
providing employees a better focus or by requinmgnaged workloads, burnout should decrease
and, therefore, employees' performance shouldaserdt is expected that the current state of
the organization of interest is that of burnoutiremextant literature on the subject will be

necessary in understanding the antecedents totttrisnt state.

2.5 Organizational Trust

Trust as a phenomenon is difficult to define irbaaete manner. Similar to organizational

identity, trust can be examined at different le\gelsh as the collective commitment and co-
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operation in order to achieve organizational goAleen examined on an individual level, trust

affects to willingness to co-operate and to cormmirganizational changes.

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) succinctly demonsttiagée trust is an antecedent to social
support and is therefore required to create a pagformance context. Specifically, they define

trust as:

an attribute of context that induces members tparlthe commitments of each other.
Fairness and equity in a business unit's decisiongsses, involvement of individuals in
decisions and activities affecting them, and stgffpositions with people who possess

and are seen to possess required capabilitiestoatetto the establishment of trust.

Atkinson and Butcher (2003) described trust as'tsbeial glue” that can hold various forms of
organizational structures together and as sushaitfundamental element in constructive
relationships. Mishra and Morrissey (1990) argw thcreates togetherness and gives people a
feeling of security, while Shamir & Lapidot (2008)ggest that trust is both an interpersonal and
also a collective phenomenon. Atkinson and But¢k@®3) claim that trust is expressed at three
levels within an organization: the individual, gpp@and system levels. At the individual level,

trust is based on interpersonal interaction (Atam2003) where trust can be defined as:

“The willingness of a party to be vulnerable to #wtions of another party, based on the
expectation, that the other will perform a partsudction important to the trustor,

irrespective of the ability to monitor or contrbbt other party.

The willingness of the employee to be vulnerabtBdates that there is something of importance
that may be lost in assuming such a position (Mag&5). In addition, different definitions and
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models of trust focus on the features of trust saghulnerability, competence, openness,
integrity, reliability, and positive expectatiorBh@attacharya, Devinney et al. 1998, Jones and
George 1998, Rousseau 1998, Kramer 1999, AppelbBartglomucci et al. 2004, Huemer,
Becerra et al. 2004). These qualities refer ta tnesa positive anticipation, which another person
will not, through words, actions, or decisions, @gportunistically and in a manner that is
detrimental to the person who extends trust. Herdtudy, this individual type of trust is
synonymous to managerial trust where an employsgsttheir direct supervisor not to act in a

manner that is detrimental to supervised employee.

Shamir and Lapidot (2003) describe trust as a cidle phenomenon when examined at the
group level, with teams representing collectiveuealand identities. According to Kramer
(1999), the judgment that an individual utilizesicerning others’ trustworthiness is rooted, in
part, on their priori experiences about the othketiavior. Further, since values are frequently
believed to direct behavior, the sharing of commalues aids team members in predicting each
other’s and the leaders’ future behavior. In additithe sharing of values and goals not only
reduces group uncertainty, but also helps to deterthe types of behaviors, situations, or
people that are deemed to be desirable or undésitiines and George 1998, Gillespie and
Mann 2004). According to Kramer (1999), teams iehdy have trust that is based on rules,
which are both formal and informal, and include itifermation that team members have about
tacit understandings. This rules based trust rcally seen through the shared understandings
relating to the system of rules regarding appraeiehavior. Kramer (1999) also argues that by
institutionalizing trust through practices at tludlective level, trust becomes internalized at the

individual level.
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Atkinson and Butcher (2003) define system levedttas being institutional and based on roles,
systems or reputation, from which conclusions a@asvd about the trustworthiness of an
individual. This trust can be seen as given, basethe organizational role that an individual

acts within. Therefore, trust is linked with fornstituctures, and dependent on individual or
firm-specific attributes, such as professionalifiedtions as is seen with accountants, engineers,

or doctors (Creed and Miles 1996, limonen 2002 jnstin and D. 2003).

Tan, et al. (2000), defines organizational trughasglobal evaluation of an organization’s
trustworthiness as perceived by the employee. 8k,s2amployees are continually observing the
organizational environment when making the decisibether or not to trust their organization.
Organizational processes and activities communitet®rganization’s views of its employees
and their respective roles, and employees will equently respond to the trust relations that are
communicated by the organization. Creed and Mil€8§) expand on this by arguing that
managers play a central role in determining theakevel of trust within organizations and by
doing so create an overlap between managerialangsbrganizational trust. Tan, et al. (2000),
maintained that the employee’s trust of an orgdiunas also related to what is termed
organizational justice and perceived organizatieog@liport. Organizational justice is the degree
to which those affected by allocation decisionspime that those decisions were made
according to fair methods and guidelines. It i® atdated to the employee’s perceptions of
equality in the allocation of resources and outcarerceived organizational support is the
overall belief of the employee that the organizatralues their contributions and is concerned
for their well-being. Consequently when the emptofexls that the organization has treated
them well, an obligation is created within the eaygle that they should treat the organization

well in return (Tan 2000).
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Tan, et al., (2000) expanded upon the idea fudhdrargued that organizational commitment
and turnover intentions are the observable outcarh&sist in organizations. Maranto and

Skelly (2003) define commitment as the psycholdgit@ngth of an individual's attachment to
the organization while Lahiry (2004) defines ittas relative strength of an individual's
identification with the organization and involventethe overlap of these definitions is obvious
and serves as a foundational definition of commitimnEmployees who trust the organization

will be more likely to enjoy working in the orgamizon and will therefore be more likely to be
interested in pursuing a long-term career in tlganization. Therefore, such employees are less
likely to leave the organization of their own vai. Organizational trust also presents itself in
the forms of a bilateral communicative environm@et,ceived fairness and transparency in

decision making, and the minimization of a politiaanosphere.

Borgen (2001) argues that strong group identifieats a significant trust-making mechanism.
When trust is based on identification with the othdesires and intentions, trust exists because
the parties effectively understand and apprecleether party’s needs and wants. Both parties
have a mutual understanding and each of them ddorabe other and both will also be
confident that his/her interests will be protectelntification based trust develops when both
parties know and predict the other’s needs, prat&a® and choices and concurrently share some
of those needs, preferences, and choices as one’sL@ewicki 1996). Trust may also allow a
person, group, or organization to become more digreron others, but the overall advantage of
identification-based trust is that both of the &rtan act independently, knowing their interests
will be met in the long run (Borgen 2001). Suctat@tal trust can be viewed through the lens of
the trust that an employee places in his or heragan as referred to as managerial trust, or that

is placed within the organization, also referred$arganizational trust. In this manner, and for
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the purposes of this study, organizational trusteisned as the trust that exists between an
individual employee and the organization as a whsleh trust presents itself in the
organization through the empowerment of employeesdke decisions, on-going supervisor
feedback, visibility given to the decision makinggess, the flexibility to achieve goals, and the

implementation of employee ideas.

3.0 Conceptual Model

The applicability of contextual ambidexterity, aslinas the impact of social support and
performance management on creating a high perfaeneontext within the environment of a
mature manufacturing organization was exploredutinathe use of a conceptual model.
Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) argued that an orgdiua’s context was defined by four
separate attributes, namely discipline, stretelsttand support. When paired up, stretch and
discipline combine to form the construct of perfame management and is centered on
enabling employees to deliver consistent qualisylts while also holding them accountable for
their actions. Social support is a result of tambination of trust and support and centers on
providing employees with the latitude and secunggessary to perform at a high level. Within
the concept of contextual ambidexterity, perforneamanagement and social support are
symbiotic and equally important. When both arespng, Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) argued
that a high-performance organizational contextéated and a true ambidextrous organization is
born. They also argued that if there is an imbzdan these characteristics, or an overall
deficiency of one or the other, or both, a subogtiarganization will exist. One such context is
the lack of social support in an organization veaithigh performance management context.
Birkinshaw and Gibson (Gibson and Birkinshaw 20@4ned this a burnout context where

employees can be aligned, but not adaptive anéftbrercannot achieve a high performance
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context and therefore employees will not be coni@xdmbidextrous. When this ambidexterity

is not achieved, overall unit execution falls shming high performance.

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) also argued that emed performance management within the
business unit was positively related to achieviogtextual ambidexterity and therefore also
positively related to increased business unit perémce. In addition, previous research,
including that by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004)ngiacted by burnout and has demonstrated
that employee burnout has negatively related meoidgranpact on performance management, in

that as burnout increases, performance managereergases.

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) argued that sociapsupwithin the business unit was positively
related to achieving contextual ambidexterity dmetéfore also positively related to increased
business unit performance. Social support is aifyicharacterized by trust within the
organization, alignment between employee expectaidmd organizational culture, employee

communication and participation programs, and eggaamotional support.

Therefore, the conceptual model utilized in thseaach study is the two dimensional table first
proposed by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) wherehtirezontal axis measures performance
management and the vertical axis measures so@pbgLl In addition, the model is divided into
four distinct quadrants representing low perfornearec’country club’ environment, a burnout
environment, and a high performance environmeunividuals, departments, and organizations
would be placed in the model based on diagnostieguesults. An illustration of the model
can be found in Figure 1. In this illustratione thumerical scales align with the seven point
scale embedded in the questionnaire utilized bkiBshaw and Gibson (2004). This model was

used to define which departments were operatirigarnigh performance quadrant and those
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that were in the low performance quadrant. Inofelhg this methodology, the research was

then able to identify the departments from wherdreaw interview targets.

Figurel
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By utilizing this conceptual model, it was possitiediagnose the current state of the
organization from three different perspectivest tfahe individual, the department, and the
organization as a whole. For the purposes ofrdssarch, it was necessary to focus on the
departmental measurement of creating a high pedioce context that could lead to individuals
becoming contextual ambidextrous within the modter the initial diagnoses, interviews
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were conducted to determine the antecedents afred@rformance context at the departmental
level of the organization. To be clear, this reskeg@rovides more refined definitions and
measures of existing as well as new constructseohtecedents of contextual ambidexterity.

These new constructs and definitions will be exgadlan further detail in the findings sections.

In their article on the antecedents to organizali@ambidexterity, Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004)
identify four potential antecedents to a high perfance context. Specifically, they list stretch,
discipline, support, and trust as antecedents tuderterity. They succinctly demonstrate that
trust and support are antecedents to social supile discipline and stretch are antecedents to
performance management. The structure of theseeaents can be found in Figure 2. This
structure served as the foundation for the findiredgted to the antecedents to a high

performance culture of this research.

Figure?2
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4.0 Research Methodology

This research followed a single case study metlogyathat allowed a high level of immersion
into the context and environment of the target pizmtion and also allowed for a full
understanding of the influences on the phenomehaorterest. However, it is also recognized
that in spite of its strengths, a single case stadthodology is not without its limits, both of

which will be explored later in this text.

Upon the conclusion of the study a proposed frankevar future research is proposed and
should allow others to relate their experiencabitse reported in this project. In addition,
Richardt and Cook (1979) note also that generalipabdepends on more than sample size and
thus, “there is no reason quantitative resultsusthd@e inherently more generalizable than
gualitative results”. This is due to the fact tlggineralization is a far more inductive process
than simple statistical projection of a sampleht population. Although a large and diverse set
of cases can aid in such generalization, ‘so ad@psh of understanding of a single case’.
Therefore, this paper will offer a broader underdiag of the phenomenon of creating a high
performance context that could lead individualbéooming contextually ambidextrous, as well
as providing an extensive depth of understandintipimthe context of a mature manufacturing

company.

Given the level of access the researcher had hétlotganization of interest, specifically since
he was formerly employed within the firm, the resbgroject offers a very rich case. The
number of interviews with current employees, iniems with former employees, the
researcher’s level of access within the organimatmd the usage of a survey instrument offered

a very in-depth insight. However, it is also ursdeod that as a former insider, a certain level of
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bias is to be expected. Throughout the reseaxkgir the researcher worked to minimize such

biases through reliance on data as opposed tonmgpersonal observations of the organization.

4.1 Case Research

For the purposes of this study, the definition aderesearch is based on Benbasat, Goldstein, et
al. (1987), Bonoma (1985), Eisenhardt (1989), amd(2009). These researchers define a case
study as using multiple methods for data collecfrom a single to multiple entities by a direct
observer in a natural setting that takes into agtthe temporal and contextual aspects of the
phenomenon being studied, without experimentalrotsor manipulations. The methods
employed may include both quantitative and qualsapproaches, and also may be constructed
to be both obtrusive and unobtrusive. Data colbecthay rely on financial data, memoranda,
interviews, business plans, organization chartdstand other physical artifacts, questionnaires,

and observations of managerial or employee actodsnteractions.

In case research, the objective is to understacdrapletely as possible the phenomenon being
studied through ‘perceptual triangulation’ (Bonot®@85), with the accumulation of multiple
data references as sources of evidence to enairthénfacts being collected are correct. An
important consideration is that understanding aag be considered knowledge within the
restrictions of the researcher’s perceptual franrewbherefore, understanding is not out there,
waiting to be discovered in the rationalist seiase therefore this work cannot stand by itself.
Instead, the understanding that is realized is sigigificant within a framework of assumptions,
perspectives, and beliefs determined by the rekegrmost frequently his or her own. Hence,
the conclusions are embedded with bias and cultairatl Case study is founded upon the

important concept of directbservation in the first person, which is seein@ecurrence as it
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happens, rather than in the second person, tspesking or writing to someone who saw or
experienced it. It is also distinctive from datdlection in the third person or with no source at
all. First person data collection is importanuimderstanding the role of the context in which the
phenomenon being studied is occurring, a vital icEmation in endeavors at generalization. In
addition, the fundamentals of the temporal asgecuigh which the events of the concept
unfold, further aiding in the understanding of boev and why elements of the concept. In the
research purposed, the case study is confineditoyée setting and therefore is by definition a

single case study.

Benbasat, Goldstein, et al. (1987), identify thHteelamental strengths of the case study
approach. First, the concept can be studied imatsral setting and significant, relevant theory
can be generated from the knowledge gained throbghrving actual practice. Second, the case
method permits the meaningful question of ‘whybwasked, instead of limiting the outcome to
the usual questions of ‘what’ and ‘hawhe ‘why’ question can be answered with a reldgive

full understanding of the nature and complexityhef complete circumstance studied. Third, the
case methodology lends itself to early, exploragitglies where the variables may currently be
unknown and the phenomenon not very well understébis third advantage will be exploited

in this case where the researcher will seek to rstaied the antecedents of creating a high
performance context that may allow individuals émtime contextually ambidextrous in the
manufacturing environment. Yin (2009), McCutcheod Meredith (1993), and Eisenhardt
(1989) identify other advantages of the case metinoti as its potential for testing hypotheses in
well-described, specific situations and the riclsnefsits explanations. As a methodology, case

studies are useful for investigating existing thembut, due to the time and effort involved, are
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principally practical when developing new theorye@amining specific issues or aspects of an

extant theory.

Case research, however, is not without inhereriddisntages. As Meredith (1998) succinctly
pointed out, among the difficulties of doing cassearch are the fundamental necessity of direct
observation in the actual contemporary situatiast,dime, access hurdles, the need for multiple
methods, tools, and entities for triangulation, lek of controls, and the complications of
context and temporal dynamics. In addition, anotioenplex disadvantage of the case method is
the lack of familiarity of its procedures and ridoyr other researchers. As an example, Aldag and
Stearns (1988) point out that qualitative resedrcheneral, is frequently perceived as having a
tendency for poor validation, construct error, gnéstionable generalizability. To effectively
counter this, Johnston, et al., (1999) developtutee step framework to increase the validity of
the case methodology. Specifically, the researcst fimst begin with hypotheses grounded in
theory. Next, the research design must be logiwdlsystematic. Finally, the findings are

required to be independently assessed; as pdrisafeisearch process, this three step process will

be followed.

In addition, the case study approach has not allwags accepted as a proper scientific method.
The main argument against the methodology has the¢rcase studies provide little foundation
for scientific generalization (Yin 2009). As an axale, Weick (1969) argued that case studies
are too context specific and, therefore, not appatg for generalization. However, in the second
edition of the same book, he concludes, with atoddoted investigators’, that case studies “are
better tools than first imagined” (Weick 1979).&kevised attitude is attributed to an evolving
insight that “findings are unstable over time.’068 Weick (1979) and Cronbach (1975)

recommend that researchers endeavor to groungbiatations that are specific to situations and
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contexts. To phrase their findings differentl\guss that were previously regarded as
problematic were now recognized as a strengthdif@gs from a specific case, for example those
grounded within a specific environmental contekdd be considered a foundational strength
rather than a methodological weakness. The intefb@tween a phenomenon and its context is
best comprehended through in-depth case studiespasposed herein. As time has worn on,
the case study methodology has become an incréqasmmmon method in many scientific

fields. As pointed out by Yin (2009), the case gtotethodology is used extensively in widely
ranging areas such as psychology, political sciesmeology, history, anthropology, economics,

public administration, social work, management, addcation.

However, Yin (2009) remained judiciously criticdlsome case study research, stating that:

too many times the case study investigator has slegppy and has allowed equivocal

evidence on biased views to influence the direabibiine findings and conclusions.

Yin states that case study research is extremetl/tbaconduct correctly, despite the fact that it
has been considered a ‘soft’ approach. He makesagethat the softer the research approach,
the more difficult it is to conduct. Easton (19®&jlt upon Yin by identifying three key
weaknesses within a case study methodology. Bosate investigators believe they are
conducting case studies but instead are simplyighrayrich descriptions of events from which
the reader is expected to draw their own deducti®asond, some case studies are simply
accumulations of data that seem to provide incotafgepport of specific theories or
frameworks and are utilized in a quasi-deductieotk testing manner. Third, some researchers
employ multiple “case studies” in a manner thaggests that the researcher are relying on

some sort of statistical generalization.
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Weick (1979) provides similar criticism regardirigtfirst type of weakness where he states,
“many pseudo observers seem bent on describing#weg, and as a result describe nothing.”
His proposal for resolving this issue is to “inv@stheory to keep some intellectual control over
the burgeoning set of case descriptions.” A steangliance on theory may also aid in reducing
the detrimental effects of the second weaknesdifaihby Easton (1995). In addition, utilizing

a theory should also improve the explanatory pafease studies.

The literature on case research typically diffeetas between single and multiple case studies.
As Meredith (1998) summarized, there is a gengralion that multiple cases and replication
provides better explanations than single casegifBeardt 1989, Miles and Huberman 1994, Yin
2009). However, Meredith (1998) also stated thathsattitudes are relics of the times when
situation specificity was considered a weakneshis Tesearcher chooses to agree with Meredith
(1998) who, like Easton, argued that some reseesd¢bied to employ multiple cases in a way

that suggests that they rely on some notion oissitzd! significance.

Meredith (1998) also pointed out the logical flawincreasing the number of cases within a

study for its own sake. He stated:

The advantages gained by increasing the numbexsefscare countered by certain
disadvantages. This trade-off might result in negagffects. They seek to do a number
of case studies as if greater numbers, by andeofisklves, increased the explanatory

power of what they have been doing.

Easton (1995) in his explanation of the weakneskawultiple case studies, went on to show that
researching greater number of cases, with the sesogeirces, means more breadth, but less

depth.
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As Dubois and Gadde (2002) pointed out, when teeareh problem is focused on comparison
of a few specific variables, the expected choide iscrease the number of observations. In such
circumstances, the research study should be focussthtistical inference. However, when the
research question is focused on the analysis af@ber of interdependent variables within a
complex structure, the expected methodology waend to go further in depth into a single

case, instead of increasing the number of casdmiPand Gadde (2002) stated that “it is
difficult to comprehend how a little depth andtfdiwidth could contribute to the analysis of

any problem”.

4.2 Abduction as the Research Philosophy

A deductive argumens a line of reasoning iwhich it is believed that the premises that preced
the argument provide an assurance of the trutheo€bnclusion (Van de Ven 2007). Inherent in
deductive logic is the reasoning that the premésesntended to provide support for the
conclusion that is robust enough that, if the psamiare true, it would be not possible for the
conclusion to be untrue. On the contrary, an itida@rgument is an argument in which it is
thought that the premises provide support for tid@ble truth of the conclusion. In an
inductive argument, the premises are anticipatdzeteo strong that, if they are true, then it

is doubtfulthat the conclusion is false.

The primary distinction between the two methodadsgs inherently found in threlationship
the author assumes between the premises and tbleision. If the author argues that the truth of
the premises definitely establishes the truth efdbnclusion then the argument is deductive.

Conversely, if the author of the argument doeshetieve that the truth of the premises
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definitely establishes the truth of the conclusiom, nevertheless believes that their truth

provides good reason to believe the conclusion them the argument is by definition inductive.

In essence, deductive arguments are those whevalidéy of the conclusion is thought to be
certain and not just magbeobable by the certainty of the premises. Indectikxguments, on the
contrary, can appeal to any item that might be ghowvelated to the likelihood of the truth of the
conclusion. Inductive arguments can therefore bedan a variety of methodologies, including
arguments dealing with generalizations from papeérnce, statistical data, and causal
relationships. Ultimately, the distinctions betwereductive and deductive arguments involve

the weight of evidence the author accepts the mesrprovide for the conclusion.

Deduction and induction are two primary featuresaéntific literature. As an example, some
social science researchers (Glaser and Straus$ a&6iatain that inductively developed,
grounded theory is improved over other methodokbmehe ability to develop theory that is
formulated by logical deduction from prior theolyis accepted that the methodology of
grounded theory is that of pure induction wherepading to Eisenhardt (1989) there is “no
theory under consideration and no hypothesis tb. tétowever, Strauss (1987) further
developed the theories postulated by Glaser armdi§&irn(1967) and acknowledged that in
practice it is challenging to ignore the theorywanalated in one's mind before beginning the
research process. Thus, beginning the researckgge®athout prior assumptions is neither

practical nor preferred.

In addition, it is improbable that any researctaild wholly separate the two processes of
induction and deduction as, according to Richat@938), they “both are always involved, often

simultaneously,” and “it is impossible to go thedrge into any study”. In addition, Popper and
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Popper (1979) maintained that all data are theoagdd. Also, Parkhe (1993) argued that some
prior theory can have a pivotal function in theigef a research project. For this study, it is
admitted that the prior research on contextual dettierity within immature industries
unquestionably had an impact on the research framewPerry and Jensen (2001), continue the
argument by claiming that "induction with no prtbeory might prevent the researcher from
benefiting from existing theory, just as pure deducmight prevent the development of new
and useful theory". Parkhe (1993) concludes byiaggthat “both extremes are untenable and
unnecessary” and that the development of ongoiegrihrequires “continuous interplay”

between the two.

This study followed a more traditional inductivesbd, grounded theory approach utilizing past
research in contextual ambidexterity as a guideu@ded theory employs the characteristic of
limited generalizability to other specific situai® this is due to grounded theory expressly
setting out to develop theories about a specificiapth, social phenomena. In addition,
grounded theory has traditionally relied on datiéection techniques, such as interviews and

observations in natural settings that are gatheradhys that evolvas the research progresses.

Traditional grounded theory begins analysis soter défie data collection process begins. The
analysis builds theory through a methodical procas®pposed to the very flexible methods
employed by ethnographic research. These stepstafcdllection and analysis continue until
saturation is believed to have been reached, idsitEprogressing to some pre-determined point.
The influence of prior theory is purposely guardgdinst until after the data has been gathered
(Pettigrew 2002). At that time, but only afteralanalysis has been completed and a grounded
theory has been developed, comparisons with otiearies about other contexts are allowed. In

keeping with this methodology, Birkinshaw and Gilvsq2004) work on the antecedents to
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contextual ambidexterity was purposely not readl after the final stages of data collection

were complete.

As Perry and Jensen (2001) pointed out, a modifezdion of grounded theory has been used
more frequently in Europe, being termed the 'quadictive approach’ and 'abduction’. This
approach has proven appropriate if the researadwealneady mastered the literature before
going into the field. Such an approach allowsdbeelopment of pre-categories from other
theories beforéhe sampling and coding processes begin, for udese processes (Skytte
1992). As Perry and Jensen (2001) described thieatelogy, it enables the researcher to be
awareof a number of dimensions of the phenomenon tdumied at the beginning of the study.
Within this methodology, the prior arguments aréinoluded to perform verifying, theory-
testing upon; rather, they are merely tested wighieal-world, empirical context for contextual
re-specification, enhancement, or elimination.uAdamental position in the succeeding stages
of the research progression is that the manageofidéingering elements should follow the same
testing process as traditional grounded theorgsbence, dimensions that are not plausible
within the data are eliminated during the dataysislprocess and newly uncovered dimensions
are added. One distinct advantage of this tailapgaroach to grounded theory is that it
combines associations with extant theories to pleeifed fundamental principles of data
sampling and analysis from grounded theory. Je(@0il) also proposed that a theory-testing
version of this particular form of grounded thecould be employed to explore if a prior, formal
theory was applicable to a particular, empiricaiteat. It is this theory testing, inductive

application of this specific type of grounded thetirat is the focus of this study.
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4.3 The Researcher-Client Agreement

As the project is initiated, a formal researchégndl agreement (Susman and Evered 1978,
Davison, Martinsons et al. 2004) was implementatisagned off on by both the researcher and
the target company; this document approves botheearch theme and the methodological
approach to researching the dilemma. The agreeat@mspecifies the responsibilities of the
involved actors and outlines a timeline regardimg gteps in the research process (Mathiassen
2002). The researcher’s participation was finartbeaugh private funds, while the client
organization financed its own involvement. Priothe project’s implementation, the researcher
met with the Senior Management Team (SMT) of tlgapization to present the proposed
research project. The SMT was advised of the megpoesearch process and was asked to
empower the researcher with the necessary respldresiio properly conduct the research. The
SMT of the target organization agreed to the prah@nd asked that they be advised of all

findings of the research.

4.4 Case Background

This sections draws extensively from the two latestilable annual reports for the organization
of interest for fiscal years 2010 and 2011. Plemde that the company has requested to remain
anonymous and therefore all references to theiren@ama industry have been adjusted to meet

this request. Also, in order to maintain this amoity, the annual reports are purposely not cited.

Global ParentCo is one of the world’s leading sigsplof a specific type of food product as well
as other food related ingredients and is organmaddwide in two divisions: North American

ParentCo and SisterCo. Global ParentCo operatexa@ontinents and generates annual sales
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of nearly $4 billion and has a workforce of approately 9,700 employees in 28 countries. An

organization chart detailing the structure of tbempany can be found below in Figure 3.

Figure3

Global Organization

Global Parent

European SisterCo Nor;f; '_Aer:te(!:r(l)can IngredientsCo
L 20 Companies on i IR SisterCo 1 L 16 companies on
2 continents 6 continents

f— SisterCo 2

f— SisterCo 3

— SisterCo 4

ManufacturingCo, the specific organization of ietdrin this single case study, is a division of
Global ParentCo, offers a full line of ingredieatsd food products, and operates exclusively
within the borders of the United States. The bakeoguct portfolio ranges from premium

finished and semi-finished pastry products, suctiem®rated cakes, donuts, muffins, European
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style viennoiserie, and American style cookies.ylemarily sell these products as frozen
goods to industrial bakeries, supermarkets, takgastablishments, coffee chains, and caterers.
ManufacturingCo is the largest division of the par@rganization with annual sales revenue

exceeding $1 billion.

In May 2012, the parent company, Global Parent@opanced its intent to divest the division
being studied by the third quarter of 2013. Ashaf gathering of the data for this dissertation,
no buyer had been identified; however, the compsuny the process of compiling the necessary
due diligence data to facilitate its sale when suttuyer is announced. In addition, this
announcement has increased the stress level witbipersonnel of the organization being

studied as it bodes as an unknown for their casgirations with the company.

Current Challenges

In 2010 and 2011, ManufacturingCo’s core markedsndit experience a recovery from the
economic downturn; most markets were stable at bést was driven primarily by volatility
within key raw materials markets, such as sugaingand dairy, in the past years, and this
proved to be the case again in 2012, with subsiantireases in input costs. Although their raw
material purchases were partially covered by loitigen hedges, increasing prices to their
customers continues to be a common necessity. [@ughincreases, lead to additional workload
with the personnel being studied. In addition,ittezease in commodity costs leads to a
downturn of profits, which then causes decreaseentive pay for the personnel being studied.
The profit volatility is expected to remain for tf@eseeable future as prices are not being
influenced by supply and demand, but also by firdrspeculation, a trend that is not expected

to reverse in the near future.
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Recent Acquisition within ManufacturingCo

In March 2010, the organization of interest congiedne of the largest acquisitions in the
history of the global business. The addition of K&ywith annual sales revenue in excess of
U.S. $500 million, considerably strengthened thearket position within the United States.
However, the acquisition also forced the mergeawaf disparate corporate cultures and greatly
added to the complexity of the organization. Du2@d.0, NewCo was fully integrated in
ManufacturingCo’s strategic platforms, with thegwminant share of NewCo’s organization
being integrated within ManufacturingCo; a smalitipm of NewCo was integrated into one of
ManufacturingCo’s sister companies. Togetherptgeorganizations have a rich 125-year
history of manufacturing baking ingredients anddurcis; a key indication of the maturity of the

organization.

The quick and thorough integration of NewCo in 2@ifved to be a distraction and therefore
took much energy from the organization. In additim an effort to quickly capture synergies
the organization rapidly terminated duplicate ergpés and reorganized the combined entities
primarily on their U.S. campus. In 2011 furtheesinlining of the organization was initiated,
and as such, ManufacturingCo reviewed the manufagtbbase of the combined companies in
order to improve utilization, to reduce complexitythe supply chain, and to maintain an
adequate geographic footprint. This resulted inctbsure of two manufacturing facilities, which
was announced in February 2011. In addition, tiinout 2011 further workforce reductions
were made resulting in a lean organization withrlyesl headquarters type functions located in

the U.S.
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Structural Ambidexterity

Innovation is touted as a key differentiator in M&actturingCo’s strategic positioning, from
those of their competitors, and is purposed toedifeir future growth. In recent years, they have
consolidated their innovation activities to focesawurces and deepen expertise. Their
management has espoused that their customers reedigeir innovation capabilities and view
their distinctive services as a competitive advgatd he innovation functions at
ManufacturingCo are organized through two main de#n First, the company has established
Product Development Centers that are located ¢toeeir customers and secure a swift
response to customer demands. These centerskee taith providing existing customers with
refinements to existing products as well as redytie cost of producing existing products. In
essence, this represents the exploitation constfisttuctural ambidexterity. The company also
has established Innovation Centers that focus gelioterm technological development that
represent the exploration construct of structunabigexterity. These structures are organized

separately, as is typically required in structamalbidexterity.

Product development centers are organized to hatrerag local and regional presence and an
in-depth understanding of their market. They aggpsuted by the expertise of their global
network and operate closely to the business, aaesmgbusiness partner for our customers. They
are tasked with refining existing products for &rig customers as well as economizing current
production practices. In 2011, these were foldéol @new product category structure in order to

place these closer to the needs of the compansteroers.

Innovation Centers are primarily focused on anéting global trends and merging this with
consumer insights and input from the Product Dewelent Centers. These organizations devise

an innovation strategy, based on the Global Paést€rategy, to develop original solutions
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through a portfolio of projects. They help the argation to meet the challenges that arise from
changing consumer and customer demands, markdbgevents, new technologies, and
emerging legislation and regulations. The centens fall divisions collaborate extensively with
each other, exchanging ideas, product and proagtsthnologies, knowledge of raw materials,
and best practices. In essence, the organizat®sthactured itself in parallel with the concept
of structural ambidexterity; however, this reseagxplores the ability of the firm to achieve
contextual ambidexterity and the impact of orgatmirel trust on such ambidexterity. In the
view of the researcher, the organization has untitteally aligned itself within the tenets of

structural ambidexterity, and has not made sudiifatewards contextual ambidexterity.

Talent Acquisition

In North American ParentCo, the organization lawaktits first MBA leadership program in
2011. In selective universities, MBA students witle to ten years of working experience were
interviewed on campus and subsequently selecteghiptoyment. The purpose of the program
is to hire and develop, through selective rotatidusire leaders for the company. Internal
candidates were encouraged to participate in thgram as well; however the researcher could
find no cases where an in internal candidate wiesteel to participate in the program. As a

result of the pilot, the first MBA students startedd 2011.

In addition, Global ParentCo claims to provide depment opportunities through formal and on
the job training, challenging projects, internatibaxperience and exposure. They also seek to
expand their leadership development and trainingnams aimed at producing the new
generation of leaders that will maintain Manufatg€o’s market leadership. ManufacturingCo
currently has several different management devedopmrograms in place including programs

that target high potential mid level and senior agers. These programs focus on improving
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personal and managerial skills, improving stakedoldanagement, operating more effectively
in an international environment and gaining in-tieptowledge about the company. The higher
level programs focus on improving strategic inssgiwtd managerial skills, enhancing
influencing abilities, learning to apply the adwage of the cultural differences within the
company, sharing best practices, and helping pegopteanage change. These talent
development programs aim at both developing sacigport and performance management with
the organization. However, with the expected foothing divestment, both the MBA hiring
program and the internal management developmengtams have been suspended within the

organization being studied.

In addition, Global ParentCo has established aigband People Policy” that is based on clear
principles. They consistently monitor adherencth&se principles and constantly monitor their

approach to ensure they are being met. They are:

1. Recruit, develop, and promote employees on theslodighe talents and skills required

for the job;

2. Provide safe and healthy working conditions;

3. Offer a varied and challenging career;

4. Encourage and support individual and team initegito further improve the results,

reputation and growth potential of Global Parent@d;

5. Strive for performance excellence and related rdsar

As written, these polices would seem to promoteh performance context that could lead to

individuals becoming contextually ambidexterous #msl study measures how well such
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policies are being practiced. As is shown in subsatjsections, the initial survey instrument
demonstrates that the company rates relatively iniglerformance management but low in
social support, despite policies to the contraheréfore, the company is not, by definition,

contextually ambidextrous.

4.5 Research Process and Results

The data collection process occurred over appraeiyaix months and utilized several data
sources. Namely, the researcher utilized a sumnvayument, semi-structured interviews, archival
data, and participant observation. It was expeittatithe survey instruments and informant
interviews would be the primary source of inductilea, an expectation that proved true. In
addition, archival materials and observations weitezed to expand the understanding of the
case context, such as the strategic, operationdlicaltural features embedded in the
organization. Also, the data collected were wiizo offer insights to both refute and reinforce

the survey and interview findings (Forster 1994).

Yin (2009) maintains that multiple sources allow tesearcher to speak to a wider range of
attitudinal, historical, and behavioral subjectsatidition, Yin argues that any findings or
conclusions grounded within a case study are egpdotbe “much more convincing and
accurate if it is based on several different saufanformation following a corroborative
mode.” Therefore, the multiple data sources utlirethis study lent credence to the scientific

merit of the study as a whole.

4.5.1 Survey

A survey instrument designed to measure the orgaaiZs current state of achieving a high

performance context that could lead to contextoddidexterity was utilized; this instrument was
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sent to all salaried and exempt employees who vdoakéhe company’s U.S. campus. A
narrative detailing the propagation and findingnirthis instrument can be found in subsequent
sections. Through the literature review on contekambidexterity, the researcher was able to
identify several key areas of investigation thdediin the initial diagnoses of the company’s
current state of creating a high performance cdang&pecifically, the instrument was constructed
to measure the two areas identified in the conephwdel, specifically performance
management and social support. In addition, tineesunstrument measured the organizational
trust and burnout. Prior to distribution, the mstent was reviewed with the company’s Human
Resources department. As expected, the Human Resadepartment did not desire to change
these areas of focus; instead, they asked to amé&w of the specific questions posed to the
survey recipients. Quite beneficially, practition@nd researchers brought their historical
knowledge to aid in the comprehension of the issekeded to the problem situation. After this
initial meeting, the survey instrument was quicldyt thoroughly, adjusted to reflect the desired
changes, and overall it continued to reflect trmuoof this project, a better understanding of

creating a high performance context that could teazbntextual ambidexterity.

The diagnostic survey instrument contained questtbvided into six distinction sections. The
first section gathered demographic information esning the respondent. The second section
was concerned with social support; these two sestiwhen combined were designed to
measure the organizations current performance xbnlieis important to note that the first two
sections were almost exactly identical to thoskzetl by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004). The
next sections were designed to do a deeper digdhetantecedents of creating a high
performance context, specifically burnout and truataddition, the survey gathered data

concerning current job satisfaction and the respotisl perception of firm performance.
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Embedded in each section was a reverse scaled dguesyion designed to tease out
respondent accuracy. The actual questions for $ext@ns were drawn from previous research
studies. Specifically, the burnout section wasnfrthe Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach

and Jackson 1981) and the trust questions were $tomekley’sMeasuring Organizational

Trust questionnaire (Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis et al. 2000he questionnaire ended with further
demographic questions. However, the research mgrmtedid not allow for the collection of
information that would have identified the indiveluespondents. Therefore, it was important to
collect accurate demographic information. By adiley dependent and independent measures
from several different levels within the organipati as well as different departments and lengths

of service, the problems often associated with commethod variance were avoided.

Within the performance management, social supparfjout, and trust sections, the respondents
were asked to rate the frequency of behaviorsef thanagers on a seven point scale that
included a numerical equivalent of time associatgd each point in the scale. As an example,
a response of ‘Never’ was to be indicated if tme@émager exhibited the queried behavior less
than 10% of the time. It is important to note tthéé numerical rating, as well as the dummy
guestions, was not included in Birkinshaw’s questaire. The researcher felt that without the
numerical time equivalent, the ratings were too igontus and may lead to less reliability in the

guestionnaire results.

Prior to sending the survey instrument to the naagsence, it was tested on several current and
former employees of the target organization. Blimwved the researcher to understand if the

instrument was clear and concise, and also to penmdifications, if necessary.
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The survey was sent to all salaried and exempt@epbk within the organization located in the
U.S. who had both email addresses and internesacdes part of the agreed upon framework,
an administrative assistant employed in the HumesoRrces department sent an email that
contained a link to the online survey. The texthaf email was composed by the researcher in
consultation with the internal sponsor of the resiea The actual email can be found in the
appendix. According to the administrative assistdne email invitation was sent to
approximately 250 potential respondents. As is $e¢he invitation, the survey initially sent on
September 20 2012 and was available for response for two we&eminder emails were sent

to the same list of invitees on Septembé?, ZH12 and again on Octobéf, 2012,

The instrument was internet based via Qualtridésading on-line survey provider that has been
utilized in previous research studies. All recipgereceived the same instrument which consists
of both Likert scale queries and open ended questithe actual instrument can be found in the
appendix. Recipients were allowed ten days to cetaghe form and received reminders when

the form was not yet complete.

After the deadline for completion has passed, ¢éselts were accumulated via Qualtrics. The
Likert scale items were statistically analyzediael and SPSS, to aid the researcher in
understanding the trends within the data. The @peled questions were interpreted via NVivo,
a qualitative data analysis computer software @wgiEach question was analyzed separately to
allow for the detection of trends within the daagd the results were then accumulated by
subject area. The researcher also examined théatatdferences between departments and
physical locations within the organization. Utihgi the Likert scale and the open ended data, the
data was interpreted and the current state ofridg@nazation within the framework of creating a

high performance context that could lead to contaixambidexterity was determined.
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Specifically, the data was utilized to determine tlirrent performance context, the levels of
burnout and organizational trust, and was also tséatther refine the interview guidelines and

targets.

Within the timeframe allowed, 160 total responsesenreceived, of which, 141 were usable.
Therefore, the usable response rate was estimateéa, and deemed valid. The unusable
responses were discarded primarily due to the regrd quitting the survey prior to completion.
The number of responses by self-identified depantsean be found below in Table 1.
Unfortunately, the target organization could naiide the number of survey invitations sent to

each department, so it is impossible to deternhiraedepartmental response rates.

Tablel

Survey Responses by Department

Department Responses

Sales 6
Marketing 8
Category 11
R&D 18
Finance 43
HR 4
Cust. Serv. 14
Operations 18
Division 1
Did Not Identify 18
Total 141

Given the estimated high response rate, it is belibat the employees participating in this study

are representative of the overall population withie target organization.

64



Validity of Survey Instrument

For the purposes of this survey, a high performaocgext is defined as the precense of high
levels of both performance management and soguastt In the survey, performance
management was measured using seven valid questlibesurced from the Birkinshaw and
Gibson (2004) contextual ambidexterity survey.adidition, the social support questions were
sourced from the same survey but included a dumevgrsed scale question in order to improve
reliability. Table 2 that follows provides a moretdiled explanation of the reliabilty of the
survey. Overall, the individual items within sdgapport presented loadings that ranged from
0.668 to 0.866, which are adequate. In additionias support had an alpha of 0.822, well above
the desired value. Further, the individual itenithin performance management presented
loadings that ranged from 0.690 to 0.822, whichadse deemed adequate. Finally, performance
management had an alpha of 0.867, well above thieedevalue. Therefore, the survey is
deemed valid for the purposes of measuring a hegfopnance context that leads to contextual
ambidexterity. This finding is extremely importaa# this study represents the first instance the

survey has been tested outside of its originaleodnt

More detail on the specific results as well asfthlecorrelation table can be found in the

appendix.

Table?2

Summary of the Final Measures

Construct #of ltems | Scale Alpha Range of Loadings Range of Means
Social Support 6 1-7 0.822 0.668 - 0.866 2.8955 - 4.4436
Performance Management 6 1-7 0.867 0.690 - 0.822 3.0149 - 4.7612
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Validity of Trust Questions
Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) list trust as an aedeat to ambidexterity and as such the

researcher included questions concerning organizaltirust in the diagnostic survey. As
previously mentioned, the particular questions veengrced from Shockley’s (200Measuring
Organizational Trust questionnaire; the specific questions can be foartde appendix. In order

to ensure reliability, and similar to the othertg®ts in the survey, questions utilizing a reverse
scale were included. In all, the survey includetmuestions concerning trust, of which seven
were determined to be valid. Table 3 that follgmsvides a more detailed explanation of the
reliabilty of the survey. Overall, the valid indtiwal questions within trust presented loadings
that ranged from 0.628 to 0.862, which are adequiataddition, trust had an alpha of 0.888,

well above the desired value. Therefore, the fgusistions in the survey are deemed valid for the
purposes of measuring contextual ambidexterityis Tihding is extremely important as this

study represents the first instance where the smistcendent has been deemed statistically valid.

More detail on the specific results as well asfthlecorrelation table can be found in the

appendix.

Table3
Construct #of Iltems | Scale Alpha Range of Loadings Range of Means
Trust 7 1-7 0.888 0.628 - 0.862 3.4806 - 4.7578

45.2 Interviews

After the survey data was analyzed against theeqiraf creating a high performance culture,
the researcher conducted nineteen semi-structatedsiews with individuals who were, at the

time of the interview, employed at the target comyp&U.S. campus. To further ensure that the
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sample included the most knowledgeable informahesresearcher utilized a “snowballing
technique.” Specifically, the researcher askedainmformants to suggest others within the
organization who could offer further insight. Atiterviews were electronically recorded and
transcribed verbatim to ensure reliability (Eisench@and Bourgeois 111 1988). An interview
protocol was been designed with alignment-adaptabénsions in mind and can be found in the
appendix. Itis important to note that this pratodid not include the specific words
“alignment”, “adaptability”, “tension,” “contradiain,” or “dilemma.” Instead, and in alignment
with Spradley (1979), the interviews began withgjisss covering general topics: company
history and structure, current projects, employninéstory with the organization, relationships
with team members and clients, competitors, arngbiadl workday. In alignment with the
‘snowballing’ concept, the protocol was adjusteddshon the results of early interviews,
especially concerning the order in which the in@mtargets were asked the specific questions.

The initial interview protocol can be found in tagpendix.

Given the inductive perspective of the study, gsearcher encouraged informants to wander
freely in their answers and probed whenever passikd expected, the interview protocol
evolved systematically as the study progressedslaser and Strauss (1967) recommended, the
study began with general research aims. As datectioin and analysis developed, the
interviews became increasingly focused. The rekeamontinued enlisting informants until
additional interviews failed to dispute existing,reveal new, categories or relationships; that is,

until the researcher achieved theoretical saturdt@orbin and Strauss 1990).

In addition to the interviews of current employeid® researcher conducted two interviews with
former employees who had recently departed thenizgon. These interviews utilized the
same interview protocol as that utilized with catremployees.
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After the completion of the survey, it was cleaattimterviews should be conducted within the
Customer Service and Sales departments to undérstanthese departments rated so poorly.
Conversely, both the Human Resources and Operatepartments were targeted to understand
why these departments rated so high. It is impotanote that the Human Resources
department has fewer employees than Operatiorieesaterviews were more heavily weighted
towards the Operations department. In addition,lepges from other departments, such as
Finance and Marketing, who regularly interact with previously identified departments, were
also identified as interview targets. As seen ihl&sa 4, 5, and 6, the interview targets were
individuals across all professional levels, disaig$, and tenure to enable representative
sampling. In addition, Table 7 presents the revidsghrtmental interview statistics when the
interview targets outside of the specifically taegedepartments (Operations, Human Resources,
Sales, and Customer Service) are included in tiaéstof the targeted departments they most
closely triangulate with. It is important to ndkat one interview target from outside of the

targeted department triangulated with three tathdepartments.

Table4

Interviews by Department
Operations

Human Resources
Customer Service
Sales

Marketing
Finance

A W WEFEO

Total 21
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Table5b

Interviews by Tenure (years)

1year with company

2 years with company

3years with company

4 years with company

5years with company

6 years with company

7 years with company

9years with company

14 years with company

N RPN BRFPRP R U WN

Average Tenure (years) 5

Table6

Interviews by Level
Executive 4
Manager
Staff 8

(Vo]

Total 21

Table7

Interviews by Department Triangulated
Operations 10
HR 1
Customer Service 4
Sales 8

Total 23

Also, founded upon the survey results, a crossaeof targets was chosen based on both their
level within the organization, ranging from stadf/él to executive, and on their time with the

organization, ranging from less than a year to d@eyears. In addition, two former employees
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were interviewed, one from Category Management fehoerly interacted regularly with the
Sales department and the other from Finance whaewdedded with the Operations

department.

The previously discussed interview protocol wasyfutilized with all interviewees. As
expected, some targets were more open to discusarothers. The shortest interview lasted
27 minutes and was with a customer service staffilbee, the longest lasted 68 minutes and was
with a marketing executive, while the average was¥hnutes. Due to scheduling conflicts, two
interviews of current employees were conductedeligphone. The remainder of the current
employee interviews were conducted on site, inrdidential setting, and were face to face.

One former employee interview was conducted off fsite to face, while the other former
employee interview was conducted via telephond.indéérviewees consented to audio recording
of the interviews. All in person interviewees readl signed the voluntary consent and
confidentially agreement and phone intervieweebalgr consented to the terms of the
agreement. All interviewees were also reassurddliea employer would not have access to
neither the audio recordings nor the transcripisese procedures served the dual purposes of

assuring necessary confidentiality but also hetpeshcourage a more frank and open dialog.

After the interviews were complete, the audio rdauys were transcribed by a third party in
their entirety. During the transcription proces$jdentifying information was deleted. To
ensure the integrity of the transcription procéss,researcher compared the transcription to the

audio for three interviews.
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4.5.3 Participant Observation and Archival Data

Informal, nonparticipant observations were be mabie interacting with the company’s
personnel. The researcher, as a former insidéretortganization of interest, had particularly
excellent access into both the formal and informeaétings of the organization. As such, the
researcher was able to examine and take noteg @fdrk environment of the firm. This was
especially vital during the company’s quarterly WioHalls’ where every employee was

afforded to opportunity to ask questions direablyite company’s executives. In addition, the
researcher was allowed to attend the regularlyckdbd ‘Leadership Forum’ meetings where a
cross-functional team of director level and abovpleyees was assembled to concentrate on the

organization’s future strategy.

In addition, the researcher utilized archival datanform the research. Industry reports and
internal documents were examined for their poténtatribution to the understanding of the
climate and culture of the firm of interest. Obs#rons that occurred within meetings, company
town hall presentations, and other events beyoadadhntrol of the researcher contributed data
that would not have otherwise been gathered. Toleservations generated new insights and
guestions on which further interviews could be base addition, the insights that resulted from
unexpected data contributed to further developrogtite framework and generated the search
for complementary theoretical concepts. Therefibre observations that were available as an
insider added new insights to the subject, whitimaltely resulted in innovative views of the
phenomenon itself and also added clarity to theareh that would have otherwise been

unavailable.
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Table8

Data Collection Summary

Technique Who When Purpose
Diagnostic Survey U.S. based salaried and | September - To measure the organization’s current level of ertuial
Instrument exempt employees with | October 2012 | ambidexterity and develop the trends that will kplered
email access. through the interview process.
Individual Interviews | U.S. based employees November - To conduct an in-depth exploration of the orgamnres
— Current Employees| identified by both the December 2012 performance management, social support, burnotureyland
researcher and the organizational trust. The interviews will utilizesaowball
organization’s Human technique and will allow for the informing of thepact of the
Resources department. organization’s trust level on its contextual ambieety.
Former Employee Former employees November - To conduct an in-depth exploration of the orgamizes
Interviews currently residing in the December 2012 performance management, social support, burnotureuland
U.S. These were identified organizational trust. The interviews utilized asball
through LinkedIn. technique and allowed for the informing of the iroipaf the
organization’s trust level on its contextual ambieety. Former
employees proved to be more forthcoming concertiiag
shortcomings of the organization.
Participant Employees in the U.S. whq March 2012 — | To observe the interaction of executives and enga#sywhen
Observation attended town hall and January 2013 | the executives made their quarterly town hall preseons.

leadership forum meetings

Also, to observe the interaction among high leveployees
when part of the interdepartmental leadership forum
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4.5.4 Survey and Interview Data Analysis

The researcher utilized a four-stage data angbysisess as outlined by Glaser and Strauss
(1967) and Miles and Huberman (1994). Systemdécative comparisons of data, emerging
categories, and existing literature aided in theettgment of cohesive constructs and an
integrative, theoretical framework. The bias tisatonsidered to be a danger in using a
gualitative research approach was overcome inréisisarch through data triangulation. For the
purpose of this paper, three types of triangulaéianused namely, data, methodological, and

interdisciplinary triangulation.

Combining sources of data, while alternating betweealysis and interpretation, frequently
denotes triangulation (Denzin 1978, Yin 2009). Aduog to Yin, the primary benefit of
triangulation is the development of converging $iro¢ inquiry. Huberman and Miles (1994)
denote this as “self-consciously setting out téembland double check findings.” Therefore,
multiple data sources may contribute to uncovecimgracteristics of the phenomenon previously

unknown to the researcher.

The first stage is the identification of initiakdad categories within the case. This first step
began with the survey data that was utilized torimfthe interview process. Next, the
researcher utilized the verbatim survey data, dkasdhe interview transcripts, to identify
patterns and variance in the levels of the conroicinterest within the firm, as well as across

departments and varying experience with the orgdioiz.

To further categorize the raw data, the researm@pplied techniques advocated by Van Maanen
(1979). Specifically utilizing conceptual coding glmying in vivo codes, for example first-level

concepts comprised of the language used by infaisnana simple, descriptive phrase when an
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in vivo code is not available (Corbin and Strau88Q). These first-level concepts offered

general insights into the constructs of interest.

The second stage involves linking the related fegel concepts within the case to the
theoretical constructs. In this stage, the researsbarched for the links between and among the
first-level constructs, which then facilitated gping the first level constructs together into
second-level constructs. A core aspect of the itieiprocess is that the researcher allowed
concepts and relationships to emerge from the dattaer than being guided by a priori

hypotheses (Corbin and Strauss 1990).

In the third stage, the researcher conducted gase-comparisons of the acquired data,
specifically between the interviews, participansetyations, and survey instrument. Using
standard case analysis techniques (Eisenhardt MBS and Huberman 1994), the researcher
searched for similar concepts and relationshipiwihe case, comparing the categories
produced in stage two. Similar themes were gathiatechggregate dimensions that served as
the basis of the emerging framework. The reseattiea labeled these dimensions, for example
performance management, organizational trust, @tber by summarizing the content at a
higher level of abstraction or by referring to entthterature that described highly similar
concepts. This process entailed seeking evidenmossathe case for alignment-adaptability

tension descriptors, and is expected to resultanyrareas of interest.

Similar to the interview, survey, and focus groaed the researcher assessed the reliability of
each dimension via two methods. First, the reseammbded every response twice in order to
measure the intra-coding reliability. In the cakéhe few disagreements found, they were

resolved through discussion with a third party. tNéxe researcher referred to the extant
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literature as well as the dissertation committearfput. This method allowed a rigorous

interpretation of the data and probed how dataithin the proposed dimensions.

The final stage involved the construction of a tietioal framework as it specifically related to

the identification of the antecedents of contexamabidexterity within the target organization.

In the final stage, the researcher drew upon exysiiudies of contextual ambidexterity and
paradox to refine the labels and understandingsohwerge on a parsimonious set of constructs,
the researcher focused only on the most robusinigsd Throughout the study, it is was found
that the data collection led to a new search fefulsheories, complementary to the general
framework, which were then guided by the fact thatempirical observations and the current
theoretical framework were not exactly parallelwdoer, it was recognized that as Glaser
(1978) points out, the fit between theory and tgadi vital, and argues that data should not be
forced to match preconceived or preexistent categoarguing rather that the categories are to

be developed from data.

As previously mentioned, the interviews were reedrtioth electronically and in writing, and
then transcribed, analyzed via NVivo, and the tssadcumulated and analyzed for trends. The
open ended survey data were analyzed in a siméaner. The interview transcripts were coded
utilizing an iterative coding process. First, aitial code list was developed utilizing the extant
literature as well as the expected responses timtiriew questions. Next, several interviews
were coded using the initial code list. During timgial coding process, new codes were created
based on the gaps between the initial code listlaaahterview transcripts. In addition, existing
codes were refined to more accurately capturedh@eentary of the interviewees. After seven

interviews were coded, the code list was considénadl At that time, the results of the initial
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coding were deleted and all twenty-one intervievesencoded using the same code list. In
addition, at that time the codes were specificdéfined and composed so that there was little
overlap and that all discussed topics were givagadte attention. The code list, with the

corresponding count per code can be found in tperagix.

Within the context of qualitative research, it be@s necessary to ascertain the reliability of the
researcher. This is especially true when the reseahas been embedded in the target
organization and therefore is subject to inhereadt@ten unintended biases. One method for
assuring the reliability of the researcher in datilve research is to have an independent third
party code an interview that was previously codgthle researcher. When this method is
utilized, a kappa coefficient is produced and piesgia score of inter-rater agreement and is an
indication of the degree to which separate obseragree above what would be expected by

chance alone (Cohen 1960, Rigby and Robinson 2000).

To assess the reliability of the generated coddsaéter the interviews were coded by the
researcher, a single, uncoded interview, as wah@sode list was forwarded to a third party for
coding. When returned, the results of this codeerview were compared to the same
interview’s coding results as coded by the researcfhe comparison shows that there is a high
level of reliability in the researcher’s coding.e8gically, when the two coders were compared,
there was an overall average agreement of 79.1886@ &ohen’s Kappa Coefficient score of
.6734, well within the .40 to .75 range considemedair to good agreement, albeit on the higher
end of the scale. Since the Kappa score was witieircceptable range, it was determined that

there was no need to have coding disagreementsedstirough third party consultation.
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Pre-coding discussion with the third party codeesddhat without a thorough understanding of
the contextual ambidexterity, the third party cosiesrer could only rely on his personal
interpretation of the given definitions. As sutie third party coder was provided with the
interview transcript, the interview protocol, thede list, and the expanded code definitions; the
former three documents can be found in the apperfiince the expanded code definitions and
the interview protocol were provided to the thiatty coder, it was more likely that a higher
intercoder reliability would be achieved. In adalitj it is likely a stronger kappa coefficient may
have been attained through further in-depth trgiind interaction of the alternate scorer, or
using multiple alternate scorers, or a combinatibboth. Albeit, even without in-depth training,
a score within the “fair” range reinforces the adisey of the definitions utilized and

demonstrates sufficient establishment of the figdiof the research.

5.0 Findings

As a reminder, the purpose of this study was tdaggghe antecedents of creating a high
performance context within the environment of auramanufacturing company. This section

is organized into several primary subsections. fireesubsection explores the results from the
survey that informed the interview process. Nthe,antecedents of performance management
are explored; the next section does the same wdialssupport. The following section describes
the moderating effect that differences between marsaand departments have on the contextual
ambidexterity of the organization. The final sestexplores an additional finding of this study,
namely that the unit of analysis is not the indidal as has been studied in prior research, but

instead the unit of analysis is the department it individual is situated.
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5.1 Survey Results

As Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) explain, socialganp and performance management are
mutually reinforcing, as well as equally importaWthen each are present, a high performance
atmosphere is created that, in this sense, rdlammntextual ambidexterity. However, when
there is an imbalance, as is seen in most depatsmathin the target organization, less than
optimum performance is achieved. As is shown ibnlgd& and Figure 4, the overall company
average is relatively high on performance managgnben not nearly as elevated on social
support. Individual departmental results yieldiamimbalances. In this case, the results
oriented environment that lacks social supportdgel burnout context. As is seen in this
organization, and will be explored in the intervggwnost people can perform at a high level for
a limited time. However, the lack of social sugpaitl tend to yield a higher level of employee
turnover and lead to longer term poor performarioeaddition, low social support, when
coupled with low performance management, as is sebath the Customer Service and Sales
departments yield a low performance organizatigonatext. In this scenario, employees are
neither aligned with their job descriptions nor itilge to organizational changes, and therefore

cannot be contextually ambidextrous.
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Table9

M easur ements by Department

Performance | Social
Department Management | Support
Sales 3.5 2.9
Marketing 4.4 3.3
Category 4.1 3.8
R&D 4.6 3.9
Finance 4.2 3.8
HR 4.7 4.7
Cust. Serv. 2.4 2.8
Operations 5.0 4.7
Division 4.5 2.2
Did Not Identify 4.1 3.4
Average 4.2 3.7
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Figure4

Diagnostic Survey Results by Department
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At this point in time, it is necessary to introdube concept of high performance conte
measure as a method of ratihg high performance contitamong different individuals
departments, and entities. Thigh performance conte measurement consists of the produc

the social support score and the performance mamagescore. This ale, while one

dimensional, allows for a simple comparison betwagmartments measured, and in this spe
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case allowed for a more specific identificatiortled departments where interview targets should
be chosen. In this case, it was determined thaeghme social support and performance
management scales measure intermeshed consttwetsild be more accurate to multiply the
respective performance management and social supgmes instead of simply adding. The
intermeshing of the constructs can easily be sedmei statistical analysis of the survey
instrument previously presented. It is recognited if there were no overlap between the
constructs and they were truly independent meastivess the sum of the scores would be the
more accurate measure. In the survey instrumadtspecifically in the performance
management and social support sections, the responas asked to rate his or her manager on
a seven point scale with a range of one to sevieerefore, when the two measurements, social
support and performance management, are measutieel linear scale, the range runs from one
to forty nine. A low score would indicate the ahoe of a high performance context while a

high score would indicate the presence of the stughenomenon.

This single dimensional scale is important in thderstanding the differences between the
departments surveyed. In western society, owingedact that we read from left to right, there
is a natural tendency to rate those items to titg higher than items to the left. As an example,
this is why rating scales, such as the one utilingtie survey conducted for this study, have the
highest rating scores on the right and the loweghe left. Given this cultural bias, a casual
observer, after examining Figure 4, would concltide the Sales department is has lower
performance than Division; after all, Division e&chted in a quadrant that is adjacent to the high
performance quadrant, while Sales is diagonal. él@r when the new single dimensional,
linear measurement is utilized, it is easily séwt the Sales department is higher performance

than Division. The complete results of the linseale can be found in Figure 5 and Table 10.
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Table 10

Organizational Context by Department

CA
Department Measure CA Rating
Cust. Serv. 6.7 Low Performance
Division 9.8 Burnout
Sales 10.3 Low Performance
Did Not Identify 14.0 Burnout
Marketing 14.5 Burnout
Category 15.3 Burnout
Finance 16.2 Burnout
R&D 18.1 Burnout
HR 22.3 Contextually Ambidexterous
Operations 23.1 Contextually Ambidexterous
Average 15.6

Figure5

Organizational Context by Department
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Utilizing the survey, it was determined where dépants fall within the contextual

ambidexterity matrix. As is seen in Figures 4 &nds well as Table 10, both the Sales and
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Customer Service departments rated very low inecdnal ambidexterity, while Human
Resources and Operations both rated high in theunes: In fact, the differences were stark and
therefore perfectly situated for the next phasthefresearch project. For the purposes of
discussion, the department identified as Divisepurposely disregarded due to only one usable
diagnostic survey response. All other departmemttiding those individuals that did not
identify their departments, were clustered in BBerhout’ quadrant. The results of the survey
were ultimately utilized to identify departmentsrit which the interview targets would be
drawn. Please note that the first set of numbemnplaetically referenced in Figure 4 represent
the number of interviews conducted from that deparit, the second set includes the
interviewees who normally associate with that depant. Based on these results, it became
clear that the interview portion of data collectghould focus on understanding the antecedents
to contextual ambidexterity within the previoustientified departments. Specifically, the
interviews would focus on understanding the lowfgrenance context in both the Customer
Service and Sales departments and the high penfmen@ontext in both the Human Resources

and Operations departments.

5.2 Interview Results

As described in the methodology chapter, a diagmestvey was utilized to identify interview
targets. As was determined in the diagnostic syelisparity existed between the level of
performance found in the Operations, Sales, andoGwes Service departments. Therefore,
considerable effort was placed into understandiegantecedents to creating a high performance
context and specifically the differences betweas¢éhdepartments. Then, interviews were
conducted of twenty one current and former emplgyteese interviews were then transcribed

and coded. Further detail concerning the actudingpof the interviews, including the coding
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statistics, can be found in the appendix. It wasdiagnostic survey, interviews, participant

observation, and archival data that forms the hafdise finding presented in this chapter.

Through the interview data collection process,aswletermined that the Sales department
presents several differences from the Operatiopartieent. First, the Sales department is
staffed by employees with a longer than averageréewithin the company. During this tenure,
the company has grown from a small, loosely ruranization to a multi-billion dollar, tightly
managed business. With this change, the Salestdepd lost control over the day to day
decision making that impacted their job functiof®r example, in the past, the Sales
department could formulate product pricing withbrdt gaining approval from other
departments. This freedom also afforded the idldiai sales representatives great flexibility in
their positions. Other similar decisions were tefthe unilateral authority of the employees
within the Sales department. However, with theaghoof the organization, the Sales
department no longer has the unilateral authooityet product pricing and instead must follow
an authorization matrix prior to communicating prgcto customers. All of the interviewees,
either employed in the Sales department, as weha@se who frequently interface with the sales
department, cited the pricing policy change asddetrimental to the ability of these employees
to achieve both higher levels of performance mamage and social support. A deeper analysis
of the additional analysis of the antecedents vglpresented in the next sections. In addition,
the similar factors that impact the Customer Serdepartment will be examined. In order to
place these negative organizational traits in tio@gr context, the organizational traits exhibited
by both the Operations and Human Resources depadriet address similar issues will also

be presented.
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In their article on the antecedents to organizaliambidexterity, Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004)
identify four potential constructs to the phenomer§pecifically, they list stretch, discipline,
support, and trust as antecedents to ambidext@iig.research study found that all four
constructs listed by Birkinshaw and Gibson wereegdients creating a high performance
context and therefore will be explained in furtdetail in the sections that follow. In addition,
this research found antecedents that are not ezsidgorized into their four constructs as well as
overlap between the constructs. A full diagramstifating the constructs and their antecedents

uncovered in this research can be found in Figéy&s and 8.
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Figure7
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5.3 Performance Management

Within the performance management construct,ihgortant to understand what drives a
department to rate themselves higher or lower #manther department. Through the interview
process, it became evident that the Operationsrohepat had several different cultural and
management practices that enabled the departmestietbigher in performance management.
Specifically, these performance management practaa be subdivided into a few distinct
areas, namely performance reviews, the utilizadioreward systems, and the implementation of

creative challenges. These practices are desdnidedher detail in the sections that follow.

5.3.1 Performance Reviews

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) established the canstf “discipline” as an antecedent of

creating a high performance context. Specificaligy define discipline as an attribute that:

induces members to voluntarily strive to meet gfiectations generated by their explicit
or implicit commitments. Establishment of cleamstards or performance or behavior, a
system of open, candid, and rapid feedback, angist@mcy in the application of

sanctions contribute to the establishment of diswp

Inherent in this explanation of discipline is therfarmance review process by which employees

learn the opinion of management concerning thégr performance.

Stark differences were found to exist concerninggomance reviews between employees in the
Sales and Customer Service departments and thdise @perations department. All of the
sales people interviewed indicated that performaaeews were conducted annually. In
addition, they indicated that regular feedback naisreceived from their supervisors or anyone

else in the leadership of the organization. Siryil&mployees in the Customer Service
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department were subjected to reviews annually.h Bobups indicated that the performance
review process was approached as a required gaivit also they viewed the process as having
been completed simply because company policy reduirto be done. In addition, both
departments felt that the goals that were estaddistithin the process bore little relation to their
day to day activities. Due primarily to this appch, performance reviews were not viewed as a

value added activity and were not utilized to img@mployee performance.

Conversely, employees in the Operations departimshpperformance reviews conducted at least
semi-annually and in some cases quarterly. Duéafigrto the increased frequency of
performance reviews, employees tended to view thegss as constructive and impacting their
daily work practices. The department also tendeghtbed goals within the process that the
specific employee could impact on a daily basisstated by one manager in the operations

department:

| think supply chain is very, very metrics drivénis all about delivering the numbers;
it's all about delivering safety and quality an@ fimancial performance. So, | think we

have very strong ties to the metrics.

This factor also led to the performance reviewcpss being more impactful in the Operations

department.

Nearly everyone interviewed mentioned that perforoeareview goals and the company
incentive program needs to be structured arourtdracontrollable by the employee. While
such factors were mentioned primarily in the Sale$ Customer Service departments, it also
was a point of concern within the Operations depant. In 2012, the management incentive

plan was tied primarily to overall company goalstsas profitability and working capital. In
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fact, a Customer Service employee pointedly ashkedrterviewer for the definition of ‘working
capital’. When probed, this same associate stasgdvorking capital had been a portion of their
monetarily incentivized goals since they first s&drwith the company several years prior. In
addition, long tenured sales associates reminigsndtbw the sales incentives years ago were
based on sales volume, a metric that was easilytdjadle by the line employee. Recently, the
organization migrated to an incentive model thas Wased on gross margin, a calculation that
the employee had no insight into how their dailindiies impacted. Most employees could not
relate their day to day activities to these gaatsl therefore to their personal incentive plan. One

interviewee noted:

There was an absolutely ludicrous budget that meeritive was based off of. It was
unachievable, and set so that we were expectechievee synergy savings from day one.

So we unknowingly put in challenging and virtuahypossible goals ...

Another person from a different department noted:

Departments don't really have a clear definitiorhotv what they do ties to company
performance. But you need to have things thatwork on on a daily basis tied to what
is going on now, tied to how you get paid. Thatlsyw quit [redacted] department. There
was no way to ... tie how you get paid to what | asmd here, you were beholden to

what other groups were doing.

With a disconnect such as this, it becomes app#nanthe performance incentives offered by
the organization are not being utilized to drive business forward. Within both the Sales and
Customer Service departments no further goals oféeeed. However, in the Operations

department, additional goals that were relatabliaity employee activities were offered, and
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could be cited by most of the interviewees. Thaesfi becomes exceedingly apparent that in
order for an employee and department to have pedoce management practices that drive
towards contextual ambidexterity, the goals useddoetarily incentivize employees needs to
be impactable by employees on a frequent basigheAsame time, these goals should be such
that it drives the organization towards its ovenaision. It is recognized that this last step is
difficult, and will require input and approval fromany different managers within the
organization; but it is not impossible and is agssary step in increasing the performance

management practices of the organization.

While not a finding of this study, but a recommetimlaof a potential solution, a possible
remedy exists in two steps. First, the companyshattempt to breakdown the overall
company goals into tasks that the employee candtrgraa daily basis. For example, a
customer service clerk may not understand workapgtal, but they can be educated as to how
the payment terms offered a customer impacts a¢saaoeivables, and therefore working
capital. Within this, the customer service clerk b& given measurable sub-objectives to feed
into the overall company objectives. Second, arg gimilarly, employee managers should
create new objectives for their departments and@&yeps that indirectly relate to the company’s
overall objectives; these should also be measugeaidecontrollable by the individual employee.
Of course, all of this starts at the top of thellyahip ladder. The executives of the company
must first define how their respective departmeats impact the organization and then educate
their direct reports. Working in unison, the depent managers should then agree upon
controllable objectives for the subordinates. Saigmocess would then cascade through the

organization. While such an undertaking would tmbidious, it would only be so in its first
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year. After that time, subsequent iterations wdaddess resource consuming while more

impactful.

As previously explained, Birkinshaw and Gibson (208stablished the construct of “discipline
as an antecedent of ambidexterity. Within thisstarct, they establish that feedback needs to

occur in an environment that is “open, candid, epid”.

In the organization studied, the aspect of opemdich and rapid feedback was found to exist in
both the Operations and Human Resources departmiengsidition to the semiannual or

guarterly performance review process, it was foilnad higher performing departments had an
informal policy of regular, informal feedback sess between managers and subordinates. One

employee in these departments stated:

| always, on or about eight weeks, sit down witim fithe manager] for an hour where we
talk about the good, the bad, and the ugly sowihan it comes to my midyear [review]
and when it comes to yearend, nothing is a surpnskeyou know, | would love to see
that trickle through the organization. Unfortungt¢here are some managers out there
that no matter how much direction, no matter homyrtaols you give them, they

unfortunately never really see the value in giviegdback to their employees.

Another employee the same departments statedjfigéttedback from my boss is always
constructive and we have informal conversationghatlugh the year.” Neither the Sales nor the
Customer Service departments had a practice offeechack sessions. Within both the
Operations and Human Resources departments, thierse$ook the form of an informal
conversation where the manager would assess thi diy performance of the subordinate. At

the same time, the subordinate would offer feedlpalekting to the performance of the manager.
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In fact, of all of the departments whose employeere interviewed, only the two that rated high
in contextual ambidexterity had an informal praetot such feedback sessions. Within the
departments that instituted this practice, the gse®f the formal performance review was less
difficult and more constructive, as well as mucsleesource consuming, and prevented an
employee from being surprised by their rating.adidition, regular feedback sessions allowed
for corrections to employee practices before thegaime problems, or as succinctly termed by

an operations employee “turning the wheel priath®skid”.

Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) consider “stretchb&an antecedent of ambidexterity. In doing

so, they define it as:

an attribute of context that induces members tanalily strive for more, rather than
less, ambitious objectives. Establishment of aeshambition, the development of a
collective identity, and the ability to give persbmeaning to the way in which
individuals contribute to the overall purpose ofaaganization contribute to the

establishment of stretch.

This proposition was confirmed by this study. Dgrthe interview process, no interviewee in
either the Sales or the Customer Service couldpeitBormance management goals that balance
being achievable while at the same time causingpleeific employee to have to work diligently
to be achieved. On the contrary, more often tlaninterviewees in the Operations department
could cite specific examples of goals that, in otdebe achieved required employees to reach
beyond what had previously been accomplished. S8hpdttives aided in driving the

department forward, served to drive performanceagament, and therefore were an antecedent

to a high performance context. It is important eoenthat Birkinshaw and Gibson’s (2004)
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research did not occur in a mature manufacturiggmeation, so this study provides the first

confirmation that their premise holds true in thatext of the organization studied.

An interesting aspect to the failure to provideqadde performance management metrics was
mentioned by an employee within the Operations deygnt. The long tenured employee
mentioned that intra-departmental politics are npyexalent when people are not measured to a
number and they are allowed to ‘sales pitch’ thetual performance. In other words, the
establishment of quantifiable metrics has the adbafit of reducing corporate politics.

During the interview process, the majority of iniewees cited politics, especially that between
departments, as being problematic. They descrifbeghenomenon as presenting itself in the
form of various departments utilizing it to divegisources and attention, as well as to drive the
organization in directions that were not viewedaa®rable. The leadership of the organization
should be cognizant of this tactic and should gpteim realize when it is present. Interestingly,
all of the interviewees within the Operations déypent were able to cite the metric they were
measured against while the Sales and CustomercBatgpartments were not. In addition,
interviewees from multiple departments cited thieeSdepartment as being the most political
segment of the overall organization. For theseamsshe establishment of quantifiable goals
has the dual benefit of increasing performance gpamant and reducing interdepartmental

politics.

Conversely, it was discovered during the intervpracess that departments that rated low in
performance management had the common practicettoig goals that were commonly
regarded as being unachievable. One interviewtlnbat they “were regularly given
ridiculous targets that were completely unachiexdrhis practice was immediately recognized

by the line employee and had the immediate effedtscounting the achievement of those

95



specific objectives. In addition, in those depamis that instituted this practice, stretch goals
were also discounted in a similar manner. Theegfihre instituting of unobtainable goals had
the impact of causing all goals to be seen as uexable and unreasonable. No interviewee in
the Operations department could cite example opthication of goals generally viewed as
unachievable. Consequently, it is important thamaggrs receive the buy in from employees

concerning the achievability of performance manag&objectives.

The impact of performance management practicebeury is very obvious. First, the

frequency of performance reviews is an apparemcaatent to the performance management
component of a high performance context. In addjtibe ensuring that the goals established for
employees relates to both company performance amiodlable factors is an antecedent of
performance management. Finally, frequent, infordisdussions between managers and

employees are a significant antecedent to perfocenarmanagement.

For practitioners desiring to increase their pem@nce management practices, it is clear that
they should conduct performance reviews at leastasenually, if not quarterly. Next, they

should ensure that the goals embedded in theserperice reviews not only relate to the

overall business objectives but also are impactaplihe employee on a frequent basis.
However, the goals should encourage the employsedtch themselves and should encourage
performance at a higher level. In addition, thgamization should ensure that employees receive
regular feedback from managers concerning thely garformance. Such feedback should
optimally occur on a bi-weekly basis and shoulcttie form of an informal conversation.
Practitioners, at the same time, should be attentivthe role that internal politics plays in the

performance review practice.
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5.3.2 Incentive System

Within the construct of performance managementigxige concept of the reward system
utilized to incentivize behavior. This concept ¢anfurther broken down into two
subcomponents, namely monetary and non-monetagypiives. During the research process, it
became clear that there were differences betweeddpartments that rated high in performance
management and those that rated lower in the yahoed on the incentive program offered by
the company. It is important to note that the catstof an appropriate incentive system has not

been addressed in the extant literature on cordeatubidexterity.

During the interview process, it became appareattitiost interviewees viewed the monetary
incentives offered by the company as being adegbateonly those that could relate their daily
activities to their individual performance managebgpoals were truly motivated by the
monetary incentives. An employee in the OperatoteEartment emphasized this point by

noting:

The need to drive results to be successful, ao’t dvant to say that the company—you
always can say that it should come back to compiensé&ut our results are tied directly
back to our compensation through the bonus plati$reough our targets, but I really

think it is about, within supply chain it is abdotanager’'s name redacted] demanding that
we get results and he follows up really well. laméne is probably one of the better leaders
that | have had that really sticks to a, you knaywerformance review and semiannual
reviews and quarterly updates. | mean it is makumg that you are staying on track. So,
you don’t want to fall behind so you work hard tayson track and you work hard to

deliver results. So, again, | think it is probafitym a results perspective the more

demanding environment that | have ever been in.
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In addition, it is important to note that no intieewees mentioned that the monetary incentives
were a specific de-motivator. The most frequeiticism about the monetary incentives was
that it was hard to relate to their daily tasksaddressed in a previous section. Therefore, when
an employee could not relate their daily activit@she metrics utilized to determine the
monetary incentive pay out, the monetary incenge its value and proved to be an expense to
the company without any return. Additionally, avfenterviewees thought the company relied

too heavily on monetary versus nonmonetary incestiv

Several interviewees believed the company shodét afgreater number and variety of non-
monetary incentives to aid in increasing perforngamanagement. It is important to note that
no interviewee, including those in the departmdémas rated high in performance management,
thought that the organization adequately utilizegse programs to incentivize employees. In
addition, with no prompting from the interviewerany believed that such offerings could
improve employee and departmental performancdadi) one interviewee listed no fewer than
six different possibilities including meals duripgriods of high workloads, offsite meetings
with supervisors, and well placed compliments #ratcommunicated throughout the
organization. Another person noted that in the past vacation time was earned when service
anniversaries were achieved but that benefit had leéminated creating a disincentive towards
loyalty. A different employee stated that “whatttees most are the little things like summer
hours, jeans day, the Christmas party that we Hakiad for years.” A different respondent

offered the following logical argument for non-meemy incentives:

When people are incentivized through money, itSezdor them to leave. Any other

company can offer money. When they are incenti/tbeough satisfaction, or
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contribution, or a feeling of belonging, or othetangible, the decision to leave is much

more difficult. Dollars only puts you in the gametangibles win the game.

To carry this argument further, non-monetary in&st are more open to interpretation; people
know how to equate the monetary incentives offémedne company to that offered by another.
Taking another company’s word that the cultureasdjis risk filled proposition, a risk that
people may not be willing to assume. Thereforepfilgring non-monetary incentives, turnover
may decrease. Non-monetary incentives may besbgssnsive but more difficult to implement,
harder to quantify, and more likely to fail. Hoveeywhen done correctly, such incentives offer

great benefits.

Therefore, all departments would benefit with theréasing use of non-monetary incentives to
motivate performance and increase the measurerhém oonstruct. In so doing, the company

would be more able to increase its performanceartigh performance context.

5.3.3 Creative Challenges

The performance management construct is centeréaecadignment of employees with the
expectations of completing the tasks associated tvéir roles. Most of the time, the problems
that an employee must address are typical in natorgever, some tasks are atypical and must
be approached in unique ways. In these situatibrssnecessary for the management of the
organization to utilize creative challenges to sgtvoblems. Within the target organization, a
distinction between the Operations and Sales depais exists in the use of creative challenges
as a problem solving technique. It is importamade that the construct utilizing creative

challenges does not exist in the extant literatureontextual ambidexterity.
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Within the Operations departments, ambiguous problare presented to the staff where they
are empowered to find and implement solutionsh&sé cases, management presents the
problem, such as how to improve the efficiency with department, and then gives those
charged with finding and implementing a solutioa #ipace to do so. In fact, one interviewee

commented when asked if their manager issued eeealtiallenges:

Absolutely. Absolutely. | don't think it’'s a cultal thing, | think it depends on your boss.
| think [my manager] is really good about [that} is so creative and so high energy,
he’s always like let’s do this and can you do thaand so we end up doing things that

are sort of outside of our normal routine.

This management technique was cited by all butodiiiee interviewees employed in the
Operations department as not only being utilized abso as being effective in finding and
implementing solutions to complex and challengingofems. In addition, interview targets who
were employed outside of the Operations departimaginivho regularly interfaced with that
department, such as Cost Accounting, noted the sachaiques as not only being utilized but
also being effective. Further, all of the intervesg within the department who noted the use of
the technique also emphasized how it fostered mnose and job satisfaction since it allowed
them to operate outside the bounds of their norolas. Specifically, an employee in a

department that rated high in contextual ambidéytaoted:

| think with members of the SMT that | have regutderaction with, that are kind of in my
function, the perspective | get is ‘hey | havelsealgreat deal of confidence in the people
that | have hired and you know you have basicahghis the problem, you guys try to

figure out the solution to it and not just like tatiling or passing the buck but | mean it is
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like, ‘hey, | hired a group of people who are ..ofpssionals and | expect that they can

basically come up with a solution for it and tleaeéncouraging and empowering.

It is important to note that in this regard, the 0§ creative challenges crosses over the
performance management construct and demonsttaextiiptability normally associated with
the social support component of the high perforreasontext. Therefore, the utilization of
creative challenges as a problem solving technsguees to demonstrate how performance
management and social support are not unrelatexttsspf the high performance context but
instead are intermeshed. This overlap betweetwithe&oncepts further reinforces the use of the

reflective linear scale introduced in the previsusvey section.

Conversely, interviewees employed in both the SatesCustomer Service departments stated
that their managers did not use creative challeagesproblem solving technique. For example,
one interviewee, when asked if the company utilizeshtive challenges noted, “I don’t think

that they do that. I think that it is a very prses@lriven organization and we kind of do things

they way we’ve always done.” Another person wertnefurther and stated:

If they were to issue a creative challenge, it widaé something | would want to work on
every day, but it's not there. There’s no substanovhat they challenge us to do.

Okay, you've got to drop your working capital; Indbeven know what that is.

As part of the interview process, the interviewmtyed in attempt to ensure that the interviewees
understood how such a technique would be emplogddhee probing left the interviewer

satisfied that creative challenges were not agfatie management repertoire of these
departments. It is important to note that theafsgich challenges would be expected to be

utilized less in a department such as Customeri@ewhere the daily tasks of the staff are very
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routine. However, it would seem that a departnseich as Sales, where the staff is in the field
and faces an ever changing and unpredictable miar@scape, such management techniques
would be far more common. In fact, it would be extpd that the Sales department would

benefit more from the use of creative challengas #imy other department in the organization.

From a practitioner perspective, the organizat®a avhole can utilize creative challenges to
solve the unique problems it encounters on a redpalsis. As an example, the company can
create empowered cross-functional teams to soliglx problems. In utilizing this technique,
the management of the organization should ensatdtie team understands the problem and is
given the tools to sufficiently address the isstliben, leadership should step away and give the
team the space to find a solution and the powenpdement such a solution. In doing so, and as
previously demonstrated, the company could not adbiress the frequent unique problems it
faces but it could also aid employees in becomingenadaptable to changing market conditions.
In addition, empowering employees in this way sti@lso have the benefit of making

employees more committed to the organization.

Within the performance management component ofla performance context, this study found
that the performance review process, the incentiiéized to encourage behavior, and the use of
creative challenges all serve as antecedents foettiermance management construct. In
addition, there are several subcomponent behaatsreviously listed, that serve to support

the antecedents. It is these subcomponents thamiaegions should work to embed in their

culture in order to increase the performance managé portion of a high performance context.
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5.4 Social Support

Within the social support construct, it is impottemunderstand why a department would rate
themselves at a different level than another depant. During the interview process, it became
evident that the Operations department had sedéfatent cultural and management practices
that enabled the department to rate higher in bsagort. In particular, these practices can be
subdivided into a few distinct areas, namely a ltaxgn commitment, employee development,
organizational trust, the sharing of best practiaes an effective employee on-boarding
process. These practices, as well as their regpgaicement within the extant literature, are

described in further detail in the sections thibfo.

5.4.1Trust

Embedded in the social support component of conéx@mbidexterity is the construct of trust.
When an employee trusts their manager and thergageof the organization, they are more
likely to take the risks normally necessary to begable to changing business conditions. As
mentioned earlier, trust is one of the four anteo¢sito contextual ambidexterity cited by

Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004). Specifically, thegchibe trust as:

an attribute of context that induces members tparlthe commitments of each other.
Fairness and equity in a business unit's decisioongsses, involvement of individuals in
decisions and activities affecting them, and stgffpositions with people who possess

and are seen to possess required capabilitieslmatetto the establishment of trust.

Within the context of the organization studiedy#s found that there were differences between
the Operations, Human Resources, Customer SeandeSales departments in the specific

attributes listed above. In addition, it was fouhdt the sharing of ideas from the lower levels of
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the organization upwards and the flexibility giveremployees to achieve business goals are
both attributes of trust and therefore are antatsdsf social support and indicative of a high

perform ance context.

Within the Operations department, nearly everyomerviewed noted that decisions are pushed
down to the lowest appropriate level and then #@sion makers are empowered to implement
their decisions. In fact, one employee of the @pens department stated, “I can say we push
decisions down within operations well.” Anotherddg@tions department employee, in response
to a query regarding the practice of pushing dessdown to the lowest appropriate level
stated, “in my plant experience we do, and in caafgopolicy, not so much ... over here [in
Operations] I think ... we do.” Such decisions cange from the mundane to the complex, as
previously noted in the creative challenges cowstrit is important to note that this pushing of
decisions down in the Operations department onigreds to decisions where that department
has complete control over the decision making meesmd the power to implement the decision.
An example of such a decision would be the equigmmeintenance schedule within a facility.

A different situation would exist in cases where tfecision impacts other departments, such as
the specific location to manufacture particularquats, where employees within the Operations
department would not have the authority to makd slecisions. A similar situation exists in the
Human Resources department where it was notedhtbatepartment leader tells his direct
reports that they can decide whether to use a veardwot, despite their lack of comfort with the

magnitude of the decision.

A different situation was found in every other depeent interviewed, including both the Sales
and Customer Service departments. In fact, ma@e time Sales department employed
mentioned that a sales representative must gaporcate approval before selling an existing
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product to a new customer at an existing priceddi#onally, an interviewee in the Finance
department, who regularly interacts with the Sdkgsartment, noted, the company has an
informal policy of pushing decisions down to thevést appropriate level until a single party

disagrees, stating that,

the decision goes down and then someone hears ialaodtraises a flag and then it gets
brought up again. You're empowered to implement ylou are not empowered to be

second guessed.”

A mid-level manager noted,

So in a lot of cases the things that | wish we dqaush down but we don't just because it
is less time consuming for us to just do it ourssleven though the answer is probably

going to be better coming from [lower levels].”

In those cases, the decision is typically pushetbugm executive who has both the authority to
decide and the power to implement the decisiorsoldoing, the organization negatively
impacts the trust construct of social support vesal ways. First, it undermines the trust that
employees place in the decisions made by orgaaizégaders. Next, since decisions are pushed
down until someone, usually from a different deentt disagrees, the company inadvertently
contributes to interdepartmental friction as wslldepartmental politics. As an interesting
sidebar, and tangible proof that this departmdntdlon exists, when the two codes of
“Departmental Friction” and “Siloed Departmentsé aombined, the construct represents the
fourth most common construct falling just behindodB do not relate to individual
performance”. In addition, the company ensuresdpeatsions are made in an extremely

inefficient and ineffective manner.
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From a practitioner perspective, the authorityeoide and the power to implement should be
pushed down to the lowest appropriate level. Hangvefore such a policy can be implemented
company wide, the organization must first conducbmprehensive study of deciding which
individuals can make specific decisions, who thexstiseek input from in order to decide, and
also give those persons the power to implemendéieesion. Embedded in this process, the
leadership of the organization must also determinen a decision should be escalated, for
example if the risk exposure exceeds a certairsiimid. Finally, and most importantly, the

leadership should abide by the process.

As inferred by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004), tngstlso demonstrated by giving visibility
within the decision making process. IntervieweethanOperations and Human Resources
departments noted that interdepartmental decisi@me typically made in the most visible
manner possible depending on the type of decistimgbmade. They, along with nearly every
interviewee regardless of department, also re#iaenot all decisions, with personnel decisions
being the obvious example, can be transparentidaudé these two high performing
departments, interviewees noted that little trarespey was given to the decision making
process. In fact, one interviewee from the Saégmdment referred to decisions made by the

executive staff as emerging from a

black hole ... where things kind of go in and theynecout. Whereas | have been in
businesses where when those decisions and thoggs thie being talked about, people on
the leadership forum level, at the VP level and aggn level, are actually brought in to
be informed of or participate in those types otdssions. We don’t do that here. |
mean, SMT [upper level executives] kind of goesrugheir little hole every Monday and
there is not a lot of engagement with the reshefldusiness.
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The construct of trust is also dependent on thecaent of the sharing and implementation of
innovative ideas. Most interviewees, regardlessepiartment could cite that they had shared
their innovative ideas, but only those presenhen®@perations department could point to
examples of where the ideas were put into practBmecifically, an employee of that department

stated:

The whole [redacted] idea was something that Idanrresearch and it was seeing in the
marketplace and saying we really need to do songgtthis would be a fairly simple thing,
talked to some of key people, this would be a stntipihg for us to do and then it was like
we were trying—we were working on a number of peidnitiatives at the time, it is like
our plate is really full, we can’t do anything ahen all of a sudden next thing | know

[redacted] is born.

It is recognized that certain departments, sudhi@ence, are discouraged from innovation due
to the legal implications of becoming too creativet other departments, such as Sales and
Marketing should be in the forefront of innovatimn the organization. When a leader chooses
to implement an idea submitted by an employee,|#aater takes a step towards gaining the trust
of the subordinate. In addition, the implementaté the idea helps to build a sense of a long
term commitment from the company towards the eng#oyFurther, the implementation of the
idea should help the employee sense their worthinvihe organization. As demonstrated
through the interview process, the difference betwthe Operations and Sales departments on

the implementation of innovative ideas is an ardeogéto trust.

As mentioned in the previous performance reviewstoigt, the practice of on-going feedback is

an antecedent to performance management. In additn-going performance feedback leads to
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more managerial trust and therefore is also arcadent to social support. All employees who
mentioned that they were the recipients of on-gdeaglback held more favorable opinions of
the process, even if the review brought somettorght that was not exactly complementary of
their work performance. An employee in one of thatextually ambidextrous departments

stated that the practice of on-going feedback shoul

be automatic. My manager asks, “What do we needntinue to work on?” We talk
about what | am doing really well here but if yoamto get to that next step, this is what
| would like to see you focus on and to stretchrgeli; | also think you need to work on

this and this...

In essence, the employees who received on-goirdipéexd felt that the process was personally
advantageous to them since when receiving the &exdihey were given the opportunity to
correct the issue prior to the behavior being planeheir ‘permanent record’. During the
interviews, they also mentioned that such feedloacised them to trust their managers more. It
is important to note, and as mentioned in the m@mtion, this practice was nearly universal
among interviewees employed in the Operations andah Resources departments, but it was
not found in other areas. Therefore, on-going li@el is an antecedent to both trust, and
thereby social support, and also performance manage As such, it also serves to
demonstrate that social support and performancegement are not independent of one

another, but are intermeshed, as previously demaiadt

An additional antecedent of the trust construcioweced by this research is that of giving
employees the flexibility to decide how to achigve-established goals. Interviewees in the

Operations department expressed that they had latdtele in deciding how to achieve their
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goals and also mentioned how their managers adéigasually supported the paths they chose
to take to achieve these goals. As an examplepgioyee of that department noted, “I haven't
had an issue where something was decided for méd¢ha think of. | think | am allowed to make
the decisions that are necessary.” The flexibgityen to employees within the Operations
department was noted by those outside of that ttepat. For example, an employee of a low

performing department noted:

He [the Operations leader] gives them the flextiptld do it. If that is talking directly to
your utilities company and deferring your watelsibr a year, whatever it is, or doing
something outside the box, he will totally suppant. | think he will, well I know he will,
support you even if you are not necessarily sutgessit if he knows that you truly have
your plant and the people, he also pushed safetyowsly. But as long as he knows that
you are totally doing everything within the expéictas of what he wants that person to do
in that position, you know that he will support yoind I think that is the difference
between ops and [department name redacted] ... Gpeyat. you truly have the authority

and responsibility and you have the control to ntaké plant run reasonably well.

In addition, when probed, all of the intervieweleattmentioned this goal obtainment flexibility
also stated that the flexibility and support reedifrom their respective managers led to an
increase in the trust they had for the managerdsi@e of the Operations department, few
interviewees mentioned that they were given fldiybin deciding how to achieve their
performance goals. Similar to the on-going feelil@atecedent, the goal obtainment flexibility
antecedent encompasses both social support aradrparfce management and serves to further

demonstrate that social support and performanceareompletely independent.
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As the examples listed above show, the constructief is dependent on the antecedents listed
by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004) as well as the anntation of innovative ideas and giving
the flexibility to achieve goals. When these aatemts are present, employees are more likely
to trust their managers and the corporate leadasdepartments are more likely to perform at a
high level, as is seen in the Operations and HuResources departments. When these
antecedents are not present, or are found to bk, weeh as in the Sales and Customer Service

departments, social support is low and consequertiigh performance context is not present.

For practitioners the implications of employee trslsould not be underestimated. With the
understanding that not all decisions can be traespaor anticipated, the organization should
strive to add more transparency to the decisionimggbkrocess. When transparency is not
possible, the company should make a concertedt éff@xplain the decision and the process that
led to the decision after the fact. As previousgntioned, managers should have frequent,
informal discussions with their staff concerning d@a day performance. Finally, the

organization can increase trust by demonstratiagitivalues ideas not just by listening, but also
by implementing. These strategies will add to trbsth managerial and leadership, and should

therefore lead to employees being more adaptalikanging market conditions.

During the interview process, nearly every intemge noted that there was either a deficiency of
manager or of leadership trust. As such, and simesocial support construct relies trust as a
foundational antecedent towards becoming adaptalidesuspected that the level of trust within
the organization moderates the impact of the ach&zcedents of social support. In retrospect, it
would have been helpful to have designed the distgmsurvey in a manner that would have

explored the potential moderating effects of tarsthe other antecedents of social support.

110



At this point it is necessary to explore an intérgsfinding concerning trust. During the
interview process, multiple invitations for integws were sent to potential targets employed in
the pre-specified departments. Of the twenty-twat@ions sent, only one was refused, and that
refusal was from an employee in the Customer Semepartment, the lowest self-rated
department on the social support scale. In addiaad as seen in Table 11, those departments
that rated themselves the lowest in social supgdea had the shortest average interview times.
Conversely, the departments that rated themselgégihhad longer than average interview
times. It is important to note that all of theantiews, regardless of interviewee or their
department, followed the same interview protocithis finding is even more interesting
considering the preconceived notion that the rebesirexpected interviewees from the Sales
department to be more talkative considering thaneatf their profession. Therefore, it may be
possible to measure the trust between departmgntehbsuring how open and verbose

interviewees are during an interview.

Table11
Average Social

Interview | Support
Department Length Measure
Customer Service 34.3 2.8
Sales 38.0 2.9
Operations 46.5 4.7
Finance 49.3 3.8
Marketing 50.3 3.3
HR 55.0 4.7
Overall Average 45.2 3.7
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5.4.2 Long Term Commitment

The social support construct is dependent on ermsp®pelieving that they have the freedom to
be flexible in their jobs so that they can beconmeradaptable to changing conditions.
According to Brikinshaw and Gibson (2004), socighgort (a combination of support and trust),

is concerned with providing people with the seguaitd latitude they need to perform.

One manner that an organization can validate thaiies such a trait in its employees is by
establishing that it values a long term commitmeviten employees believe that the company
desires to maintain a long term employment relatgm the staff will be more likely to explore
behaviors demonstrating flexibility in approachthegir roles. While it would seem that the long
term commitment construct would be embedded iniBstkaw and Gibson’s (2004) trust
antecedent, it does not fit with the definitionythprovided for the construct. Therefore, it is
important to note that the construct of a long teommitment to employees does not exist in

the extant literature on contextual ambidexterity.

Through the interview process, it became appalexttrio interview target, regardless of
department felt that the organization truly valaddng term commitment from its employees.

In fact, the most cited example of the value thegany places on a long term commitment
centered on the announcement of service annivessaHowever, this is a very misleading
indicator of the value placed on a long term commeitt. Such announcements serve not to help
people stay employed with the organization longat,merely points out who has managed such

a feat.

An interview target employed in the Finance departtmoted that the internal labor market was

inefficient as demonstrated by the company prefgro hire outsiders instead of promoting
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from within. A different interviewee in the Finaadepartment noted that these same trends
become more prevalent with the mid-level and upperl management positions in the
organization. The same interviewee also notedahatutsider hired into a similar role presently
occupied by a long term employee will start atghkr salary than those who have been with the
organization for more than a few of years; thisrekeld true when the years of experience of the

employees was controlled for. The employee expatite comment and stated:

So you get to a point where | either have to benated, which we don’t do. | mean just
to catch up with newly hired employees ... But witthie natural flow of it, that is what
doesn’t make sense, we continue to hire above wheséing people who have been here

for years and years and years are, it is just @fraldisincentive.

Through these two practices associated with intéabar market inefficiencies, the company
tangibly demonstrates that it does not value a teng commitment from its employees. A
different employee offered a very telling assessméren asked: How does the company show

it values a long-term commitment from its employees

Pffft. Zero. Zero. | don’t see any. | don’t seg/@mograms that values, that says ‘hey,
okay, if you start with us; we want to kind of bgigou through and reward you and get
you to go with the company. | also don’t see amymitment to keep you on short term.

No short term commitment, either.

When interviewees employed in the Operations depgrt were first asked how the company
demonstrated that it valued a long term commitnfremb its employees, they too cited the
announcement of service anniversaries. Howevegnvginobed, those same employees easily

pointed out certain behaviors, such as promotingleyees and giving them developmental
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opportunities, which demonstrate a long term commaitt to those staff members. Specifically,

an employee from the operations department stated:

It is about keeping people around the busineskink just the fact that we have
developmental plans in place to encourage peopjettbetter and to move through the
organization and ready themselves for promotiohithaself tells people we want them
to be around. We are not just going to turn thfopgople. We want to develop that
base of expertise and so | think the fact that .tside of compensation, that’s how you
keep people around; how do you make them devebprikde in the organization and
want to be part of the organization is you try éwelop them and engage them in areas

outside of where they are currently ...

In fact, of the six interviewees from the Operasi@epartment, five had been promoted during
their tenure at the company and only one was himedtheir current position. To compare, of

the fifteen interviewees who were not employechim ©perations department, only one had been
promoted, one had moved laterally, three had beearoted, and ten were hired into their current
positions. This stark difference is even morertglivhen it is known that the average tenure
between the interview targets inside the operatitmpartment and those outside the department

was approximately the same.

Therefore, given these considerations, it becomparant that the value the organization places
on a long term commitment from employees is ancaatent to social support. As such, this
antecedent is a finding unique to this study aralikhfrom this point forward be added to the

definition of trust developed by Birkinshaw and & (2004).
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From a practitioner perspective, organizations rieatevelop programs that encourage
employees to want to reach that goal of a longregnnstead of merely pointing out when such
milestones are achieved. In addition, organizatioeed to work to make internal labor markets
more efficient by promoting from within and working develop employees for the next level
up. Further, organizations need to carefully nmmpiay rates to ensure equitable payment
within similar positions and levels of experiencihe failure to do so simply incentivizes
current employees to turnover in order to make ketaate and also demonstrates that the

company does not value a long term commitment.

5.4.3 Employee Development

The employee development construct of social suppasts in parallel to the long term
commitment construct. As mentioned in the previeaigtion, the organization can demonstrate
that it values a long term commitment to its empkxy by investing time and other resources into
their development. In addition, when the orgamaratvorks to develop the employees, it
provides them with the tools necessary to be atlépta changing conditions and therefore
fosters the social support component of a highgperédnce context. It is important to note that
the construct of employee development does not extbe extant literature on contextual

ambidexterity.

In addition, the antecedent of employee developnsesimilar to long term commitment in that

it would superficially seem to be aligned with Bgkhaw and Gibson’s (2004) construct of trust,
but it does not actually align with the definitidrey provided. Consequently, this antecedent is
also an addition to the literature on the high gemniance context necessary for contextual

ambidexcterity.
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During the interview phase of the project, it beeastear that the company offered employee
development programs. However, as one interview¢side of the Operations department
pointed out, these programs are purposely not fdedrto the general population and instead
the organization requires employees to specificqafyuest development. Not surprisingly, given
this revelation, employees in both the Sales arstduer Service departments were unaware
that the company offered development programs.iQireviewee noted that he was unaware the
company offered development programs stating fhe wants to develop and move up, he

would have to leave the organization. Specificdily stated:

It's just not the company’s position to do thatutBthink what the company’s position is
[that] you come in and remain in your current gosit... if | want to get to the next

level; | am going to have to leave the company .calbse there is no framework for that.
| think a lot of people get frustrated with the quamy in that it is easier to bring in a

temp or to hire from the outside instead of groggrarperson for a position.

Within the Operations department, the strategy mvash different. First, that department was
the only one within the company where interviewleesw of, and participated in, an internal
mentoring program. In addition, a senior level ngaran the Operation department noted that
high potential employees are indentified and thgadenent then invests time and resources into
developing that person for the next step in thaieer path. One such development strategy cited
was allowing the employee the flexibility to worktside of the department, on a special project
for example, in order to develop a specific skilt@learn how a different department operates.
The fact that the Operations department workecet@ldp its employees was noted by an

employee outside of the department who stated:
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There is a lot of compartmentalization. You kn@4 [Quality Assurance, a sub-
department within Operations] does programs wi#... There are tools available
within Human Resources, but people don’t know thay are out there as a resource.

And nobody knows who is the right person to ask.

The Operations department viewed employee devedapprograms as a necessary step in
order to prepare for a higher role within the dépent. Overall, it became clear in the
interviews that the Operations department diffeyeshtly from both Sales and Customer Service

by investing in employee development.

From a practitioner perspective, it is clear tihat ¢éntire organization should implement
employee development programs. An interviewee ssiggl that participation in such programs
should be incentivized through both monetary anthmanetary means in order to show that the
organization is truly committed to developing ite@oyees. Also, such programs, contrary to
the current practice of the target organizatioousth be advertised. While the reason that the
organization purposely chose not to advertiseriiggiams remains unclear, what is clear is that
having programs that most employees are unawasenain-productive. For the company to

truly and fully benefit from these programs, all@ayees should be aware of their existence.

In addition, several interviewees suggested thatldpment programs should be mandated.

When probed, an interviewee in the Finance departprevided the argument that:

When such programs are optional, only a few widas$e to participate and the benefit to
the department and the company will be less. mBatydating support programs, the

benefits will be greater.
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In order to conserve resources, the actual prognamdated to specific employees should vary

by level within the company. Additionally, specificograms should be tailored to the audience;
for example, Customer Service employees should peograms that will either directly benefit
their current positions, or the next level in theareer path, and managers should have leadership

training.

One final step in the employee development procetat employees should be given the
opportunity to move laterally as well as upwardifie lateral move is rarely utilized in the
organization, and was only seen in Marketing andr@yons, but is an impressive step in
preparing the individual employee for a larger roBch a purposeful move is also noticed by
other employees and demonstrates that the orgamzatinvesting its time and resources in
preparing employees for their next career stepadtition, a lateral move serves the
organization further by allowing an employee todieage their preexisting organization

knowledge into the new role; a new hire, in thiganel, would be much more one dimensional.

Therefore, given these considerations, it becomigeet that employee development provided
by the organization to employees is an antecedestdial support. As such, and similar to the
long term commitment antecedent, this antecedemfirgling unique to this study and should

from this point forward be added to the definitmfrtrust developed by Birkinshaw and Gibson

(2004).

5.4.4 Best Practices

Within the social support component of a high pemiance context exists the construct of the
sharing of best practices. The formal processedayeg by the organization to aid departments

to share such practices internally, and also betwlepartments, assist individual employees and
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departments in becoming more adaptable to the ahgungarket environment. Within the target
organization there exist perceptible differencesvben the Operations and Sales departments in
the sharing of best practices. It is importamate that the construct of the sharing of best
practices is not directly addressed in the exigralture on contextual ambidexterity. However,
this concept is indirectly related to the “suppa@titecedent addressed by Birkinshaw and

Gibson (2004) where they describe it as inducing:

members to lend assistance and countenance t® olfiechanisms that allow actors to
access the resources available to other actoegjdre of initiative at lower levels, and
senior functionaries giving priority to providingigance and help rather than to

exercising authority contribute to the establishtadrstretch.

Within the Operations department, all intervieweesld cite examples of how the organization
shared best practices. For example, employeesgallydocated in a manufacturing facility
noted how the management of the facility would noeeé daily basis to discuss the problems
facing the site. In these sessions, a discussouiditake place on how each department was
addressing their portion of the issue and thenratepartments could adapt the solution to their
particular area. Likewise, Operations employeesigajly located at the company’s
headquarters noted how the leadership from the aagp twelve plants in all regions of the
country would meet at least twice monthly, ususllya telephone conference, to have similar
discussions. A manager within the operations depart when asked about the sharing of best

practices, noted:

We try to drive them across all plants. So, if prent is doing something that we think

is a best practice, we’ll drive that and basicpallgh it across all twelve plants. | think

119



the other way is we have weekly conference c&ls.... all twelve plant managers and
all functional groups [are] on a conference catea week and the whole idea behind
that is ‘what don’t we do very well?’ ... With the wle idea behind the conference call

is for people to talk about what they are doinghaetl where they have a best practice.

During these calls, the Operations leadership wadditate the discussion addressing issues
such as manufacturing safety and the plant leagbevabuld share their best practices that
addressed the issue. Similar regular discussiongdwaaldress other varied issues such as human
resource management, production planning strategiesequipment maintenance scheduling.
Overall, all interviewees in the Operations deparitrcredited the leadership in the department
with facilitating this practice and were aware thath best practice sharing did not occur in

other departments. As such, it is obvious thatehdership of the Operations department has
made an intentional effort to embed the sharinest practices within the culture of that

department.

Conversely, none of the interviewees embeddedeethe Sales or Customer Service
departments could cite specific best practiceseshaithin those departments. In fact, one of the
interviewees who regularly interfaces with the Salepartment stated, “I don’t know if we do,

so much. I don’t know if we're effectively orgaeit [in] a way to manage knowledge in the
company that way.” Itis believed that the fraetlistructure of the Sales department may be a
hindrance to the sharing of best practices. Thistpvas reiterated by a manger within the sales
department who, when asked about the sharing ofpbastices stated, “I think that is something
lacking right now. | think, for example, within oagategories | don’t think we are always sharing
best practices.” In addition, during the intervipmcess, more than one interviewee in the Sales

department noted that the geographic spread afdpartment may be directly related to the
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failure to share best practices. However, thisagpiis no different than the challenge faced by
the Operations department, a challenge, which@sgqursly noted, they have managed to
overcome. The failure of the Customer Service depnt to address best practices is less
daunting since they are all based on the companygs campus but yet best practices are not

shared.

Among the interviewees who could cite the bestfas shared within their departments, none
could note examples of the sharing of practicesidatof the confines of their respective
departments. While it is recognized that sometfes are department specific, others can be
utilized directly or refined slightly and then irtated across the company. Practices such as
improving corporate safety or more efficient hiripgpcedures are easily sharable, but doing so
requires communication, as well as an establisheitiod for the practices to migrate across
departmental boundaries. One interviewee offerealtion that, if implemented, would allow

for the better sharing of best practices. Spedlfic

But | think [there] is a real opportunity frames fmprovement. | think, informally it
happens ... on a conversational basis ... or when soayedsks somebody for ‘Hey, |
could really use some perspective on this’,,, nkht is willingly reciprocated or
willingly offered after it has been asked for. tedten, do people go ‘Hey this really
great thing happened and | want to make sure ygs guow about it.” This could begin

to happen as part of the leadership forum.

Another interviewee, from a different departmerttasd the sentiment by stating: “I think the

leadership forum would be a good venue.”
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From the perspective of the social support compboka high performance context, the sharing
of best practices increases the latitude that iddat employees and departments have in being
more adaptable to changing market conditions.dthten, and similar to the employee
development construct, the sharing of best prac@tso would serve to increase performance
management in that when employees and departmigize more efficient methods to
accomplish their daily tasks, methods that arenledifrom other individuals and departments,
they will become more aligned within their curreolies. Therefore, the construct of the sharing
of best practices serves to demonstrate the insdnmg of social support and performance

management.

From a practitioner perspective, the methods ofisdest practices should be institutionalized
in the organization. Within the environment stullithe existing Leadership Forum would be
the optimum vehicle for such communication. Speaify, the forum could be modified from

its present inefficient form to that where the digery, sharing, and then implementation of best
practices is institutionalized. In addition, andnader to make such institutionalization routine,
the forum should meet on a regular basis with anddf pre-distributed agenda, and track and

follow-up on practices previously instituted.

5.4.5 On-Boarding

Both the social support and performance manageooenponents of contextual ambidexterity
are also built upon the proper on-boarding of elygés. Specifically, on-boarding can be
broken down into two sub-components, namely peréme on-boarding and social on-
boarding; both will be explored in this sectionnienbering that contextual ambidexterity is
built upon employees being both aligned and adépmtabd that the alignment relates to

performance management and the adaptability reflatescial support, it is easily seen that
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before these events can occur the employ mustuirdérstand their respective role within the
organization. Their understanding of this roleibhsgvhen they interview for the job and
continues as they are brought into the organizatios process is commonly referred to as on-

boarding.

The employee’s understanding of their specificfiofiction begins during the job interview
process and continues through their first few wedleamployment. During this time, in an
optimum environment, it should become clear toeimployee not only the specific role they are
to perform, but they should also receive the neagdsaining to perform at a high level. This
training should come in the form of technologicgairing for the specific IT systems, as well as
process and procedural training. Only when an eya@ understands these areas are they truly

capable of being aligned in their role.

During the interview process, it was determined tttadepartment in the target organization
believed that the company was adequately suppgogrigrmance on-boarding. In fact, the
interviewee from the Human Resources departmemged an extended explanation describing
how this had long been recognized as a weakndhg iorganization. One employee described
the manner the company on-boarded new employe#israwing them in the fire.” Another
employee, from a different department describedthboarding process as “there is not a lot of
standardized training. We have a tendency, | lsaea, to dump a lot of people into jobs and let
them sink or swim.” Other interviewees describe d¢hly effective portion of the on-boarding
process as that related to the completion of manggovernment paperwork, the description of
company offered employment benefits, and the extian of company human resource related
rules and policies. Beyond that, all felt thatfpenance related on-boarding was non-existent as

employees were expected to learn on the job, int eiew described as a “baptism of fire”. In
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addition, most lamented that the company, outsideeomanufacturing environment, had no
standard operating procedures that could be uili@aetraining purposes. Also, many noted that
there were no systems training despite the comppayating with a very unique ERP system,

that none of the interviewees had utilized outsifithe target organization.

However, an employee in the Operations departmdrafter a solution:

To be effective, the company must change. Howwie& new employee understand
the philosophies and culture of a company that #reygoing to work for? You are
going to spend more waking hours at work than ymatchome, and if you want to get
true value out of somebody you have to invest amdst means okay, supply chain is
very large and encompasses engineering, logistisspmer service, you have to have a
feel and a touch. You got to touch each of thesasain order to fully understand. And

it is going to help you understand what you cartrdonte in your job.

The same employee later expanded:

For example, in sales, | said this from day ongoif are a salesperson, you need to work
in a plant for at least two or three weeks. Yoacdc®® work with the scheduler for a

week, an expediter for a week, so that when ydulwalplants ... you understand that we
don’t just push a button and here is your producthat is what the on-boarding process

should entail.

Another employee, from a different department state

There is not as much documentation around processkg/hat we should be doing. It

would be nice to have some sort of starting panhsit when someone walks in the
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door, they sit down, and they have the processeéis@dor them. Right now, there are
not a lot of good starting points where he canieatl this is what | need to be doing on
this. Instead, he has to figure it out on his owd there is probably a lot of figuring out

... which means that person to person we have ... sistamt practices.

In addition to the lack of training related dirgrctb the systems, process, and procedures, the
interview process revealed that employees in tihesSepartment, as part of their on-boarding
process were not informed of the products the cappaanufactured. As such, they were
expected to sell products they did not know existiedaddition, employees in the Customer
Service department are not provided with adequaiems nor product related training.
Furthermore, the performance management relatdzbarding is also related to training and
informing current employees when something changesh) as new compensation plans or
product strategy. Similar to the lack of trainfiog new employees, during the interview process
it was revealed that no interviewee thought theoization performed this task well. It is
important to reiterate that these performance arding inadequacies were found in every
department, including Operations and Human Reseuerel therefore impacted the entire
organization. These on-boarding deficiencies, pildeebe detrimental to the performance
management rating in the diagnostic survey andctber the performance management

component of creating a high performance context.

Through the interview process, a new concept endetfat of social on-boarding. While the
previously described job performance related ontiog is generally thought of as the classic
definition of employee training and on-boardingsitmportant that the new employee become
acclimated with their peers, subordinates, anddesadthen they begin in their new role. Similar
to the performance on-boarding, the practice ofat@n-boarding begins during the job
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interview process when the applicant first meegsr titmanager and continues through the first
few weeks of employment as the new employee becasiieged in their new role. As this
occurs, the employee begins to build social netgdokth formal and informal, and commences

to learn how much flexibility they will be given talapt to changing market conditions.

Within the organization of interest, and as uncedeturing the interview process, only the
Operations department efficiently addresses soaidoarding. As mentioned by several
interviewees, this department routinely schedules-@n-one sessions between new hires, peers,
managers, and others with whom the new employeehaas contact. In addition, a specific

U.S. manufacturing facility customarily invites thew employee to a social hour after work

with the facility leadership. To clarify, an empé® in the Operations department stated that

when a new employee begins to work in a specinipl

We'll go to [redacted, a local restaurant]. | knthat happens in other departments.
Bringing them into the social aspect of it immeéiptis a good way to on-board, in my
opinion. But in other departments, | didn’t everow who was working there. Just the
simple act of walking someone around the buildizwggd introducing them to everyone is

very helpful.

By taking these steps, the new employee is infdgneslcouraged to develop the social networks
that will allow them to become more adaptable tanging conditions. Interviewees from other
departments noted that extroverted new employees diepartments other than Operations
routinely were self-motivated to conduct these $ypkesocial on-boarding activities, but only the

Operations department had institutionalized thetpre. In so doing, this department ensured
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that all employees were afforded the opportunitytiies type of on-boarding, regardless of their

personality.

For theory of contextual ambidexterity, the consegitboth performance and social on-boarding
relate to Birkinshaw and Gibson’s (2004) supportstauct. In addition, both types of on-
boarding demonstrate to employees that they areedand aids them in becoming both aligned
with their new roles and adapted to changing mas&etitions. Therefore, on-boarding serves
as an antecedent to both social support and pesafctenmanagement. Similar to the sharing of
best practices and the employee development ametdhe on-boarding antecedent provides
further proof that social support and performanemagement are intermeshed in their

relationship to creating a high performance context

For practitioners, it is vitally important that bgberformance management and social on-
boarding practices be firmly established within tinéture of the organization. Therefore, the
company should ensure that proper systems, progessedure, and product training occur in
the first few weeks of employment. This trainingsli be adapted to the specific role and level
that the employee is hired or transferred into;eiommple, a salesperson would need more
training in company products than would an accauntaut the accountant would need more
training in corporate governance. In addition,ehére organization should adopt the social on-
boarding practices of the Operations departmemhahascheduling the one-on-one meetings
with relevant parties and instituting the infornaftier hours get-togethers. Also, in regards to
both performance and social on-boarding, the comphould adopt similar practices for
existing employees when systems, policies, ancelsad changes, such as the announcement

and implementation of new product strategies.
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Within the social support component of creatinggh performance context, this study found
that the a long term commitment of the company tdw@mployees, trust that employees give
to the leadership of the organization, the develeqnof employees, the sharing of best practices
within and between departments, and the on-boamfimgw employees all serve as antecedents
to the construct. It is these subcomponents tlganizations should work to embed in their
culture in order to increase the social supportipomof creating a high performance context. In
addition, there are several subcomponent behaatsreviously listed, that serve to support

the antecedents. Further, the study also foundhleatharing of best practices, employee
development, and on-boarding are all antecederisttosocial support and performance

management.

5.5 Moderating Factors

In addition to the previously discussed impactro$t as a moderator of the other social support
constructs, an additional moderating factor wasouaed by the research. Specifically, during
the interview process, it became apparent thaetivere stark differences between the
management philosophies and practices within tfierdnt departments and between
departments. In fact, the differences between gensavithin departments and the differences
between departmental practices was the most conasaefound in the interview process. To
be exact, all interviewees noted differences betvespartments and managers. Further, most
interviewees, when asked, could identify which nggana and departments were doing well and
which were not. This point was emphasized by anleyee of the Operations department who

stated:
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| would say that | describe my work experienceeadpa great one a lot because of my
boss. You know they say people join the compamycgiit manager. |joined the
company and the manager because | knew my bosebafame to work here which is
maybe a unique situation. So, for me a lot of atygatisfaction comes from working for
[redacted] and the environment that creates ... Becaven if | worked at this company

for a different manager, | am going to have a lptdifferent work experience.

In essence, the respondents cited a lack of censigtbetween managers, even within the same
department. Additionally, many mentioned how wiedly thought things were in their
department, but the conditions they cited were detaly manager dependent. The researcher
recognizes that these differences could be thateg@ondents truly see differences between
managers, but it could also be a projection of limey view the company as a whole. The
differences between managers and departmentseaeddle recognized as moderating factor
within the theory of contextual ambidexterity. Fra practitioner’s perspective, in order to
minimize the effect of this variable, the organiaatshould anonymously survey employees to
identify the managers regarded as having the bastipes, work to understand these practices,
and then implement the identified management mestacross the organization. In addition to
minimizing the effect of managerial differencesstprocess would also be a step in the

implementation of best practices discussed earlier.

5.6 Unit of Analysis

Within the context of the academic literature, 8tisdy proposes that the unit of analysis is not
the individual, as has been proposed by the ektardture, but instead is the organizational

department. It is noteworthy that departmentsypieally managed by individuals, and
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therefore there is perhaps overlap between anitheaVconstruct and a departmental construct,
but ultimately the creation of a high performanoatext is measured at the level of the group.
However, as has been discussed in the previouarotseavhile the creation of a high
performance context is a group phenomenon, it nesnap to the individual to become
ambidextrous. In this study, this conclusion igmarted first by the quantitative survey results
and also by the qualitative interview findings. essence, as demonstrated in the previously
presented research findings, contextual ambidextsrdependent on management and
leadership behaviors. These can present as og-tgedback, implementation of innovative
ideas, non-monetary incentives, or many other g Overall, though, these are behaviors
that managers give consistently to subordinatdsyrsiinates that are consistently organized into
groups commonly referred to as departments. litiaddthe focus of the unit of analysis on the
department rather than the individual is suppobethe consistency that the antecedents were
found within, but not across, departments. Theefim both theory and practice, it is important

for contextual ambidexterity to be addressed a®apgphenomenon.

6.0 Conclusions

This research convincingly found the antecedenbsthb the social support and performance
management constructs of creating a high performaontext and therefore enabling an
organization to become contextually ambidextrolise process towards this end involved a
single case study of a mature, U.S. based manuifagtcompany. Specifically, a survey
instrument was utilized to diagnose the performdecel within the organization and to
determine the departments that performed at a higliel than others. Once this state was
diagnosed, in-depth interviews were conducted targemployees situated in the identified low

and high performing departments, as well as thasgde the departments but who normally
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associate with the identified departments. Utiligthe results of the survey and interviews, the
researcher was able to determine the antecedethts smcial support and performance
management constructs of a high performance canWkile it is recognized that the research
was conducted within the environment of a maturaufacturing company, it is expected that

the antecedents found would be applicable outdide@®specific context.

6.1 Contributions
The contributions gained from this research stuatylwe divided into two distinct segments,

those to the academic gap in knowledge and thqdecaple to the business practitioner.

First, this study demonstrates that the survey pirgpagated by Birkinshaw and Gibson (2004)
is valid outside of its original context. In thetudy, they provided a succinct survey that was
utilized in a high tech startup environment. Aswh in the previous survey section of this
document, the same survey, with a few additionaktjans and adjustments to make it more

robust, to be explained later, works in a differemtironment.

In addition, this study also contributes to the gaknowledge by adding specific trust questions
to the survey instrument and then showing thatrtieument is more robust with this addition.
The antecedent of trust, as found during the int@rs, is an antecedent to both social support
and performance management and was necessaryg stuly to better explain both the topic
and the phenomenon of interest. By including thigject area in the survey instrument and then
showing the instrument to be valid, it will be pibs for future researchers to utilize the same
instrument in future research in the environmeudisd in this case. In addition, a future

researcher can easily adapt the instrument toileedtin different environments of interest.
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Further, the inclusion of these questions provalesore robust understanding of creating a high

performance context in any environment where timeesuinstrument is utilized.

Also, this study contributes a numerical scale etdied into the survey instrument. The survey
instrument utilized by Birkinshaw and Gibson (200¥uded an ambiguous seven point scale
where the respondent was asked to rate the ambtinteotheir manager spends exhibiting a
specific behavior. The scale ranged from ‘Notlitta a midpoint of ‘Neutral’, and a high

mark of ‘To a very great extent’; their survey diot label the four responses in between the
three already noted. The researcher considered thlesls to be too ambiguous and subjective to
be useful in the environment of interest and theeefefined the labels. In the survey instrument
utilized for this study, all choices given to tlespondent were clearly labeled and provided
numerical equivalents of time; the exact labels mmaherical time equivalents can be found in
the appendix. These specific changes to the sunstyiment were designed to produce more
consistent subject responses and to therefore nziailabel interpretation error. As shown in the
previous survey section of this document, whendlobsinges were made, the survey instrument
proved to be valid. Consequently, these changearaadditional contribution to the academic

gap in knowledge.

Moreover, this study contributes a one dimensioeiéctive measure of contextual
ambidexterity. During the research process, teearcher noted that the current understanding
of contextual ambidexterity was two dimensional #mnetefore it was difficult to compare
different individuals, departments, or organizasionm one another. By creating this reflective
measure, such comparisons become more straightibawa allow the practitioner to better
focus efforts on improving the antecedents of cani ambidexterity that impact the measure.

In addition, both the survey results and findingagpter conclusively demonstrate that the
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constructs of performance management and socigbsuare interwoven and as such the one
dimensional measure must be the product, not the stithe performance management and
social support measures. As will be discussed iatdre implications section, further refinement
to this measure may include the weighting of factmrdepartments within this reflective
measure. In addition, this one dimensional refleaneasure provides a more robust
understanding of creating a high performance canttde at the same time aids the non-

academic practitioner in understanding the concept.

This study further contributes to the extant litera by demonstrating that the study of creating
a high performance context should be focused ogribngp or department level, not on the
individuals that make up the group, as has beeviqusly proposed. While not a dramatic shift
in focus, such a finding allows for a better untrding of the phenomenon of interest. As
previously noted, departments and groups are tipiceanaged by single individuals, and
therefore there is possible overlap between awviaial construct and a departmental construct,

but ultimately creating a high performance conthduld be measured at the group level.

Further, this study provides a better understandfrtbe antecedents of creating a high
performance context within the environment studiPdevious research, as shown in the
literature review section, focus on contextual adekterity in a high tech startup environment.
In addition, these studies focused more on whex®thanizations were within the realm of
creating a high performance context and not on thay arrived there. This study, on the other
hand, is built upon the previous research anditbetd measure the creation of a high
performance context in the specific environmenirttker, and as previously discussed,
numerous formerly unidentified antecedents weratitled and therefore the phenomenon of

interest is better understood.
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For the business practitioner, this study contabub a better understanding of the factors that
lead an organization towards performing at a hidgnl and therefore capable of becoming
contextually ambidextrous. Specifically, the fasttrat can aid an organization into performing
at a high level can be divided into three disteretas: social support, performance management,
and business culture/environment. In an attempvtod being redundant, the practitioner related

contributions will simply highlight the findings @viously presented.

Within the realm of social support, this study Sritiat practitioners should focus on both job
related and social on-boarding of new employeasdoing so, the organization not only makes
the employee perform at a high level more quicklyt, also ensures that they truly know their
role and the available resources in the organimaficfurther tangible benefit of proper on-
boarding is that the employee should feel like antper of the team and turnover should be
reduced. Practitioners, in order to increase sacipport, should also be more supportive of
employee risk taking. In allowing employees th#hatity to take the proper risks associated
with their respective positions in the companycpiteners aid them in becoming more adept to
changing business climates. This, in turn, leadmtorganization that is fluid enough to

navigate the challenges of a marketplace thattistatic.

This study also contributes to the specific anteaéslof the performance management construct
of creating a high performance context. First,gbesonal performance goals of individual
employees should relate to the specific companfppraance that the organization is attempting
to create while at the same time consists of faaeer which the individual employee has
control. This is by no means an easy feat, buit# for the employee to perform at a high level
on items that push the organization not only fodyaut in the desired direction. Related to this,

formalized performance reviews need to occur fratjyeand should be done at least quarterly.
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During the period of time between these quarteglfggmance reviews, managers and direct
reports should have frequent informal sessions avferdback is given in both directions
concerning job performance. These three speaifictpioner related contributions, as well as

those established in the findings sections, am@rtgnm of the contributions of this research.

Finally, in the practitioner field, this study cobutes to an understanding of the impact of
organizational culture on the ability to achievetextual ambidexterity. As shown in the
findings section, an organization wishing to becametextually ambidextrous needs to ensure
that within its culture all departments understéralroles and responsibilities of the other
departments. In doing so, knowledge transfer leoed while the duplication of effort is
minimized. Additionally, this will lead to lessidtion between departments. Next,
organizations need to ensure that there is a nddegl of standardization between managers,
departments, and processes without allowing swstdardization to limit the flexibility that

these entities have in facing changing conditibast, organizations need to identify the specific
individuals, roles, and departments that are wtaiards the whole organization performing at a
high level. In this study, these departments wezatified as Sales, Category Management, and
Operations. Other organizations will need to idgrsimilar departments in their structure and
focus their efforts on those segments. The aligrirakthe culture of the organization with the
antecedents of creating a high performance comigixtherefore enable the organization to

become contextually ambidextrous.

As seen, despite being limited to a single case stindy contributed greatly to the understanding
of creating a high performance context for pramtiéirs while at the same time reducing the gap

in knowledge in the literature.
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6.2 Limitations

In this study, it is recognized that two primanyiliations exist. First, as a single case study, th
applicability of the findings to other businesaiations is limited. However, the depth provided
within this study is thought to outweigh this liatiion. In addition, this limitation is further
mitigated since several different departments gandied and multiple data collection
methodologies were utilized. Second, since thearehier was formerly employed by the target
organization, it is recognized that an insider leirists. This bias, however, is greatly
outweighed by the level of access that a memb#reobrganization retains. In fact, the
identification of interview targets and then theeppess of these targets to in-depth interviews
would have been unobtainable to anyone who hatieert embedded in the organization.
Therefore, despite these limitations, the studysagtdatly to the understanding of the

phenomenon of interest.

6.3 Implications for Future Research

Due to the scope of the research project, the reseawas unable to fully explore additional
areas as they came to light during the processubl several different avenues of research
should be explored by future researchers. Fhstréflective measure of creating a high
performance context should be explored in furtletaill This should be tested in the original
environment studied by the previous researcheesifsgally high tech startup companies and, if
proven valid, should then becoming the primary meaby which different individuals,
departments, and firms are assessed. As menti@mker emeasuring in a one dimensional scale
allows a simple placement of the entity on a soél@eating a high performance context and

therefore allows a cross departmental or entitgg@ization.
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Future research should also focus on the grouptremmsnd attempt to understand the impact
that an individual manager can have on the grdupould be of particular interest to
understand how the performance level of the gr@umpshift over time and how this can be
impacted by the individual manager. For exampktudy measuring the performance level of a
department before an existing manager departsféardanew manager is installed should show
the impact of a specific manager. This would bpaoticular interest if the two managers have
contrasting styles of performance management atidlsupport. In addition, such a study

would allow further investigation into the antecetdeof contextual ambidexterity.

Next, the practice and implications of socializetpéoyee on-boarding needs to be explored in
depth. As uncovered in this study, most firms giega a more traditional on-boarding process
that ranges from the mere completion of legallyuresgl paperwork to a very robust training of
the specific job requirement. Within the realntodating a high performance context, such on-
boarding addresses the area of performance managdmmefails to contribute to social support.
As shown in this study, departments who engagéih formal and informal social on-
boarding were rated higher in contextual ambidéxytehe extant literature, however, fails to
delineate the difference between on-boarding relaigob performance and that related to
socialization. Obviously, and especially withir thamework of creating a high performance
context, the two types of on-boarding need to lpgeggated and social on-boarding needs to be
explored in more depth. In doing so, various meéshaf social on-boarding can be explored and

the impact of the methods on employee and firmgoerédnce can be measured.

Furthermore, the frequency of both formal and infak performance reviews should be studied.
As seen in the findings section, departments tfiatexl regular feedback were rated higher in

performance. Within the organization studied, ¢h@spartments conducted formal reviews
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semiannually and held feedback sessions on a eguojar basis. Also as previously mentioned,
the departments that scored the lowest in perfoceannducted reviews annually and offered
no regular feedback. Therefore, the optimum fregyef both formal reviews and informal
feedback sessions should be further explored. tAwahdilly, practitioners, in order to improve
company performance and therefore create ambidgxtenould immediately implement
regular, informal feedback sessions with theiraireports and organizations should, if they

have not already, implement semiannual formal perémce reviews.

In addition, future research should explore if theame results could be replicated in a less
mature manufacturing organization or mature nonufasturing companies. Such testing would
fill in the gap between the initial framework oketing a high performance context, specifically
high tech startups, and the framework presentégisrstudy. By doing so, the knowledge base
would be expanded and business practitioners wwaNé a functional catalog from which to
choose how to best improve or expand performanttein respective firms. Similarly, the
phenomenon should be studied in entities of diffesézes, either much smaller or larger. In
larger firms, the impact of geography on depart@goerformance could be better understood.
For example, in is currently unknown whether deparits dispersed over a vast area will have
the same level of performance or if the distandkimpact the measure. On the other side of the
size scale, it is not understood if the measureretween departments will be more similar for

smaller organizations.

Further, future research should test the antecedgentified in this study. With the
understanding that far too many antecedents werdifaéd to be thoroughly tested in a single
research study, future researchers should limistiope of a single study to a particular

subsection of creating a high performance contedtshould test that subsection, either
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guantitatively or qualitatively, across multiplediness entities. In doing so, it would become
evident which antecedents contribute more orgaoizggerformance versus the others. In
addition, it may also become evident that particatecedents are business life cycle or

industry specific, and then allow practitionersaior programs to their specific contexts.

Additionally, future research should explore thed@@ting impact of mid-level management on
the social support provided by the company leadiersim the diagnostic survey utilized at the
target organization, social support in a speciipattment situated in the burnout quadrant
measured with little variation from the companyrage. However, during the interview
process, interviewees from that department whortegalirectly to the departmental leader were
glowing in their praise of the social support offér In fact, more than one interviewee pointed
out that the specific social support style and ficas should be replicated throughout the
organization. However, upon further examinatiothef survey data, it became apparent that the
mid-level managers who reported directly to thatler rated the social support higher than those
who were two levels down. Therefore, future reseahould focus on why the leader’s social
support did not translate through the departmedtsénould explore if mid-level managers had a

moderating effect on the social support offeresiganization leaders.

Further, future research should also examine dtttooth manager and leadership, is a
moderating factor between the other social supgratdcedents and the social support construct.
Throughout the interview process, nearly everyringsvee noted that there was either a
deficiency of manager or leadership trust. As sacld since the social support construct relies
trust as a foundational antecedent towards becoadagtable, it could be argued that the level
of trust impacts the other antecedents. Therefatere researchers should explore the

moderating effect of trust on the other antecedehs®cial support. One method of
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accomplishing this task would to be to redesigndilagnostic survey to probe the moderating

effects of trust on the other antecedents of sastipport.

Last, future research should explore the impadtttieavarious departments within a single firm
have on the establishment of a high performancégband the potential to create a context of
ambidexterity within that firm. To better explafioy a company to perform at a high level, is it
necessary for all departments to perform at a leigél and therefore be capable of being
ambidextrous, or are some departments more imgdfan others? In measuring departmental
performance, and assuming that some departmentsaesimportant than others, is it necessary
to develop a departmental specific weighting toggailne performance of the entire firm?
Pushing this forward, how would the weighting vacyoss industries and maturity levels?
Based on the findings of this study, a researdheulsl explore the impact of the performance
levels of operations and sales, how that compar#sat of the other departments, and what
weight should be assigned to each. Further relsestu@uld also identify the specific
departments that are most valuable in specificstrtks. Future research questions could
include: are operations and sales the most impodigpartments in mature manufacturing
companies, is research and development the mostiam in a high tech firm, and is there an
organization where the back office functions areehlghest weighted departments? In addition,
these research questions could be adapted fronchvd@partment is the most important’ to
‘how vital is a specific department’ across indiest? Not only would this second question aid
practitioners in refining their organizations, ltutvould also aid individuals in choosing

industries that are best suited to their individuats and expectations.
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Appendix

On-Line Questionnaire I nvitation

September 20 2012
Hello,

You are invited to participate in a voluntary suyrikat is being conducted for a project
assignment by a doctoral student, [redacted], friedh, at Georgia State University. The
purpose of the study is to investigate the linkuestn company culture and performance. Your
input is truly valued and is an essential partliovang Darren to complete the project for his
doctorate.

Please note that the research is not part of [tedhtraditional internal engagement survey. As
such, the general action steps usually coming aftmmpany survey will not take place.
However, your feedback is important and will beptigll to Darren. The scope of the research is
limited to U.S. based employees with email accsde limited survey target group was a
decision of the researcher and represents nothorg than an effort to keep the amount data
gathered manageable. We have asked Darren to coicateithe high level results back to you
after the research is finalized.

Your participation is voluntary and anonymous. Fhevey involves answering scale based and
open ended questions about the culture at [redact&t infor mation regarding responses

will be kept confidential and cannot be linked back to you. Therefore, you have the ability to
be as open and forthright in your responses aswsiu Please ensure that you complete the
survey by October 2012.

Thank you in advance for taking the time to conmtée survey that appears below.
If you wish to participate, please click the folliowg link:

GSU Dissertation Darren Allen
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On-Line Questionnaire Protocol

Statement of Informed Consent

Dear Participant: Thank you for choosing to participate in this research project. Your responses will be
kept confidential and only viewed by the researchers. Our research focuses on aspects of culture within
U.S. manufacturing companies. Our intention is not to judge any thoughts or actions taken, but to
comprehend their contextual nature in order to better understand the culture within certain
organizations. On the next few pages you will find a series of questions designed to capture your
thoughts and feelings regarding company culture. This questionnaire is comprised of three sections.
Section 1 includes this introduction and a Statement of Informed Consent. Section 2 includes your
demographic information. Section 3 is designed to capture your feelings concerning the culture of the
company. Where appropriate, we ask you to be as descriptive as possible. We wish to understand your
thoughts and the reasons behind your answers. If you have stories, analogies, or anecdotes you wish to
share that will help us to better understand your thoughts and the circumstances behind your answers,
please include them. Names or other identifying information will not be gathered and therefore your
submission is completely anonymous.

Statement of Informed Consent:

I. Statement of Informed Consent: Thank you for your participation in this research study. Your
participation is completely voluntary, and all responses will be kept strictly confidential. The purpose of
the study is to investigate culture within [redacted] . Your consent to participate is indicated by
answering the question at the bottom of this page.

Il. Procedures: The questions on the following pages ask a series of scale and open ended questions.
Your answers will be combined with other responses and analyzed for content.

[1I. Risks: In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would in a normal day of life.

IV. Benefits: Participation in this study may not benefit you personally. Overall, we hope to gain
information about the business community and the area of corporate culture.

V. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal: You do not have to be in this study. Your decision to
participate will not be shared with your company, or any other party. If you decide to be in the study
and change your mind, you have the right to drop out at any time. If, after submitting your answers, you
wish to withdraw your consent of participation, please send an email request to:
dallen24@student.gsu.edu. You may skip questions or stop participating at any time. Whatever you
decide, you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. For your information, only
researchers or designated representatives for the research project (for language or logistical reasons)
will be privy to your individual answers. As part of our research protocol, we make the following
statements: 1) all information will be held strictly confidential, 2) your participation is voluntary and at
any time if you feel uncomfortable, you may withdrawal your permission, 3) there is no intention to
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inflict any harm, and 4) your agreement to participate is implied by your completion of this
guestionnaire and submission to the researchers. Thank you for your participation.

QO VYes; | agree to participate according to the above conditions.
O No; | do not agree to participate.

>

In which department are you currently employed in at the company?

Sales

Marketing

Category Management
Research and Development
Finance

Human Resources
Customer Service
Administration
Operations

Division

Other

(O CNONCRONONONONCNONGC)

Because you selected 'Other’, please specify your department below
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B. Please respond to the following statements as they apply to your present job situation and [redacted] . The scale should be used to

indicate how often managers at the company exhibit the described behavior. The text box can be utilized for clarification.

Never: 10% or

Rarely: 11%-

Sometimes:
26%- 44%

Half the time:

1. Managers set
challenging/aggressive goals.

2. Managers issue creative
challenges to their people instead of
narrowly defining tasks.

3. Managers drive their employees
to contribute more.

4. | think it is important to watch
management closely so that it does
not take advantage of its employees.

5. Managers use business goals and
performance measures to run their
departments.

6. Managers hold people
accountable for their performance.

7. Managers encourage and reward
hard work through incentives.

More often Frequently: Always: 90%-
than not: 56%- 75%-89% 100%

74%

Q Q ©)
Q Q ©)
@] @] o
O] @] O
Q Q ©)
Q Q ©)
O] @] O

Please elaborate on how the company manages and measures the performance of its employees:
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C. Please respond to the following statements as they apply to your present job situation and [redacted]. The scale should be used to
indicate how often managers at [redacted] exhibit the described behavior. The text box can be utilized for clarification.

Never: 10% or | Rarely: 11%- Sometimes: Half the time: More often Frequently: Always: 90%-

less 25% 26%- 44% 45%-55% than not: 56%- 75%-89% 100%
74%

1. Managers devote
considerable effort to Q Q @) @) Q Q Q
developing subordinates.

2. Managers push decisions
down to the lowest appropriate Q Q ©) ©) Q O O
level.

3. My manager does not value
my opinion.

4. Managers have access to the
information they need to make o o o o o o ©)
good decisions.

5. Managers quickly replicate
best practices across Q Q Q @) Q Q Q
departmental boundaries.

6. Managers treat failure in a
good effort as a learning

. ) O] O] O O @] @] Q
opportunity, not as something
to be ashamed of.
7. Managers are willing to take o o o o o o o

prudent risks.

Please elaborate on how the organization supports its employees to become better in their positions:
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D. How would you rate your overall job satisfaction?

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied

Dissatisfied

How would you rate your overall job satisfaction? Q ©) ©) ©) O

E. Please respond to the following statements as they apply to your present job situation and [redacted]. The scale should be used to
indicate how often you feel the situation applies to you personally. The text box can be utilized for clarification.

Never: 10% or Rarely: 11%- Sometimes: Half the time: More often Frequently: Always: 90%-

less 25% 26%- 44% 45%-55% than not: 75%-89% 100%
56%-74%

1. | feel that the pressures of my
job are consistently Q ©) ©) ©) O O O
overwhelming.

2. | feel that | am positively
influencing other people’s lives Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
through my work.

3. | feel that | am working too
many hours at my job.

4. | feel that co-workers blame
me for some of their problems.

5. | feel that | am very energetic
while at work.

6. | feel that the expectations
placed on me are reasonably
achievable and sustainable Q ©) ©) @) @) Q ©)
(there is light at the end of the
tunnel).

Please elaborate on how you feel the culture of the organization may or may not be leading towards employee burnout:
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F. Please respond to the following statements as they apply to your present job situation and [redacted]. The scale should be used to
indicate how often you feel the situation applies to you personally. The text box can be utilized for clarification.

Never: 10% or | Rarely: 11%- Sometimes: Half the time: More often Frequently: 75%- | Always: 90%-

less 25% 26%- 44% 45%-55% than not: 89% 100%
56%-74%

1. | feel that decisions made by my
manager are made in a fair and even Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
handed manner.

2. | feel that there is transparency in
the decision making process.

3. | feel that | am confident in the
company’s problem solving skills.

4. | feel that this organization is trying
to maintain a long-term commitment o o o o @) @) Q
to people like me.

5. | have a sense of loyalty to this
organization.

6. |1 do not believe people like me can
influence the decision makers of this Q Q Q Q @) @) Q
organization.

7. | feel that this organization really
listens to what people like me have to Q Q Q Q @) @) Q
say.

8. | feel that decisions made by the
company’s executives are made in a Q Q Q Q O O Q
fair and even handed manner.

Please elaborate on how you feel concerning the level of trust you place in the organization:

147



G. How would you rate the overall company performance over the past year in the following four areas:

Neutral Excellent | do not know
1. Overall Sales O Q O O O o
2. Profitability

3. Customer Retention
4. Market Share

© O O
© O O
© O O
© O O
© O O
© O O

H. What is your current level within the organization?
QO Executive

Q Director

O Assistant Director

Q Senior Manager

Q Manager

O Functional Lead

QO Sstaff

QO Contractor/Temporary

QO Other

Because you selected 'Other’, please specify your level with the organization
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Prior to your current position, what was your previous level within the organization?
Executive

Director

Assistant Director

Senior Manager

Manager

Functional Lead

Staff
Contractor/Temporary
Other

First job with the company

CO00O0O0CO0O0C0OO0 T~

Because you selected 'Other’, please specify your previous level with the organization

J. What year did you join the company?
2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001
Before 2001

(OO OO NONONCNONCNONCNONGC)
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Survey Statisctical Results
Social Support Reliabilty

Component Matrix

Component
1
Social Support 1 .782
Social Support 2 .668
Social Support 3 .720
Social Support 4 .789
Social Support5 .817
Social Support 6 .866

Performance M anagement Reliability

Component Matrix

Component
1
Performance Management 1 .795
Performance Management 2 .819
Performance Management 3 .822
Performance Management 4 794
Performance Management5 733
Performance Management 6 .690
Trust Reliability
Component Matrix
Component
1
Trustl 737
Trust2 761
Trust3 791
Trust4 .841
Trust5 .628
Trust8 .814
Trust9 .862
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Reliability Statistics

Alpha

N of tems

.822

5

Reliability Statistics

Alpha

N of ltems

.867

6

Reliability Statistics

Alpha

N of Items

.888

7




Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Deviation
perfl 134 1.0 7.0| 4.7612 | 1.7176 |
perf2 134 1.0 7.0 3.7537 1.8082
perf3 134 1.0 7.0 4.4925 1.8178
perfd 134 1.0 7.0 4.7388 1.7296
perf5 134 1.0 7.0 4.3955 1.9812
perfé 134 1.0 7.0 3.0149 1.6902
socialsupl 133 1.0 7.0 3.2030 1.7090
socialsup2 133 1.0 7.0 3.6466 1.7416
socialsup3 134 1.0 7.0 2.8955 2.0048
socialsup4 133 1.0 7.0 4.4436 1.5096
socialsup5 134 1.0 7.0 3.4254 1.7786
socialsup6 133 1.0 7.0 3.9549 1.8293
socialsup7 133 1.0 7.0 3.7368 1.7490
Valid N (listwise) 130
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Survey Correlations

perfl perfé socialsupl | socialsup2 | socialsup4 | socialsup5 socialsqu_I socialsup7 Trustl Trust2 Trust3 Trust4 _I Trusts _I Trust8 _I

perfl Pearson Correlation 1 382" 523" 215" 261" 4257 406" 486" 545" 420" 216 2557 269" 396"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 013 002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 014 003 002 .000

N 134 134 133 133 133 134 133 133 130 130 130 129 128 130

perf6 Pearson Correlation 382" 1 649" 215" 394" 413" 402" 488" 574" 527" 418" 517" 282" 543"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 013 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 001 .000

N 134 134 133 133 133 134 133 133 130 130 130 129 128 130

socialsupl Pearson Correlation 523" 649" 1 363" 490" 565" 512" 672" 574" 603" 369" 450" 284" 516"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 001 .000

N 133 133 133 133 132 133 132 132 129 129 129 128 127 129

socialsup2 Pearson Correlation 215 215 363" 1 288" 407" 488" 514" 330" 355" 227" 266" 124 262"

Sig. (2-tailed) 013 013 .000 001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 010 002 163 003

N 133 133 133 133 132 133 132 132 129 129 129 128 127 129

socialsup4 Pearson Correlation 261" 394" 490" 288" 1 516" 517" 555" 496" 441" 389" 456" 223" 451"

Sig. (2-tailed) 002 .000 .000 001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 012 .000

N 133 133 132 132 133 133 132 132 129 129 129 128 127 129

socialsup5 Pearson Correlation 425" 413" 565" 407" 516" 1 572" 573" 456" 433" 385" 4407 3017 388"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 001 .000

N 134 134 133 133 133 134 133 133 130 130 130 129 128 130

socialsup6 Pearson Correlation 406" 402" 512" 488" 517" 572" 1 645" 618" 509" 287" 392" 296" 405"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 001 .000 001 .000

N 133 133 132 132 132 133 133 132 129 129 129 128 127 129

socialsup? Pearson Correlation 486" 488" 672" 514" 555" 573" 645" 1 627" 577" 473" 523" 3207 521"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 133 133 132 132 132 133 132 133 129 129 129 128 127 129

Trustl Pearson Correlation 545" 574" 574" 330" 496" 456" 618" 627" 1 602" 421" 485" 287" 554"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 001 .000

N 130 130 129 129 129 130 129 129 130 130 130 129 128 130

Trust2 Pearson Correlation 420" 527" 603" 355" 441" 433" 509" 577" 602" 1 499" 543" 337" 600"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 130 130 129 129 129 130 129 129 130 130 130 129 128 130

Trust3 Pearson Correlation 216 418" 369" 227" 389" 385" 287" 473" 421" 499" 1 733" 569" 515"

Sig. (2-tailed) 014 .000 .000 010 .000 .000 001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 130 130 129 129 129 130 129 129 130 130 130 129 128 130

Trust4 Pearson Correlation 255" 517" 4507 266" 456" 440" 392" 523" 485" 543" 733" 1 590" 559"

Sig. (2-tailed) 003 .000 .000 002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 129 129 128 128 128 129 128 128 129 129 129 129 127 129

Trusts Pearson Correlation 269" 282" 284" 124 223 301" 296" 320" 287" 337" 569" 590" 1 323"

Sig. (2-tailed) 002 001 001 163 012 001 001 .000 001 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 128 128 127 127 127 128 127 127 128 128 128 127 128 128

Trust8 Pearson Correlation 396" 543" 516" 262" 451" 388" 405" 521 554" 600" 515" 559" 323" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 130 130 129 129 129 130 129 129 130 130 130 129 128 130

Trust9 Pearson Correlation 353" 476" 437" 219" 363" 342" 3577 466" 607" 570" 577" 663" 405" 772"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 013 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 129 129 128 128 128 129 128 128 129 129 129 128 127 129

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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I nterview Protocols

Interview Guidelinefor Current Employees

1. Background:

A.

B.

In which department are you employed in at the comy
What is your current title in the organization?
i) How long have you been in the position?
i) What was your position prior to that one?

iii) When did you join the company?

2. Company Culture:

A.

Corporate culture is very important, but it's uspdlard to define until one violates it.
What is one thing an employee might do here thatldvbe perceived as a violation of
the company’s culture?

How would you characterize the organization? Whatts principal values? What are its
greatest challenges?

How would you describe the experience of workingeRe

. What are a couple of misconceptions people havatahe company?

Work-life balance is an issue of retention as @slproductivity. Can you talk about your
own view of how to navigate the tensions betwedhngethe work done and
encouraging healthy lives outside the office?

How does the company support and promote persodgbefessional growth?

. What types of people seem to excel here?
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. Every company contends with office politics. It'$a&t of life because politics is about

people working together. Can you give me some elesrgd how politics plays out in
this company?

How is the culture in your department differentifréhat in other departments?

. Burnout:

How does the company feel about workaholics?

Do you ever feel that you do more than your faarshwhen part of a team or project?
What does the company do when it feels someonetiimg behind in their work?

What does the company do when an employee is ut@bieet their job requirements?
How many hours a week do the salaried people im gepartment usually work? Do you

consider this excessive?

. Performance Management:

How does the company set challenging and aggregeajs for employees?
How does the company issue creative challenges?

How does the company incentivize you to work hader

How are people held accountable for their perforre@n

How often are performance reviews conducted? Agg tdonstructive? What

improvements can be made?
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5. Social Support:

A. How does the company aid in employees developitigeio full potential?

B. How often and in what manner does the company gasisions down to the lowest
appropriate level?

C. How does the organization ensure best practiceshamed across entities?

D. How has the company shown it treats failure asenleg opportunity?

E. How does the company effectively on-board new eyges?

F. How does the company manage risk taking by managetre€mployees?

6. Trust:

A. Have you ever had an innovative idea that you sh@redid not share) with your
superiors? How was it received? Or, why did youosigonot to share it?

B. How does the company demonstrate it values youmam?

C. How does the company show transparency in theidaaisaking process?

D. How open are the leaders of the company to comti@yi viewpoints?

E. How does the company show it values a long-termnositment from its employees?

F. Do you trust that decisions made at the highesli$eaf the organization are fair and

consistent?
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Interview Guidelinefor Former Employees

1. Background:

B.

C.

In which department were you employed in at the gamy?
What was your title when you left the organization?

iv) How long were you in your final position?

v) What was your position prior to that one?

vi) When did you join the company?

vii) What were the circumstances regarding your depaftam the organization?

2. Company Culture:

A.

Corporate culture is very important, but it's uspdlard to define until one violates it.
What is one thing an employee might do within thgaaization that would be perceived

as a violation of the company’s culture?

. How would you characterize the organization? Whatta principal values? What are its

greatest challenges?

How would you describe the experience of workingr&f?

. What are a couple of misconceptions people havatahe company?

. Work-life balance is an issue of retention as \@slproductivity. Can you talk about your

own view of how to navigate the tensions betwedhngethe work done and
encouraging healthy lives outside the office?

How did the company support and promote persorthpanfessional growth?

. What types of people seemed to excel there?
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H. Every company contends with office politics. It'$a&t of life because politics is about
people working together. Can you give me some elesrgd how politics played out in
this company?

I.  How is the culture in your last department différsam that in other departments?

. Burnout:

A. How did the company feel about workaholics?

B. Do you ever feel that you worked more than your$hare when part of a team or
project?

C. What did the company do when it feels someonetiingebehind in their work?

D. What did the company do when an employee is urtabigeet their job requirements?

E. How many hours a week did the salaried people ur gepartment usually work? Do

you consider this excessive?

. Performance Management:

A. How did the company set challenging and aggresgiads for employees?

B. How did the company issue creative challenges?

C. How did the company incentivize you to work harder?

D. How were people held accountable for their perforce@

E. How often were performance reviews conducted? Where constructive? What

improvements could have been made?
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5. Social Support:

A.

How did the company aid in employees developintpsir full potential?

How often and in what manner did the company pusiistbns down to the lowest
appropriate level?

How did the organization ensure best practiceslaaeed across entities?

How did the company shown it treats failure asaarigg opportunity?

How did the company effectively on-board new empks?

How did the company manage risk taking by managedsemployees?

6. Trust:

A.

Did you ever have an innovative idea that you shéoe did not share) with your
superiors? How was it received? Or, why did youodgonot to share it?
How did the company demonstrate it values youriopih

How did the company show transparency in the datisiaking process?

. How open were the leaders of the company to coitag viewpoints?

How did the company show it values a long-term cament from its employees?
Did you trust that decisions made at the highastl¢eof the organization are fair and

consistent?
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Code Summary

Code Sources References
Culture - Departmental or Manager Differences 18 104
Social Support - Ineffective on boarding 17 69
Performance Management - Goals do not relate to department or individual |16 59
Social Support - Decisions not pushed down 15 51
Trust - Negative leadership trust 16 49
Trust - Positive leadership trust 18 44
Social Support - Risk taking ineffectively managed 16 42
Culture - Challenges - Poor intemal communication 13 42
Bumout - Workaholics encouraged 18 41
Social Support - Best practices are not shared 18 40
Culture - Changing 14 40
Culture - Politics are present 17 39
Culture - Challenges - Poor procedures 14 38
Social Support - Company does not work to develop employees 16 38
Culture - Siloed Departments 14 37
Trust - Innovative shared 20 35
Performance Management - Does not set challenging goals 11 31
Performance Management - People not accountable 11 31
Bumout - Self manage balance 16 31
Social Support - Decisions pushed down 13 30
Performance Management - Incentivized through monetary means 15 30
Bumout - Company helps undemerformer 11 30
Social Support - Aid - Self Motivate 12 29
Performance Management - People accountable 14 29
Trust - Transparency not demonstrated 16 29
Inconsistentcy 10 29
Operations Culture 4 28
Trust - Values opinion 16 27
Bumout - More than fair share 16 27
Culture - Departments do not understand other's roles 13 27
Social Support - Failure treated as a leaming opportunity 12 25
Culture - Excel - hard workers 15 25
Social Support - Failure is not treated as a leaming opportunity 10 24
Performance Management - Reviews Constructive 13 24
Trust - Long term commitment not valued 14 24
Bumout - Someone behind is helped 11 23
Social Support - Employee Development 12 23
Culture - Violation - Customer centric 10 21
Bumout - Too many hours 11 20
Performance Management - Measurable Performance 8 20
Trust - Long term commitment valued 13 19
Culture - Exceling related to individual's skills 10 19
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Code Sources References
Performance Management - Does not issue creative challenges 13 18
Trust - Contradiction valued 11 18
Social Support - Need better training 8 18
Culture - Friction between departments 9 18
Culture - Tumover 5 18
Sales Culture 5 18
Performance Management - Reviews more frequent 9 17
Bumout- Priorities or lack of lead to Bumout 9 17
Trust - Transparency demonstrated 8 16
Bumout - Company terminates underperformer 9 16
Performance Management - Reviews semi-annual 11 15
Bumout - Correct hours 11 15
Social Support - Risk taking effectively managed 8 14
Performance Management - Reviews annual 13 14
Performance Management - Reviews not constructive 9 14
Culture - Violation - Hostility 6 14
Culture - Uncertainty 9 14
Culture - Controlled chaos 4 14
Trust - Contradiction not valued 7 13
Culture - Hard Workers 5 13
Performance Management - Incentivized through self motivation 7 12
Culture - Department Culture - What ever it takes 7 12
Social Support - Promote from within 5 12
Performance Management - Non Monetary Rewards 8 12
Culture - Poor profit decisions 7 12
Culture - Unsure of business model 2 12
Social Support - Best practices are shared 6 11
Performance Management - Issues creative challenges 8 11
Culture - Work-Life Balance - unable 7 11
Trust - Idea not acted on 7 11
Performance Management - Not incentivized to work harder 8 11
Culture - Complex Organization 6 11
Culture - Team work 4 11
Social Support - Effective on boarding 3 10
Performance Management - Make measurements accurate 7 10
Social Support - Need better job documentation 2 10
Culture - Excel Self Promotion 7 10
Bumout - No corrective action 3 9
Culture - Challenging 7 9
Culture - Leadership does not work well together 2 9
Performance Management - Regular Feedback 3 9
Performance Management - Sets challenging goals 4 8
Trust - Does not value opinion 5 8
Social Support - Failure is not punished 6 8
Culture - Unsure of company performance 4 8
Social Support - New Employees Not Valued 6 8
Culture - Inter department collaboration 3 8
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Code

Sources

References

Culture - Challenges - Fractured

Culture - No politics

Culture - Company does things the way it always has
Social Support - Company should mandate training
Culture - Inflexible

Social Support - Inflexibility in Job

Culture - Not enough fun

Culture - Too busy to work to make the company better
Bumout - Not more than fair share

Culture - Violation - Negative attitude toward company
Bumout - Manager reprimands underperformer

Culture - The company is slow to change

Culture - Passion for the product

Culture - Violation - Poor Communications

Culture - Excel - Good Communication

Culture - Violation - Integrity

Culture - Sales feels isolated

Performance Management - Reviews need structure and consistency
Culture - Violation - Not working hard

Culture - Violation - Share info with competitor

Culture - Excel - relationships

Great company to work for

Culture - Company rewards performance

Performance Management - Manager issues creative challenges
Compensation is out of alignment

Culture - No one has heard of company

Culture - Not as good as we think we are

Trust - Innovative was not shared

Bumout - Workaholics discouraged

Culture - Challenges - Balance

Culture - Work-Life Balance - self initiative

Culture - Interdepartment communication is good
Culture - Company does not leam from mistakes
Bumout - Company helps maintain balance

Culture - Motivated through fear

Social Support - Open Communications

Social Support - Social on boarding effective

Social Support - Flexibility In Job

Culture - Lack of Clear Goals

Culture - Violation - Safety

Performance Management - Reviews not taken seriously
Culture - Only about making money
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Code

Sources

References

Bumout - Someone behind is not helped

Bumout - Company transfers underperformer

Culture - Misconceptions - departmental roles

Culture - Violation Poor Profit Decision

Performance Management - Need 360 Review

Social Support - Decisions pushed down when leader is unsure
Bumout - Company should aid workaholics

Culture - Bumout

Culture - Can make a difference

Performance Management - On-going appraisals
Performance Management - Quarterly Reviews
Performance Management - Reviews Over Complicated
Culture - Violation - No Transparency in Decisions
Culture - Risk adverse environment

Culture - Departments work well together

Management through consensus

Culture - Self Centered excel

Culture - Inconsistent Time Horizon

Performance Management - Incentivized through future opportunity
Trust - Does not seek input from lower level employees
Culture - Hard to do business with

Culture - No long term planning

Culture - Managers do not lead by example

Culture - Violation dwelling on past

Culture - Quality Product

Culture - Do not celebrate successes

Performance Management - Incentivized by keeping my job
Culture - Growth - not promoted

Compensation is very good

Culture - People get along

Social Support - Succession Planning not present
Performance Management - No recognition

Culture - Well Positioned for Future

Social Support - Mentor

Culture - Poor execution of plans

Social Support - Does not develop employee for promotion
Culture - Employees want company to be successful
Performance Management - Variety of tasks

Culture - Challenge - Employee Retention

Bumout - Too few hours

Culture - Work-Life Balance - set hours
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