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Abstract

The purpose of the paper is to investigate contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making, focusing on first-line managers as strategy makers within three petro-maritime organizations. Our findings lead to five hypotheses regarding contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making. The five hypotheses are: 1a) emphasis on efficiency, 2a) dominance of technical core, 3a) a hierarchical organizational structure and 4a) safety as dominant mode of governance, supported by a bureaucratic mode of governance, constitute first-line manager as pure technical and operational supervisors, with little or no partaking in organizational strategy making. On the other hand, 1b) a balance between efficiency and adaptation, 2b) exposing of technical core to boundary spanning functions, 3b) a simpler organizational structure, and 4b) market governance combined with emphasis on environmental values and safety, constitute first-line managers as influential micro-organizational strategy makers. Further, 5) the four contextual factors reinforce each other in constraining or promoting micro-organizational strategy making. The paper contributes to the emerging Strategy as Practice literature in revealing contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making.
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Introduction
The purpose of the paper is to investigate contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making. Micro-organizational strategy making is becoming a striking theme within the strategy field, not in the least because the implementation of strategic initiatives is realized as being more challenging than previously assumed (Johnson, Langley, Melin, and Whittington 2007; Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl, and Vaara 2010). This again has changed the focus in the direction of middle- and first-line managers as key actors in organizational strategy making (Whittington 2010), focusing on the micro-level of social activities, processes, and practices that characterize organizational strategy making. In accordance with Jarzobkowski (2010), we are based on a broad definition of who might be considered a strategic practitioner within organizations, in line with the emerging Strategy as Practice perspective (Whittington 1996). 
In the paper we particularly explore internal contextual factors influencing on micro-organizational strategy making. The empirical basis for the research is three different petro-maritime organizational contexts, further described later in this paper. To guide our study the following research question has been established:  How do contextual factors influence micro-organizational strategy making? - A first-line manager perspective.
Further in the paper we first introduces theories and perspectives related to organizational strategy making, including first-line managers as micro-organizational strategy makers, followed by an introduction of our contextual framework. Thereafter we introduce the three organizational contexts forming the empirical basis for our research, followed by a presentation of the methodological approach for collecting empirical data. Finally, we present and analyze our findings, followed by a discussion of contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making.
Theories and Perspectives
This section reports on the theoretical basis of our study: research on strategy from a practice perspective. In recent years this perspective has been labeled Strategy as Practice (Whittington 1996). Strategy as Practice focuses on the micro-level social activities, processes, and practices that characterize organizational strategy and strategizing (Jarzobkowski, Balugun and Seidl 2007; Johnson, Langley, Melin and Whittington 2007). By re-conceiving strategy not as something organizations have but as something organizations do, Strategy as Practice is shifting the focus of analytical attention towards the making of strategy, thus departing from traditional variance-model approaches (Whittington 2006).
Strategy as Practice as a theoretical perspective is embracing an overarching conceptual framework of practitioners, practices, and praxis (Jarzabokwski et al. 2007, Johnson et al. 2007). Practitioners are the actors in constructing new organizational praxis, through who they are, how they act and interact, and what practices they draw on. Practices are defined as activities that are combined, coordinated, and adapted in constructing operational praxis. Praxis, on the other hand, is defined as socially accomplished flows of activities that are strategically consequential for the direction of a company. Making of strategy comprises the nexus between praxis, practices, and practitioners. 
First-line Managers as Strategy Makers within Organizational Contexts
Transforming a vision or strategic idea into operative praxis in most cases implies larger or smaller changes in the way the activities are carried out. Most of the literature on organizational strategy making focuses on the role of top-management (Stensaker 2011). More recently other actors have also been identified as important for successful organizational strategy making. In additions to top-leaders, Caldwell (2003) identifies middle-managers, consultants, as well as teams as important actors or organizational constructs in strategic organizational change processes. Not in the least middle-managers have been identified as playing an essential role in organizational strategy making, particularly when it comes to the implementation phase (Wooldridge and Floyd 1990; Floyd and Wooldridge 2000; Ikavalko and Aaltonen 2001; Balugun 2003, Balugun and Johnson 2004; Mantere 2007; Hope 2010). The term middle-manager refers to any manager two levels or more below the CEO (Stensaker 2011), including first-line managers close to where strategic ideas and decisions are transformed into organizational realities, conventionally taken to denote those positions to whom non-managerial employees report. 
In line with the focus on micro-organizational strategy making, the role and activities first-line and middle managers has emerged as a rich ground for researching organizational strategy making (Whittington 2010). The role and activities of first-line and middle managers in organizational strategy making is also identified as a key issue within petro-maritime organizations (Grimsrud, Bugge, and Skulberg 2005). In our research the focus is on first-line managers as practitioners in organizational strategy making within three petro-maritime organizations, investigating contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making. Underlying our focus is the idea that first-line managers, whatever title they have, are vital actors in transforming strategic initiatives into operative praxis. 
Below we present our contextual framework for analyzing first-line managers` strategy making within petro-maritime organizational contexts.
Contextual Framework

A framework for analyzing contextual influences on micro-organizational strategy making is Pawar and Eastman`s (1994) skeleton consisting of four contextual factors:

a) Organizational emphasis on efficiency and adaptation orientation
b) Relative dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in an organizational task       system.
c) Organizational structure.
d) Mode of governance.
The four factors are briefly outlined below.
Efficiency orientation is related to the creation of the greatest possible output given the available resources, while adaption is related adapting to changing requirements (Thompson 1967). These two purposes are conflicting, because the former requires organizational stability, and the latter necessitates change (Pawar and Eastman 1994). An organization`s emphasis on efficiency orientation precludes the development of new goals and necessitates vigilant performance monitoring and the allocation of precisely calculated rewards. In contrast, emphasis on adaptation orientation requires the creation of an innovative idea that transforms employee values and beliefs. 
The technical core performs the tasks of input processing through the operation of technology, whereas the boundary-spanning functions maintain interfaces with the organizational environment (Pawar and Eastman 1994). The isolation of the core produces low levels of uncertainty and conflict; it can therefore function as what Selznick (1957) refers to as an expendable technical instrument whose value lies mainly in its ability to perform stated technical tasks, governed by technical routines. In contrast to the technical core, the boundary-spanning units are interfaced with the environment. Unlike the use of technical rationality to meet technical imperatives in the core, the boundary- spanning units are forced to adapt to the environmental contingencies and constrains (Thompson 1967). Because of environmental uncertainty, the tasks in these units cannot be standardized, which necessitates a high level of discretion in decision making.
Organizational structures reflect the attempted division of tasks among organizational members and an arrangement for coordination of their different task activities (Mintzberg 1979). Mintzberg`s conceptualization of organizational structure consists of five distinct “ideal type” structural forms: a) a machine bureaucracy, b) a professional bureaucracy, c) a divisional structure, d) a simple structure, and e) an adhocracy. Regarding receptivity to strategic changes, both simple structure and adhocracy forms will be more receptive than will be the machine bureaucracy, professional bureaucracy, or divisional structural forms. In the machine bureaucracy structural form, standardization of work processes and tasks is used to coordinate the functioning of individuals. In the professional bureaucracy form of structure, skill standardization is used as a means of ensuring coordination, which requires highly trained professionals. Divisional structure has a two-layered structure, in which the headquarters govern several quasi-autonomous divisions. The divisions are fairly autonomous. They are accountable to the headquarters or top management mainly for the operational goals specified to them, and the divisions therefore are mainly concerned with attaining these operational goals. Simple structure and adhocracy both facilitate innovation (ibid: 1979). In the simple structure a strategic idea typically originates from an entrepreneur-leader, and the members` commitment to it develops through top-down processes. In the adhocracy form, on the other hand, a strategic idea typically emerges collectively, and the commitment to it evolves through lateral processes.
Wilkins and Ouchi (1983) identified three different modes of governance: market, bureaucracy and clan. The mode of governance reflects a set of values that are shared by organizational members and that govern an organizational pursuit of self-interest. In the market mode of governance, the organization and its members undertake transactions based upon the exchange of commitments prescribed by market or price mechanisms. In the bureaucratic mode of governance, the organization and its employees make a partly specified contract, wherein the employees accept organizational authority in exchange for wages. In contrast to the market and bureaucratic modes, the clan mode of governance is based on socializing organizational members in such a way that, although, self-interested, they see an alignment between their own and the organization`s interests.
Three Petro-Maritime Organizations as Research Contexts
Below we present our three organizational research contexts. We first introduce research context 1: a gas processing plant, thereafter research context 2: a construction yard, and finally research context 3: a family owned shipping company servicing the offshore petro-maritime industry.
Context 1: A Gas Processing Plant

The plant was one of the three largest gas processing plants in the world, with about 500 employees (Gjøsæter 2009). The plant was a sub-division within a large corporation operating within the oil and gas business. Various kinds of gas products were shipped to the gas processing plant through pipelines across the seabed and processed to sales gas in accordance with predetermined specifications, which again was shipped to the Continent or to Great Britain through offshore pipelines, or various forms of rich gas transported to customers by ships from the neighboring harbor. 
Even though running the plant with 99 % regularity constituted a key operational performance criterion, the safe operation of the plant was priority number one. The gas products processed in the plant were highly flammable, and an ignition could cause catastrophic damages. Furthermore, the plant had been more or less in a continuous construction phase during the last decade to expand its capacity to process more incoming gas while at the same time handling daily operations. Simultaneous construction and operational activities caused increased risks regarding dangerous situations that might arise and constituted a particular concern for first-line managers as micro-organizational actors. A first-line manager was responsible for certain operational functions, he or she typically had a control span of 10-20 employees, and reported to an area manager.
Context 2: A Construction Yard

The construction yard constituting research context 2 was a rather large yard by Norwegian standard, employing more than 1000 people (Gjøsæter 2009). In periods where the construction activities were at a high level, a considerable amount of extra workers were hired from subcontractors. The construction yard was part of a division within a larger corporation that was also involved in other business areas. Projects constituted a typical way of working within the organization, implying that there was normally a limited time for activities that were not closely related to ongoing projects scheduled to be completed within stated deadlines and costs. The construction projects were technically demanding and involved a variety of different technical disciplines. 
First-line managers were responsible for certain categories of technical disciplines, and reported to a coordinator constituting a higher middle-manager within the organizational hierarchy. Formally, the responsibility as an employer also rested with the higher middle-manager. On a day-to-day basis, however, the various leadership duties rested on first-line managers, typically heading a team of 10 to 30 employees. More demanding relations-oriented leadership challenges, however, were handled by the higher middle-manager supported by the personnel department. 
Context 3: A Family-Owned Shipping Company

The third organizational context constituting the empirical basis for our research was a shipping company with its main office in western Norway servicing the offshore petro-maritime industry (Gjøsæter, Grønhaug, and Xie 2012). A key reason for choosing this organization as a research context was a “green operations” campaign initiated in 4th quarter of 2009, further in this document named the Company (www. company. no, 2010). The stated goal of the campaign was to reduce the total consumption of diesel-fuel used by the vessels in the company`s fleet by 10 to 20 % a year compared to when the campaign was launched. The reduction in consumption of fuel was to be realized through “green operations”. A “green operation” was defined as a saving 500 liters (or 0.5 m3) of diesel per day in any one operation. By carrying out “green operations” on board the vessels the company was trying to build a competitive advantage, branding itself as a “green” shipping company in a commercially profitable way. 
The company had approximately 1600 employees, and a total fleet of 50 vessels, consisting of construction service vessels, larger and smaller anchor handling vessels, as well as platform supply vessels. As regards crew-members on board a vessel, this varied from 20 up to 50, including representatives of the customer, or contractor, which were represented on board during certain operations. The management team on board consisted of the captain, the chief mate, the chief engineer, as well as the steward. The shipping company was established in the 1960ies as a family company and is today owned and controlled by the founders` family. For running the campaign, a project leader was hired from outside the company and employed full-time.
Methodological Issues
An exploratory case-study approach was chosen for capturing how contextual factors influence first-line managers` strategy making. Case-study research is particularly useful when contextual insight is important for understanding the phenomenon under investigating (Ghauri and Grønhaug 2010; Andersen 2012). A case-study approach in our research project refers to a qualitative and field-based construction and analysis of empirical cases, and is consistent with Yin`s (2003) recommendation for a choice of research strategies. The main reason for choosing an exploratory case-study approach was the limited accumulated knowledge about micro-organizational strategy making (Whittington 2010), making it impossible to advance a well-grounded a priory hypothesis.
Based on our overall conceptual framework of practitioners, practitioners, and praxis (Jarzobkowski et al. 2007; Johnson et al. 2007), our study focused, due to pragmatic reasons and in accordance with recommendations from Jarzobkowski et al. (2007), on contextual factors influencing first-line managers` strategy making, as experienced by the managers themselves. A main concern in the research project was to drill deep down in the organizational strategy making processes to uncover contextual influences on first-line managers` strategic agency (Brown and Duguid 2000). This required establishing “close with” relationships (Johnson, Balogun, and Beech 2010) with actors within the three research contexts.
The first study that was carried out was within the gas processing plant, conducted in close cooperation with personnel employed by the company which operated the gas processing plant. The case-study might therefore be characterized as a collaborative research project (Shani, Mohrman, Pasmore, Bengt Stymne and Adler 2008). Furthermore, the author of this article had been employed in the organization in question some years ago, and therefore possessed a rather thorough knowledge of the organizational context as such. Research within context 2 was conducted on the basis of the same research framework. As was the case for research context 1, the author of the article had also been employed in that organization, albeit more than 20 years ago. This previous appointment was, however, important for obtaining access to the research context as well as for rebuilding a “close with” relationship with employees in the organization. Regarding research context 3, no previous relationships existed. A challenge was, therefore, to establish relationships from scratch, however based on a mutual interest in investigating contextual factors influencing first-line managers` micro-organizational strategy making, realizing that this would require extensive and long-lasting contacts between the researchers and the company in question.
Data Collection and Analysis
A semi-structured interview-guide was developed for gathering data through in depth interviews. According to Sampson (1972), a semi-structured approach to in-depth-interviews allows the researcher to cover specific topics, but the researcher can as the interview proceeds decide on how much time should be allocated to each topic. An open structure makes it possible to explore unexpected facts or attitudes during the interview. The questions in the guide focused on contextual factors influencing micro-organizational strategy making, as experienced by first-line managers. The semi-structured interview-guide was, however, adjusted to fit the actual research contexts. A total of twenty-nine informants were interviewed; ten first-line managers within context 1, ten within context 2, and nine within context 3. 
	Research Contexts
	Numbers of Interviewees
	Categories of Interviewees

	Context 1: A gas processing plant
	10
	First-line managers for two categories of employees: engineers and craftsmen

	Context 2: A construction yard
	10
	First-line managers for two categories of employees: engineers and craftsmen

	Context 3: A family owned shipping company
	9
	Captains, chief mates, mates, and chief engineers on board four vessels


Table 1. Research Contexts, Numbers of Interviewees, and Categories of Interviewees.
In addition to the in-depth interviews conducted with the twenty-nine first-line managers, more informal small talks were carried out with crew members within research context 3 during visits on board the vessels. Further, preparatory as well as summing-up meetings with other managers within the three research contexts were conducted. The information obtained in these meetings was, however, only supplementary to the interviews with the first-line managers who constituted the primary informants in our research. The interviews were recorded and transcribed and in addition notes were taken during the interviews. A typical interview lasted from one to two hours, followed by more informal talks and walks around the plants and on board the offshore service vessels.
In addition to data collected thorough interviews and more informal talks, secondary data sources such as homepages as well as other documents that illustrated and covered the companies` history, stated strategic goals, and current operational activities, were used as empirical data sources.
Findings and Analysis
Below we present our empirical findings regarding contextual factors influencing first-line managers` strategy making within the three petro-maritime research contexts. Thereafter, we analyze our findings and identify contextual influences, as well as explaining mechanisms.
Research Context 1: A Gas Processing Plant
Strategy making within the gas processing plant constituted a challenging balancing act between daily operational activities and partaking in organizational strategy making. Task-oriented leadership related to keeping the plant running at a high regularity constituted the major challenge for first-line managers at the operational front. Together with relations-oriented leadership duties to provide for support and encouragement, recognition for achievements, consulting with relevant people when making decisions, as well as building mutual trust and cooperation, there was little or no time available for deliberate strategy making. The role of first-line managers represented a container for larger and smaller duties to be prioritized on a day-to-day basis. Limited possibilities for delegation were stated as one of the reasons for the heavy workload. In addition, uncertainty associated within advance planning of operational duties, was stated as one of the reasons why there was no time available for other than practical coping activities. A representative statement in this regard was: 
“We have too many daily duties on our plate, and we do often not have a complete overview of what is going to happen during the day when we come to work.” 
First-line managers were key practitioners in bridging strategic ideas and decisions and turning the ideas into operative praxis. As bridgeheads between strategic plans and directives and concrete activities to be carried out by skilled workmen, first-line managers were supposed to act as qualified discussion partners in solving or prioritizing technical or operational questions. Their capability to adjust strategic initiatives to operational requirements was underlined by several of the interviewees. A representative statement in this regard was:

“One of our core capabilities is adjusting decisions taken higher up in the organizational system into something that works in practice.”
This transformation process implied, among others things, concretizing strategic ideas into operative activities, and furthermore into actions. A challenge related to implementing proposed ideas was the “drilling” of new routines without compromising safety requirements while at the same time keeping the plant running at a high level of regularity.
“We must balance between various operational requirements, including safety.”
Strategic improvement activities often came as additional duties, for which there was little or no time available during normal working hours. Representative statements in this regard were:

“Strategic improvement activities easily become left-hand work.”
“As most of our operational duties are related to keeping the gas processing plant running at any one time, there is limited time available for contributing to strategy making on a day-to-day basis.”
As most of the available time during normal working hours was allocated to task- and relations-oriented leadership duties, there was limited time and energy left for deliberate micro-organizational strategy making. The exception was when first-line managers were engaged in a larger improvement project launched, then often on a full-time basis. A more general finding was, however, that first-line managers expressed a desire to be more involved in organizational strategy making, among other things for obtaining a more holistic view of strategic plans and actions which might influence on micro-organizational activities.

Research Context 2: A Construction Yard
A challenge expressed by several of our interviewees within the construction yard, though in various ways, was a concern about their lack of understanding of the organization as a complete, holistic structure, and the way cooperation between varies parts of the organizational system worked - or were supposed to work. A representative statement in this regard was:

“It is often difficult to understand the organizational structure, including procedures and guidelines to be applied.”
Further, the project-oriented way of working, with concrete duties to be completed within tight time-schedules, contributed to turning first-line managers` attention towards urgent task-oriented leadership duties - and away from spending time and energy on less urgent activities. The project-oriented way of working constituted a major reason for the little time and energy that was left for micro-organizational strategy making. Representative statements in this regard were:

“Our projects always have tight schedules, leaving little or no time available for strategic activities at the micro-organizational level in addition to carrying out daily operational duties.”
“Our project-oriented way of working where progress is measured continuously, while we at the same time are to adhere to scheduled costs and safety requirements, leaves little time for engaging in strategy making that is not related to a specific project.”
On the other hand first-line managers were also “protected” from duties that were not of pure operational character. Their main duty was to translate stated strategic plans and initiatives to fit operational requirements. Several of the first-line managers interviewed stated, however, that very often such strategic initiatives could have been further refined if they had been involved at an earlier stage. A representative statement in this regard was:
“If our competence related to understanding the operations in more detail had been taken advantage of at an earlier stage, improvement and change initiatives would have been easier to implement at the micro-organizational level.”
First-line managers considered themselves as resources with a thorough understanding of operational activities, a resource that to a larger extent might have been used for adjusting strategic issues to fit operational requirements. As solvers of practical problems first-line managers possessed a core competence in bridging strategic initiatives and concrete activities and actions at the micro-organizational level. Little or no involvement in organizational strategy making at an early stage caused limited ownership in strategic issues. A representative statement in this regards was:
“More involvement in concretizing operational implications of strategic issues at an earlier stage might have contributed to a stronger ownership of stated issues.”

However, a challenge in this respect was first-line managers` capabilities to act as strategic discussion partners with higher-level managers. Normally first-line managers at the shop-floor were recruited from a previous background as a craftsman within a specific discipline. Because a distance often existed between the office floor and the shop-floor, the two parts of the organization did not always communicate on an equal basis. A representative statement in this regard was:

“The operational and top management fractions of the organization to some extent live in separate bubbles, thinking and acting in different ways.”
Due to operational duties related to task-oriented leadership, including among other things planning of day-to-day operations, monitoring progress and performance, as well as solving operational problems that arose, the organization had to find other ways to provide for micro-organizational strategy making. Such initiatives were typically organized as separate improvement projects, in which first-line managers might be involved now and then.
Research Context 3: A Family-Owned Shipping Company

As previously stated a “green operations” campaign constituted the research case within research context 3: a family-owned shipping company. An initial challenges encountered was to concretize how to transfer the idea to operate offshore service vessels in more environmental friendly ways was to be realized. This challenge was met by inviting first-line managers on board the vessels to contribute to systemizing and concretizing how the strategic idea to operate in a more fuel-efficient way might be transformed into operational reality. The cooperative efforts contributed to bridging the road between the strategic idea and operative praxis while at the same time created commitment to the strategic idea as such, as indicated below:

“We also did a lot of this before, but now it has been systematized . . .  Those onshore people at the head-office have been clever at involving us in the process.”
Carrying-out of fuel-saving “green operations”, however, had to be in agreement with the customers, who in the launching phase only partly supported the campaign, as demonstrated below:

“In the beginning (of the campaign) it was not unusual that the customer was unwilling to support a proposal to carry out a “green operation”. The customer was primarily interested in getting a job done, caring less about environmental issues.”
Later in the campaign the customers to a larger extent became supporters of the “green operations” idea, not in the least due to a stronger focus on cost-savings obtained by carrying-out fuel-saving operations. 
During the implementation phase carrying out “green operations” constituted a balancing act that presupposed the capability to judge when there was an operational opportunity for executing fuel-saving operations, taking into consideration weather conditions for the next twelve to twenty-four hours, as well as how close the scheduled operational activities to be carried out were to for example an offshore platform or windmill. For the first-line managers on board the offshore service vessels carrying-out “green operations” demanded the capability of operating the vessels in a safe manner while at the same time also seizing any opportunity for executing out fuel-saving operations, as illustrated below:

 “. . . during operations we have daily meetings were we discuss what is going to happen during the day, what is planned as regards safety, risk assessment, lifting operations, and how close we are to platform installations or offshore windmills. . . We further consider the weather forecast for the next 24 hours, and on the basis of this information we decide if it is possible to shut down one or more of the engines.”
Transforming the strategic idea to operate in a more environmentally sustainable way into operational reality presupposed first-line managers prepared to seize any opportunity for carrying-out fuel-saving operations by balancing and optimizing the various operational activities, while also being capable of acting strategically within the messy realities of daily operations. This implied increased demands on micro-organizational managers, including being alert to operational windows for executing out “green operations”, as indicated below:

“Attention . . . You must have environmental aspects of the operations in mind all the time . . . We are running a heavier risk of accidents when we shut down one or more engines to save diesel-fuel. We must therefore take into consideration what kind of operation we are going to carry out. Is it within acceptable risk levels to do? If not, we don’t do it.”
As chief practitioner on board the vessel the captain, in close cooperation with the chief mate and chief engineer, had to have his “hands on” operational activities, as confirmed by the following statement:

“I must be in close interaction with the operational activities to know what is going on at any time. I must do that.”
Analysis of Empirical Findings
Below we analyze our findings regarding contextual influences on first-line managers` strategy making within the three research contexts. The analysis is related to the four factors in the contextual framework: a) organizational emphasis on efficiency and adaption orientation, b) relative dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in organizational task systems, c) organizational structure, and d) mode of governance.

As Table 1 indicates, operational efficiency in the form of maintaining a high and stable regularity of the gas processing plant left little time available for adaptation orientation for first-line managers within research context 1. Within research context 2: a construction yard, the project-oriented way of organization implied adhering to stated time-schedules and cost estimates, and directing focus on operational efficiency. This in particular influenced first-line managers as micro-organizational actors. Within research context 3: a shipping company, the daily operations was to a larger extent a balancing act between efficiency and adaptation, thus to a larger extent then within the two other research contexts allowing for micro-organizational influences on organizational strategy making.

As regards the relative dominance of technical core versus boundary-spanning units in the organizational task systems, the table indicates that first-line managers’ doings within both research contexts 1 and 2 were influenced by the two organizational units being considered as expendable technical instruments erected for executing stated technical-operative tasks. Within context 3, on the other hand, offshore service vessels were both micro-organizational technical instruments as well as boundary spanning units. The boundary spanning functions appeared among other things through first-line managers on board the offshore service vessels acting as promoters of strategic issues to their customers. The boundary spanning functions were taken care of by the top management, the marketing department, as well as by first-line managers on board the vessels. Thus, a balance existed between the technical core and the boundary-spanning functions at the micro-organizational level, combined with close cooperation between onshore management and first-line managers on board offshore service vessels. First-line managers were to a larger extent than within the two other research contexts involved and enabled as practitioners in organizational strategy making.
As regards organizational structure, first-line managers` activities within both research contexts 1 and 2 were influenced by the fact that the two organizational units were divisions within larger corporations, erected for carrying out stated operative and constructional duties. The rather hierarchical divisional way of corporate organizing affirmed the role of first-line managers as a technical and operational one, with little or no involvement in organizational strategy making. Within research context 3, on the other hand, the organizational structure was more adhocratic, with the ship-owner himself as an entrepreneur-leader. The simpler organizational form contributed to closer lines of communication between onshore and offshore management, which again made first-line managers on board the offshore service vessels more involved as actors in organizational strategy making.
Finally, as regards mode of governance, safe operations were a primary concern within all three organizational contexts. Within research contexts 1 and 2, however, the market mode of governance resided more in the background than within research context 3, particularly more so than within research context 1. The dominant mode of governance reinforced first-line managers` role as a pure technical and operational one, rather than as influential micro-organizational strategy makers. Within research context 3, on the other hand, mode of governance further empowered first-line managers as key micro-organizational strategy maker.  
	Organizational Context
	Contextual Factors
	Contextual Influences 
	Explaining Mechanisms  

	Context 1: A Gas Processing Plant


	Emphasis on efficiency and adaptation orientation

Dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in organizational task system
Organizational structure

Mode of governance
	Efficiency as dominant contextual factor
Dominance of technical core 
A hierarchical and divisional organizational structure
Safety as dominant value, a bureaucratic mode of governance, with market less predominant 
	The main FLM role was to secure operational efficiency 
Made FLMS technical and operational supervisors, primarily
Organizational structure affirmed FLMs` technical and operational role within the organizational system
Modes of governance reinforced FLMs` role as pure technical and operational supervisors

	Context 2: A Construction Yard

	Emphasis on efficiency and adaptation orientation
Dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in organizational task system
Organizational structure

Mode of governance
	Efficiency as dominant contextual factor
Dominance of technical core 
A hierarchal and divisional organizational  structure
Safety dominant value, a bureaucratic mode of governance, with market less predominant 
	The main FLM role was to secure operational efficiency 

Made FLMS technical and operational supervisors, primarily

Organizational structure affirmed FLMs` technical and operational role within the organizational system
Modes of governance reinforced FLMs` role as pure technical and operational supervisors

	Context 3: A Family-Owned Shipping Company
	Emphasis on efficiency and adaptation orientation
Dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in organizational task system
Organizational structure
Mode of governance
	A  balance between efficiency and adaptation orientation 
Technical core exposed to boundary-spanning functions
An adhocratic  organizational structure, with the ship-owner as an entrepreneur-leader
Market as dominant mode of governance, with safety and sustainability issues as supporting modes of governance
	Capacity for micro-organizational  adaptation orientation

Customer contact at the micro-organizational level. level

Organizational structure supported micro-organizational  strategy making   
Mode of governance further empowered  FLM as key micro-organizational practitioners



Table 1. Organizational Context, Contextual Factors, Contextual Influences and Explaining Mechanisms.
Discussion 
The guiding research question was how contextual factors influence first-line managers` micro-organizational strategy making within three petro-maritime organizations. Below we discuss our findings in light of the contextual framework constituting the theoretical basis for the research. 
The first factor in the contextual framework (Pawar and Eastman 1994) was organizational emphasis on efficiency and adaptation orientation. Our findings indicate that within research context 1: a gas processing plant and research context 2: a construction yard, emphasis on organizational efficiency, influence first-line managers in the direction of becoming securers of operational efficiency primarily. This leads to the first hypothesis regarding contextual factors influencing micro-organizational strategy making, namely:  
Hypothesis 1a: Emphasis on efficiency directs first-line managers towards becoming securers of operational efficiency, without ample time for adaptation orientation. 

Within research context 3: a family-owned shipping company, on the other hand, a balance to a larger extent existed between an emphasis on efficiency and adaptation, leading to hypothesis 1b: 

Hypothesis 1b: A balance between efficiency and adaptation orientation secures ample time for micro-organizational strategy making.

The next factor in our contextual framework is relative dominance of technical core and boundary-spanning units in an organizational task system. The empirical findings indicate that dominance of a technical core draw first-line managers in the direction of prioritizing operational activities to fulfill stated, short-term, operational duties, making the role of first-line managers primarily a technical and operational supervisory one. The focus on urgent operational duties left little time and capacity for adaptation orientation. Protecting first-line managers from spending time on boundary-spanning functions (Thomson 1967) constrained them from obtaining direct customer knowledge and feedback (Hennestad 1999), stressing their role as technical and operational supervisors (Hales 2005; Voxted 2007), with limited authority within rather hierarchical organizational systems. This leads to our next hypothesis, namely: 

Hypothesis 2a: Dominance of technical core makes the role of first-line managers primarily as a technical and operational supervisory one, with little or no boundary-spanning functions.

Within research context 3: a family-owned shipping company, on the other hand, a balance to a larger extent existed between the technical core and boundary-spanning functions. Exposing first-line managers to customer knowledge, including commercial decisions related to operational activities on a day-to-day basis contributed to making first-line managers influential strategic practitioners. Infusion of the micro-organizational technical core with direct customer knowledge and feedback (Hennestad 1999) was, a vital factor for constituting first-line managers influential micro-organizational strategy makers. This leads to hypothesis 2b: 
Hypothesis 2b: Exposing the technical core to boundary spanning functions constitutes first-line managers as influential micro-organizational strategy makers.   
The third factor in our contextual framework was organizational structure. Within research contexts 1 and 2, hierarchical divisional organizational structures (Mintzberg 1979) affirmed first-line managers` role within the organizational systems as a technical and operational one. This leads to our third hypothesis, namely:  
Hypothesis 3a: A hierarchical organizational structure affirms first-line managers` role as a technical and operational on within organizational systems. 

Within research context 3, on the other hand, an adhocratic organizational structuring (Mintzberg 1979), contributed to a more flexible organizational system with fewer bureaucratic rigidities, allowing for a greater degree of micro-organizational innovations (Burns and Stalkner 1961). Micro-organizational innovations were facilitated among others by involving first-line managers on board the offshore service vessels in concretizing how to act to carry out “green operations” (www.company.no 2010), as well as by exposing them to direct customer knowledge and feedback (Hennestad 1999) on a continuous basis, as previously discussed. This leads to hypothesis 3b: 
Hypothesis 3b: An adhocratic organizational structure supports micro-organizational strategy making. 
The fourth factor in our contextual framework was mode of governance. Both within research contexts 1 and 2, safety as dominant value, a bureaucratic mode of governance, and with market as less dominant micro-organizational issue, tended to reinforce first-line managers role as pure technical and operational supervisors. This leads to our next hypothesis, namely:  
Hypothesis 4a: Safety as dominant mode of governance supported by a bureaucratic mode of governance reinforces first-line managers` role as a pure technical and operational one.
Within research context 3, on the other hand, market as dominant mode of governance, with safety and environmental sustainability issues as supporting modes of governance, empowered first-line managers as micro-organizational practitioners within the organizational system. Constituting first-line managers as the center of the micro-organizational strategy making web while at the same time appealing to sustainability and “green” values as dominant mode of governance (Wilkins and Ouchi 1983), acted to distribute organizational authority to first-line managers as key organizational strategy makers. This leads to hypothesis 4b:  
Hypothesis 4b: Market as a dominant mode of governance, with safety and sustainability as supporting modes of governance, reinforces the role of first-line managers as key micro-organizational strategy makers. 
Finally, however, not in the least, the four factors constituting our contextual framework tended to reinforce each other in promoting or constraining micro-organizational strategy making. This leads to hypothesis 5, namely:     
Hypothesis 5: The four contextual factors tend to reinforce each other in constraining or promoting micro-organizational strategy making.   
Our empirical findings reveal striking patterns regarding how contextual factors influence micro-organizational strategy making. Even though constituting first-line managers as more influential actors was stated as a primary concern within petro-maritime organizations (Grimsrud, Bugge, and Skulberg 2005), contextual factors influenced first-line managers in the direction of acting primarily as technical and operational supervisors, with little or no involvement in organizational strategy making. On basis of the research it may therefore be argued that underlying contextual factors worked in the opposite direction of strategic intents, constraining development of first-line managers as micro-organizational strategy makers. 
Implications and Contributions

Our research contributes to the emerging Strategy as Practice literature by drawing attention to contextual factors influencing micro-organizational strategy making. Given the recent focus on first and middle managers as actors in organizational strategy making (Whittington 2010), contextual factors influencing first-line managers as practitioners within organizational contexts, consequently, constitutes a theme of major importance. Understanding how contextual factors influence purposive practical coping at the micro-organizational level is, therefore, of significant importance, particularly when it comes to transforming strategic ideas into micro-organizational praxis.
The findings should, however, due to the limitations of the research, not be generalized to other contexts without conditions. The main limitations, which stem for the most part from the objectives, the contextual framework, as well as the limited empirical research contexts, nevertheless suggest several avenues for future research. A specific proposal for further research would be to extend our study by carrying out an extensive survey comprising several organizational research contexts within different branches to test the stated hypothesis regarding how contextual factors influence micro-organizational strategy making, thereby extending our qualitative study limited to three organizations contexts within a particular branch of industry. Furthermore, this study explored just some of the possible contextual factors that might influence micro-organizational strategy making. Future research could focus on other contextual factors influencing first-line managers as micro-organizational strategy makers, including possible relationships between contextual factors and more general issues such as company strategy and external pressures, social norms, and personal predispositions.
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