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ABSTRACT 
 
Nyström, Monica, E. (2005). Contrasting perspectives on the subjective 
managerial role.  
Doctoral dissertation from the Department of Psychology, Umeå University, 
SE-90187, Umeå, Sweden: ISBN 91-7305-881-5. 
 
Managerial behavior often differs between individuals and situations. To 
understand this variation the manager’s own interpretation of the role, context 
and role behavior is especially important. In this thesis several managers’ 
subjective views and understandings of their role during an organizational 
change period were investigated in great detail. The organizational changes 
were assumed to put pressure on the managerial role, exposing adaptive and 
dynamic role aspect and thereby shed light on differences in behavior. The 
general purpose was to thoroughly investigate the concept of ‘subjective 
managerial role’ by two contrasting approaches. One was influenced by 
concepts and methods used in social constructivism and constructionism 
(Study 1-3), and the other was a rational/cognitive approach influenced by 
theories and methods used in cognitive psychology (Study 4-5). Multiple case 
studies with subjective reports from five managers during a period of sixteen 
months were chosen as the empirical base. In the constructivist approach 
three judges were used to interpret the managers’ verbal reports during the 
beginning of the change period, focusing on indications of ‘subjective role 
projects’. ‘Subjective role projects’ involved reflections on situations, actors, 
purposes/goals and action strategies, all within a time frame of the past, 
present and future. This qualitative content of the role was investigated, and 
support for the existence of subjective role projects was tested (Study 1). The 
variation between the managers’ subjective role projects and their general 
project strategies were explored (Study 2). The judgment and construction 
process pursued by the three judges was analyzed (Study 3). In the 
rational/cognitive approach the focus was on role problems. A control model 
was used to represent subjective role conflicts, on both group and individual 
levels. Difficult situations described by the managers were complemented with 
goals and actions strategies, and the managers rated conflicts between these 
role components, while thinking-aloud (Study 4). Role conflict patterns and 
dimensions were further analyzed using two quantitative data models (Study 
5). Finally, the subjective role construct was compared with a contextual 
interpretation of the role, based on information from the organizational and 
social role context (Study 6). The results supported the basic components in 
both the project model and the control model of the subjective role, but the 
latter approach would benefit from a more elaborated stimulus sampling. In 
both approaches the differences between the managers were assessed, but in 
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the constructivist approach it was difficult to separate variation stemming 
from managers from variation between judges. In the rational/cognitive 
approach the variation was restricted to conflicting aspects in a specific model. 
The control model features and the quantitative conflict data made it easier to 
estimate variance. A major conclusion was that the two approaches 
complemented each-other in their descriptions of the subjective role. The 
project model was adequate for investigating the first sense-making phases in 
the organizational change process, while the control model approach could 
describe role conflicts and problems, especially on individual levels. However, 
they both could fit within a framework of a subjective role process model. 
Using these two approaches in role analysis can provide more information on 
the subjective role processes of the role incumbent. 
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PART I- BACKGROUND AND FRAMEWORK FOR AN 

INVESTIGATION OF THE SUBJECTIVE MANAGERIAL 

ROLE 
 

Difficulties using the concept of 'managerial role' 
 
Management and leadership have for centuries been subject to a great deal of 
interest. Exploring functions of leadership, what managers do, how and why 
they do it, and effects of their actions have caught the interest of many 
researchers. A large variety of approaches exist, which indicates the complexity 
of understanding a manager’s situation. There are approaches focused on 
managerial traits, managerial functions and behavior, power-influence, and 
situational aspects (Yukl, 1981, 1998). The search for traits to identify and 
differentiate leaders from followers was dominant in the early decades of 20th 
century but failed and is now more or less abounded (Robbins, 1991). 

Mintzberg (1971, 1973, 1975) was among the first to use the concept of role 
linked to managerial research. He studied and observed five chief executives 
and their mail and concluded that the manager’s job consisted of many brief 
and disjointed episodes with people from within and outside the organizational 
border. He discounted notions such as reflective planning and described 
managerial work in terms of various "roles" or organized sets of behavior 
identified with a position. His description comprised ten managerial roles 
divided into three groups. 'Interpersonal roles' arise directly from formal 
authority and involve basic interpersonal relationships that include the 
figurehead role, the leader role and the liaison role. 'Informational roles' arise 
because a leader is connected to many individuals and groups, creating a need 
for information and communication. The monitoring role, the disseminator 
role and the spokesperson role describe these informational aspects. Finally, 
there are 'decisional roles' within the decision-making system of an 
organization. The manager as an entrepreneur, disturbance handler, and 
resource-allocator describe this angle of managerial work. 

Kotter (1982) concluded that managers not only performed traditional 
Fayolian functions of planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, and 
controlling (Carroll & Gillen, 1987; Fayol, 1949), but also spent time 
interacting with others gathering and giving information. These 'network 
building' interactions was a way of accomplishing a 'manager’s agenda' - the 
loosely connected goals and plans addressing the manager's responsibilities. By 
obtaining relevant and important information from networks, managers were 
able to implement their agendas. Kotter’s idea of a manager’s agenda can be 
seen as a part of a manager’s role related to his/her planning of actions and 
behavior. Others have studied the amount of time spent on different activities 
in relation to how successful versus effective managers were perceived 
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(Luthans, Hodgetts & Rosencrantz, 1988; Luthans, Rosencrantz & Hennessey, 
1985).  

These, mainly observational studies, gave descriptions of a manager’s role in 
behavioral and functional terms and in relation to specific situations and 
activities. As traditional approaches they have been criticized for providing a 
very partial and restrictive perspective on leadership, summarized as an 
investigation into what persons leaders are, what they do, and with whom they 
do it (Hoskings & Morley, 1991). 

There are other factors to consider in relation to the organizational role of a 
manager. Tasks and situations are components that can be seen as part of an 
interconnected system, where managerial activities have consequences for 
other individuals, as well as for the organization. Furthermore, situations and 
activities are themselves uncertain, complex, and dynamic. Their characteristics 
will constrain the manager's behavior and stress demands for individual change 
and adaptation. Focusing on the concept of ‘managerial role' instead of 
managerial functions and behavior generates a more flexible description of a 
manager’s situation. 

Parallel with the research into managerial traits, functions and behavior role 
theory evolved as a rather extensive perspective. In its structural and 
organizational form it explained individual role behavior mainly by pressures 
from organizational forces. Role theory represents a wide and still vital area 
that bridges psychology, sociology and anthropology and embraces many 
theories, concepts, and empirical studies, starting in the earlier decades of the 
20th century (see for example Davis, 1949; Goode, 1960 b; Linton, 1936; 
Merton, 1957a, 1957b; Parson, 1951; Simmel, 1950; Weber, 1947). Current 
role theoretic research manly concerns gender, religion, personality and family, 
often from a social constructionist perspective, while many work and 
organizationally related research projects contain investigation of role stress, 
role conflict and role ambiguity. 

The diversity of orientations indicates the potential of role theory, but also 
its shortcomings. There are still large disagreements concerning boundaries 
and assumptions of the field. However, psychologists, sociologists, and 
anthropologists are similar in their concern with the basic phenomena of roles 
or the patterns of human behavior. They share common assumptions, namely 
that persons are somewhat alike in the behavior they exhibit and that 
behaviors shown are more or less predictable, once we know the person's 
identity and the context in which the person exists. However, they differ in the 
scope of roles to consider and the grounds on which they are willing to make 
predictions about these roles.  

A role is a complex construct that can be tied to functions, positions, an 
individual’s self image, or to a concept directed towards other actors. In an 
overview of role theory Biddle (1961, 1979) distinguished between five 
perspectives of role theory operating in sociology and psychology: functional, 
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structural, cognitive, organizational, and symbolic interactionist perspectives. 
The functional perspective was dominant until the mid-70s. The structural 
perspective is connected to functionalism, and a lot of readings concern 
structural issues, often in debate with symbolic interactionist ideas. The 
organizational perspective, of interest to a study of the managerial role, grew 
stronger during the 60s and 70s and comprises most of the empirical research 
in the field.  

Some scientists argues that role theory can be partitioned into two 
contrasting fields, one stemming from symbolic interactionism and the other 
representing structural sociology (Heiss, 1968). Others see these two fields as 
somewhat different, overlapping theoretical traditions (Stryker, 1973).  

The strength of role theory lies in its ability to incorporate different 
perspectives. It has been used in psychology, sociology, anthropology, as well 
as in economics and political science. Role theory has been seen as a potential 
bridge between the individual/cognitive aspects and the social/cultural context 
(Ackerman, 1951; Gordon, 1966; Sarbin, 1954). Some scientists have even 
suggested that role theory could be a vehicle for integrating anthropology, 
sociology and psychology into a single discipline, whose concern would be the 
study of human behavior (Cooper, Leavitt, & Shelly, 1964; Rommetveit, 1954). 
Role theory offers concepts for many events of interest to social science and 
differentiates individual behavior, social activities and the phenomenal 
processes that are presumed to underlie them (Biddle, 1979).  

Even though role theory to some researchers might be considered “out of 
date”, recent research in social psychology and social cognition has showed an 
interest in expectations on social behavior and investigates effects of 
perceivers’ expectations on the target person’s behavior in interpersonal 
processes (Snyder, 1999). The interplay among cognitive, motivational and 
behavioral activities in social interaction is in focus, and it has been suggested 
that investigations into expectations in social interaction can provide a 
paradigm for more general theoretical and empirical considerations of 
interpersonal processes and social relationships (Snyder, 1999). 

Thus, the concept of role is still relevant in social and organizational 
research, but it is also a complex and multidimensional concept. Critique of 
the role field has been closely related to this multidimensional nature, which 
stems from the many actors and perspectives involved and the use of the role 
concepts in every day language. This complicates understanding and obscures 
the accuracy of terminology and concepts used (Biddle, 1979). A role within 
open systems theory is regarded as a part of an interconnected organizational 
system with constant interaction and feedback between the system and its 
dynamic, complex and uncertain surroundings (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Within a 
dramaturgical perspective we are all seen as social actors that construct and 
reconstruct meanings, with reference to the performance of others and 
ourselves (Mangham, 1987). In Kelly’s (1955, 1991) theory of personal 
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constructs a role is a psychological process, based on the role player’s 
construction of aspects of the construction systems of those with whom 
he/she attempts to join in a social enterprise. Within symbolic interactionism 
the construction of social conduct involves roles and characters, props and 
supporting casts, scenes and audience (Stryker, 1980). Thus, the role concept is 
not only seen as structural and static, but also belonging to a changing and 
dynamic context, and role theory is connected to social constructivism as well 
as to more positivistic and mechanistic approaches.  

Other major shortcomings of functional, structural, and to some extent 
organizational role theory are the neglect of the individuals’ characteristics and 
of the interaction process itself (Stryker & Statham, 1985). Criticism has also 
concerned lack of propositional organization of the role field and conceptual 
ambivalence, partly due to diverse training of its enthusiasts (Biddle, 1979). 
Apparently, researchers representing different scientific perspectives have used 
role theory in different ways, but few have been interested in the subjective or 
cognitive side of the role. 

Focusing on traits, functions, behaviors or external organizational pressures 
more or less excludes the social and dynamic aspects of the managers’ work 
situation, where roles and reality can be seen as socially constructed. The 
development of symbolic interactionism and social constructivism is an 
attempt to add more dynamic and interactional aspects to the role. Symbolic 
interactionism was by some seen as a complement to role theory (Stryker & 
Statham, 1985), and the use of the role concept in symbolic interaction theory 
has been a way to connect a broader view with the social person or the 
personality structure (Stryker, 1973). A manager as an actor in constant 
interaction with others constructing social reality is then an important aspect of 
the role. Role enactment involves adaptation and change processes for a 
constant development of the role. Reality is viewed as a social construct and as 
such seen as selectively perceived, cognitively re-arranged, and interpersonally 
negotiated (Weick, 1979a). Role taking, role making, socialization, along with 
self-reflexive behavior are emphasized. The strength of this perspective is its 
ability to conceptualize social actors who can construct their actions, 
individually or in groups, and alter the surrounding social structure. This 
approach highlights the importance of the subjective side in social construction 
processes, and methods used to study such organizing processes must be 
sensitive to individual variation (Grant & Mayes, 1991). This perspective also 
offers an explanation for changes in self-concepts and in the form personal 
organization takes, aspects that are useful for understanding the individual’s 
impact on role outcomes. 

According to organizational role theory, replacement or training of a 
manager would have limited impact on the behavior of the person occupying a 
managerial role (Pfeffer, 1985). Thus, managerial role behavior formed by 
external pressures lacks an interest in subjective aspects that might explain 
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variation in behavior among individuals. A social constructivist view on the 
role involves more subjective aspects, but focuses on social interaction and 
ongoing social processes. 

Cognitive psychology on the other hand concentrates on individual 
cognition, investigating areas such as information-processing, motivation, 
attribution and mental representation or models as part of an understanding of 
people’s behavior. Goal setting, judgment, decision-making, and problem 
solving are other areas of interest for understanding aspects of managerial 
work. Research in social cognition has focused on the individual as a social 
being, thus bringing in the social context, but with a different focus than social 
constructivism. Recent interest in situated or contextualized cognition has 
highlighted the importance of relations between cognition, motivation, and 
broader processes of social influence and engagement (Levine & Resnick, 
1993). Research has shown a growing interest in complex and personally 
involving situations (Forgas, 1982; Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Stokols, 1982), 
where the flexibility of cognitive strategies may be especially apparent.  

Cognitive aspects has also been combined with situational or contingency 
factors in theories of leadership, such as Fiedler’s contingency model (1978), 
Hersey-Blanchard's situational theory, (1982), House and Mitchell's Path-goal 
theory of leadership (House 1971; House & Mitchell 1975), and Vroom and 
Yetton’s leader-participation model (1973), all categorized by Yukl (1981, 1998) 
as belonging to the situational approach. However, cognitive psychology has a 
long tradition based on a positivistic approach and is therefore somewhat 
hesitant to the use of subjective qualitative data. 
 
Managerial role – Conclusions. Trait, functional, behavioral, role, social 
constructivist, and cognitive perspectives represent different approaches to the 
study of managers. They have to a large extent developed independently, even 
though some influence exists among them. These approaches provide 
restrictions as well as opportunities in a study of the managerial role. Thus, 
aspects of a manager’s role can be described as inherent traits, managerial 
functions, categorized behavior, external role expectations, which determine 
behavior, cognitive aspects of role and role behavior, and social constructions 
that form and change roles. The many approaches to role theory indicate the 
difficulties in describing or using the concept of 'role', a concept also used 
frequently in everyday life. Thus, the ‘role’ concept has many definitions in 
science as well as in a layman’s language. Scientific approaches on the 
managerial ‘role’ also offer different descriptions and explanations of role 
content, processes, and effects, and all approaches receive some critique from 
various counterparts.  

The variety of views makes it difficult to get a comprehensive, holistic view 
of the managerial role, and focusing on one aspect does not fully grasp the 
complexity and dynamics. Combining or contrasting aspects from different 
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approaches on an investigation of the managerial role, and by doing so 
addressing parts of various critiques, might be a way to improve our 
understanding of the managerial role.  
 

A general framework for an investigation of the subjective 
managerial role 

 
If a ‘role’ is defined as "the amount of activities or expected behavior that 
belongs to a position" (Katz & Kahn, 1978) there is a clear connection 
between the ‘role’ and organizational actions. In organizational research the 
main interest has either been to describe, understand, predict and/or affect 
human actions and behavior. The role approach has been one way of 
describing and understanding human patterns of organizational behavior. To 
help us navigate in our investigation of the managerial role a map or a 
framework is needed. Pfeffer (1985) provides a helpful structure in his 
categorization of three different theoretical perspectives on action within 
organization theory (Table I:1): 
 
1. Action is seen as purposive, rational or boundedly rational and prospective. 
2. Action is seen as externally constrained or situationally determined. 
3. Action is seen as being somewhat more random and dependent on an 

emergent, unfolding process, with rationality being constructed after the 
fact to make sense of behaviors that have already occurred. 

 
The first perspective on actions, as purposive, rational, and prospective has 

several critical elements: behavior is construed to be chosen, choice is 
presumed to occur within a set of consistent preferences, behavior is 
determined by and reflective of conscious, purposive actors, choice is 
presumed to occur prior to the action itself, and action is goal-directed. This 
rational perspective on action is well represented within cognitive psychology 
and can be seen as characterizing the rational/cognitive side of a managerial 
role. 

The second perspective on actions, as externally constrained and determined 
by the situation, tends to ignore or see individual factors as less important than 
a primary impact of external stimuli. Action is not seen as the result of 
conscious choice, but rather as the result of external constraints, demands, or 
forces that the social actor has little control over. The variants that involve 
cognition see it as a mechanism of legitimating or making sense of behavior 
that has already occurred. Role theory falls under this action perspective, 
which can be thought of as the organizational side of the managerial role. 
The third perspective on actions as a random, emergent, and unfolding 
process is not as homogeneous as the other two. At times this view denies 
either an internally directed or externally determined rationality of behavior. 
“Action is governed by the system of meanings that emerge within the social 
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structure to provide understanding of the social world and, through the 
development of shared perspective and negotiated order, to provide order and 
cohesion for those in the social system” (Pfeffer, 1985 p. 385). Symbolic 
interactionism and social constructivism fall under this perspective, 
representing the social and dynamic aspects of the managerial role. 

Pfeffer’s categories represent three approaches to an investigation of the 
managerial role (Table 1). Another consideration is if the focus lies on a 
subjective or an objective definition of the role concept, which in turn will 
guide the research design and methods for data collection and analyses. 
‘Objective’ refers to an observable aspect that at least two independent 
observers can agree on, while ‘subjective’ is something experienced within the 
individual, not observable by outsiders, and often communicated through 
language. Observed role behavior, written job descriptions, and protocols 
from meetings are some examples of objective aspects. Verbal descriptions of 
experiences, think-aloud protocols, and qualitative or quantitative subjective 
judgments, are examples of subjective aspects. 
 
Table I:1. Theoretical and operational approaches to an investigation of the managerial role 
 

 Purposive/Rational/ 
Prospective actions  
(Cognitive psychology) 

Externally constrained 
actions 
(Role theory) 

Constructed/ 
Emergent actions 
(Social constructivism) 

Objectively 
defined role 

 
X 

 
X 

 
- 

Subjectively 
defined role 

 
X 

 
- 

 
X 

 
Organizational role theory has focused on the objectively defined role, 
externally controlled, lacking internally and subjectively directed rationality of 
actions. Studies of constructed and emergent actions in social constructivism 
have emphasized the subjectively defined role in relation to emergent social 
processes. Cognitive psychology has used both objective and subjective 
aspects. However, aspects of the subjective role can be further developed, as 
can the methods for measuring and analyzing subjective aspects. Researchers 
from the first two perspectives have to a large extent done quantitative, 
comparative empirical work, while the third perspective has been studied 
through the use of case studies and natural language (Pfeffer, 1985). 

A managerial role can be described as consisting of different components, 
relations, and dimensions. The organizational context and other external 
forces may constrain the role in different ways, which in turn forms and 
restricts our cognitive model of the work role. The role is also influenced by 
the social context that changes the role in dynamic ways. Thus, role theory 
focusing on the objectively defined role can be complemented by further 
investigations into the subjectively defined role, using either a cognitive or a 
constructivist approach, or both.  
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Focusing on managers’ subjective roles - a way to understand 
organizational behavior? 

 
There are several reasons for choosing to focus on the subjective side of the 
managerial role; some of them will be discussed below. 
 
Cognition affects managerial actions. Since cognition is assumed to affect 
behavior, subjective reports are important in order to understand a manager’s 
role experiences and thoughts. Kurt Lewin (1935) focused on the connections 
between behavior and cognition of the environment/situation in his ‘Law of 
behavior’. Lord and Kernan (1987) introduced in their extension of control 
theory (Campion & Lord, 1982; Wiener, 1948), the notion of scripts for goal-
directed behavior. They suggested that scripts, in combination with goal-
directed feedback, should direct attention, expedite learning and regulate 
behavior. A strong connection between cognition and action is also in line with 
many general theories concerning organizational behavior, for example 
expectancy-value theories (Naylor, Pritchard, & Ilgen, 1980; Porter & Lawler, 
1968; Staw 1977), action theory (Frese & Zapf 1994; Miller, Galanter & 
Pribram, 1960), and goal setting theory (Latham, Mitchell, & Dossett, 1978; 
Latham & Steele, 1983; Locke, 1968). The turbulent, competitive 
environments, the flexible organizing, and the technological development and 
sophistication of today have introduced greater novelty and complexity into 
the organizational world. This situation makes it difficult for an individual 
manager to perceive and understand the role environment. Maybe as a reaction 
there has been an expanding interest in subjective reports and managerial 
cognition (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987; Lord & Maher, 
1991; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). 
 
Managerial actions affect organizations. In order to survive, organizations 
strive to function in a rational and efficient way. Giving a reliable impression 
to important actors that can affect the company’s durability is often very 
important. Organizational management state goals and collect information 
about results in order to create the most efficient organizational processes. 
Actions and behavior on individual and group level should optimally lead to 
fulfillment of organizational goals and the managers on different hierarchical 
levels will function as integrative and controlling mechanisms. Thus, from a 
practical, organizational view it is important to be able to identify, understand 
and predict key-persons behavior in order to promote a successful and 
functional organization, especially during periods of substantial organizational 
pressure. To be able to consciously reason about problems, goals, strategies, 
and actions during change periods is then a vital managerial tool. If a manager 
fails to represent and discuss different views and understandings he/she will 
probably have difficulties fulfilling his/her managerial functions. According to 
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recent research on the subjective side of leadership a manager’s perception and 
understanding of reality is seen to determine his/her decisions and actions, 
mediated by contextual factors and personal constraints. One example is 
Finkelstein and Hambrick’s (1996) study on individual differences among top 
executives and their importance for the decisions leader takes in organizations.  

Organizational problems are often connected to deficiencies in 
management systems. Gaining organizational control of these systems implies 
a need for active involvement of managers’ thoughts, values, and attitudes. For 
many organizations it is important that the individual manager has the ”right” 
mental model of goal states, hindrances and disturbances for reaching goals, 
and relevant action strategies to handle different situations. Discrepancies 
between an organization’s official goals and the operative goals can interfere 
with survival and development and horizontal goal congruence has been 
linked to organizational effectiveness (Daft & Steers, 1986). Usually it is not 
possible to maximize all goals at the same time. Making priorities among goals 
are necessary and the way this is done differs between managers. Future 
expectations on managers will probably become even more complex and 
diffuse. An erosion of traditional external guides for organizational behavior 
has already begun and internally generated guides are needed for operating 
within and around the more fluid boundaries of firms, networks and work 
groups (Rosseau, 1997). Today the majority of organizations are guided by 
stated objections and goals. Interpretation and implementation of these 
overarching goals are often left to managers on different hierarchical levels. To 
translate visions and vaguely expressed goals into pragmatic representations of 
ideal states and concrete actions is, however, not easy. In future organizations 
with fewer external guides to direct behavior greater values will be placed on 
improvisation and learning (Weick, 1996). This anticipated future development 
will present a greater risk of vertical incongruence in an organization and an 
even higher need for control and feedback on key member’s subjective 
interpretations of goals, decisions etcetera.  
 
Combined analytical approaches should include subjective aspects. 
Organizational role theory de-emphasizes the subjective and cognitive side of 
the role in favor of external, organizational pressures. Therefore important 
aspects are lacking that might explain organizational behavior. Social 
constructivism emphasizes the subjective aspects of the role, while cognitive 
psychology by definition focuses on cognitive aspects and processes. 
Subjective reports of peoples’ working environment have been used as data 
both in social constructivism and in cognitive psychology.  

Some researchers argue that a combination of different perspectives on 
human behavior is necessary (see for example Athay & Darley, 1982; Stryker, 
1990; Stryker & Statham, 1985, on combining structural aspects of role theory 
with symbolic interactionism and social constructivism; Fiske & Shweder, 
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1986, on the call for pluralism in social sciences). Silverman’s (1971) theory of 
action represents one of the rare attempts in organizational research to bridge 
different paradigms. Pfeffer (1985 p. 430) indicates in his review of 
organizational theory "the inter-connectionism among issues of the level of 
analysis, the perspectives on behavior, the methodology employed in the 
research, and the ideology or implicit political perspective underlying the 
research".  

Language is one of the key tools to social influence, and is thereby important 
for understanding organizations and the way they are managed (Pondy, 1978). 
Pfeffer (1981) also views language and shared meaning as vital in 
organizations. He argues that organizational activity can be analyzed on two 
levels: the level of actual activities, decisions, allocations and other activities 
with physical referents occurring in organizations, and the level of beliefs, 
attitudes, sentiments and values associated with those activities and choices, a 
subjective, cognitive level. He argues that objective external factors of the 
environment together with the power and influence distribution within the 
organization affect objective decisions and results. At the same time 
managerial language and symbolic activity affects how organizational members 
feel about decision outcomes. He discusses the one-sidedness of the three 
action perspectives (Table I:1) and emphasizes a combination of views. 

Thus, to understand the subjective experiences of managers is important for 
an assumed connection between cognition and action, for the potential effect 
of managerial behavior on organizations, and to enable the use of several 
analytical and theoretical approaches. For a combined approach on the 
subjective managerial role we need more details on what the available 
approaches can offer. The connection between classic organizational role 
theory and a subjectively defined role will also need some clarification. 

 
Can the concept of ‘subjective role’ be included in 

organizational role theory? 
 

Efforts to combine person, social context and dynamic aspects have been 
made in organizational role theory. Our present concern is the social system in 
organizations, leading to role theories focusing on aspects like authority, task 
accomplishment, role expectations and conformity to norms. Within open 
systems theory, a role is regarded as part of an interconnected organizational 
system with constant interaction and feedback between the system and its 
dynamic, complex and uncertain surroundings (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Change 
and adaptation based on feedback in the role system will result in behavior 
constraints. Katz and Kahn (1967) sees social systems primarily as behavioral 
structures and have devoted their major energy to analyze roles, activities, 
integration, context, and functions. 
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Social consequences can be described in the 'Interpersonal Role-Making 
Model' (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & Kahn 1967, 
1978) with a view on the 'role' as mainly externally controlled by organizational 
factors. The model’s role episode describes interaction among people, where 
role expectations stemming from the organizational context affect behavior of 
the role incumbent. Discrepancies in the role episode system can cause role 
strain and affect the individual in different ways. Human organizations are 
defined as open role-systems and a social role as a relational or interactional 
concept. This nature of the role requires information about the complementary 
positions in order to understand a particular role. A role is defined as the 
amount of activities or expected behavior that belongs to a position (Katz & 
Kahn, 1978). Role expectations are prescriptions about what a position 
incumbent ought to do or not to do under given circumstances. Expectations 
may be related to behavior in the future and/or in the past.  

The concept of 'role episode' in the model is based on an interaction 
between a role incumbent, called ‘focal person’, and a ‘role sender’, a person 
that has expectations on the focal role.  A person’s role-set includes all role 
senders the focal person is in contact with in his/her work position. The role 
episode is based on four concepts: ‘role expectations’ about the behavior 
pattern of a certain position, ‘sent role’ which is the communication based on 
role expectations, sent from members of the role-set to the focal person, 
‘received role’ contains the focal person's own understanding of the sent role, 
including his/her own reflections and expectations concerning the role, and 
‘role behavior’, which is the behavioral response. Role sending and role 
behaviors are seen as events in a never-ending, mutual cyclic process. This 
process does not continue in isolation, it is affected by organizational factors 
and moderated by individual and interpersonal aspects. Figure I:1 illustrates a 
role episode. The factors A-D represents role concepts, the circles (E-G) 
represent the context and the arrows (1-9) relations and processes among role 
components. 

A dyadic system is of course an oversimplification because any 
organizational role is related to several other roles, making the process more 
complex. A ‘role’ can include several activities, subsystems and role sets. A 
person can belong to several different systems, within or outside the 
organization. This type of double membership or "marginal roles" is often 
found on management level. It is also important to realize that a manager act 
both as a role sender and as a role incumbent. 

Different disturbances or discrepancies may occur, sometimes only perceived 
by one actor. ‘Expectation discrepancy’ may occur between role sender and 
focal person concerning role expectations, ‘role discrepancy’ between what a 
focal person perceives as the sender’s expectations and the focal person’s 
actual role behavior, ‘feedback discrepancy’ between the focal person’s role 
behavior and the role sender’s perception of the same behavior, and 
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‘performance discrepancy’ between the role sender’s expectation and his/her 
understanding of the focal person’s role behavior.  

These discrepancies are often sources of role stress, a global phenomenon 
that has attracted a great deal of research interest over the years. Goode 
(1960a, 1960b) used the concept of ‘role strain’, defined as the “felt difficulty in 
fulfilling role obligations”. Discrepancies and role strain occur because the 
systems involved are complex, unstable and difficult to predict. Any 
organizational change due to financial, ideological, political, cultural, or social 
factors will influence the system. The social, organizational system is complex, 
dynamic and rarely consistent. People as well as groups change as they get new 
experiences. Organizational members leave and new ones appear. Changes in 
organizational groups will influence decision-making and communication. An 
organizational member has to deal with all the uncertainties an incongruities in 
this system, which might cause role strain and role conflict. This complex, 
dynamic feature is however less emphasized in Katz and Kahn’s model. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure I:1. Katz and Kahn’s (1978) 'Interpersonal Role-Making Model'. 
 
Organizational role theory and the 'Interpersonal Role-Making Model' has 
been criticized for denying, explaining away or not adequately realizing the 
impact or importance of the characteristics of the individual human being in 
the social process (Cicourel, 1973; Turner, 1974). Katz and Kahn incorporate 
the interaction process, but emphasize the role sender’s expectations and de-
emphasize the role incumbent’s influence on role behavior.  

Thus, the main weakness of organizational role analysis is a lack of a deeper 
analysis of subjective or cognitive role structures and the low emphasis on 
dynamic features of the role. It does not capture the varying degree to which 
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social behavior is constructed, and how this constructed behavior can change a 
social system. Role theory has also been criticized for not effectively 
integrating role concepts with organizational factors (Whetten, 1978), not 
specifying potential causal relationships among variables (Bedeian & 
Armenakis, 1981), not distinguishing clearly between objective and subjective 
variables (Bohrnstedt & Carter, 1971; French & Caplan, 1973), and not 
indicating a research agenda regarding the way measurement may proceed 
(Van Sell, Brief & Schuler, 1981). From a social constructivist perspective, the 
role concept is seen as being to too static, non-processual, and insufficiently 
attuned to the constructed character of social life. Symbolic interactionism 
uses the concepts of negotiation and negotiated order to link person and social 
organization (Stryker, 1990) 

Thus, organizational role theory mainly represents an effort to characterize 
the objective role. But without emphasizing the focal person’s subjective 
experiences and mental representation of the role it is difficult to predict 
deficiencies in the role process. A deeper understanding of how role 
incumbents actually perceive and represent the role situation would help, also 
in relation to role stress, role conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload.  

Role expectations transfer the organizational goals, expected outcomes, 
expected actions related to the fulfillment of goals, actual results and their 
relation to goals, through the organization. Communicating such expectations 
will demand some shared logic on behalf of role sender and receiver. 
Incongruence between communicated organizational goals and strategies and 
actual actions and effects on core levels are common problems in 
organizations. There are often differences in perceptions and understandings 
of organizational signals. This is basically a communication problem, where 
the mutual understanding of organizational aspects, involve several 
hierarchical levels, communication content and forms, as well as individual 
perceptions and representations. Organizational coherence and consistency 
have to constantly be created and re-created. Thus, a mental representation of 
organizational goals and actions does not exist in the heads of organizational 
members from the start, but have to be understood and validated together 
with other organizational actors.  
 
Organizational role theory and the subjective role - Conclusions. A 
combination of subjective/cognitive, social, and organizational factors should 
be necessary to fully understand the managerial role. Role theory with its 
connection to an organizational system is helpful to bridge subjective, 
cognitive aspects and social, organizational context. The 'Interpersonal Role-
making Model' (Kahn et al. 1964; Katz & Kahn 1978) already incorporates 
some subjective and personal aspects in ‘sent role’, ‘received role’ and 
‘personal attributes’. Even so, these aspects are not thoroughly penetrated and 
highlighted. The model with its applications is primarily an example of an 
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objectively defined role. External organizational factors are the main force 
affecting the role incumbent and the focus of investigations has been on the 
sent (organizational) role expectations and not the focal person’s subjective 
model of role expectations and role context and its potential influence on role 
behavior.  

Further exploration of the subjective side of the role and of models that 
captures the complexity and dynamic features of the role are required for a 
better understanding of the concept of the managerial role. Many questions 
are still unanswered. How do managers mentally represent and make sense of 
the reality in their work situation, especially organizational pressures and role 
expectations? Does a ‘role’ exist as a psychological reality in peoples’ minds 
and how is it then represented? These and other questions have not yet been 
thoroughly examined. It seems reasonable that concepts of role theory should 
be reflected in the individuals’ mental representation of themselves and their 
surrounding world, if role theory shall fulfill its usefulness as a theoretical, 
methodological, and practical device. Finding a model that can describe a 
manager’s reflections and mental representation of important role elements 
could help us to better understand the role phenomenon.  

Choosing a single theoretical perspective and methodological approach in 
order to answer these questions would limit the scope of the investigation. 
Comparing different perspectives and theories on the other hand requires at 
least some common feature that these perspectives can agree on. The concept 
of ‘role’ fulfills this requirement. It has been used in traditional views of the 
individual as a rational actor, choosing among actions in advance and 
responding to external forces, as well as in a constructivist view, where the 
actor construct and re-construct the role in social interactions. By accepting 
‘subjective role' as a concept for further investigation of the managerial role it 
is evident that there are many ways to carry out the investigation, and a 
definite choice of theoretical approaches and methods has to be made. The 
assumption is that the objectively defined role can be complemented with 
several perspectives on the subjective side of the role.  

 
General purpose and choice of theoretical and methodological 

perspectives 
 

Choosing several theoretical and methodological perspectives on the 
subjective managerial role is challenging. Pepper (1970) claimed that four 
worldviews, formism, mechanism, contextualism and organicism, stands 
equally adequate and necessary, but pointed to their theoretically incoherent 
nature and argued that attempts to combine them would result in confusion. 
Pfeffer’s (1985) rational/purposive/prospective and constructed/emergent 
action approaches adhere to mechanism and contextualism, with all potential 
incoherence between the two. Gillespie (1992) on the other hand argued that 



 

 23

each metaphor reveals structure and coherence of our experiences, but if seen 
as the only worldview it could also distort reality. Formism can lead to 
stereotyping; organicism becomes globally vacuous; mechanism leads to 
mindless application of rules and systems; contextualism becomes parochial 
and overly relativistic. Adaptation to various ideas from different worldviews 
is already taking place in research in social cognition and social psychology.  

Even so, social constructivists have criticized the established 
rational/cognitive perspective of being too mechanistic and quasi-rational, 
while ignoring interaction among actors. Further critique has focused on a lack 
of deeper development of the methodology when investigating subjective 
aspects in complex and dynamic real-life context. Judgment and decision-
making situations for example, have been criticized for being oversimplified 
and overly rational, and not representing the complexity of real-life. 
Complications due to contextual factors, such as consideration of specific 
individuals and implicit organizational norms, are left within the individual, 
who weighs them, forms opinions, or decides on actions. These processes are 
difficult to reveal and measure. Social constructivists have tried to reconstruct 
representations of what goes on in the head of individuals, but have instead 
been criticized for producing ad hoc constructions.   

Other important aspects to consider are the methods used for collecting and 
analyzing data, usually strongly connected to basic worldviews and 
assumptions. The overshadowing role of positivism in behavioral sciences has 
altered, and the dominating methodology of the logical positivists’ as an 
adequate description of the way science is actually done has been challenged 
by, what Laurel Furomoto (1988), call the new history of psychology. Today, 
the complexity of research processes is emphasized, and it is acknowledged 
that creating unambiguously specified relations between independent and 
dependent variables is not easy (Benjafield, 1996). Facts need to be understood 
from within a particular theoretical framework, and it is recognized that 
scientific inquiry contains subjective aspects. Kuhn (1970) has argued that 
paradigms shape the scientist’s view of the world and there can be 
fundamentally different ways of interpreting data. 

So, the question is if these two basic theoretical approaches, with their 
differences in methodological preferences, are complementary in any aspect or 
if a combination will only cause confusion? This will eventually be an empirical 
question, and an explorative attempt to combine theoretical and 
methodological approaches was chosen.  Thus, the general purpose of the thesis 
was to thoroughly investigate the subjective managerial role and describe 
managers’ conscious reflections and mental representations of important 
elements in their work role. This would provide a complement to an 
objectively defined role. For this purpose two analytical approaches were 
chosen, “a constructivist approach” and “a rational/cognitive approach”. The term 
‘constructivist’ was used to label the rather wide field, which also includes 
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social constructionism. The term social is de-emphasized due to the nature of 
the data-base and the research design, with a limited focus on the social side of 
the constructions. 

Following the practices of the chosen approaches will restrict available 
methodology and produce different forms of knowledge products, i.e. two 
different descriptions of the subjective side of the managerial role. Using two 
approaches with different methodological traditions emphasized the 
importance of treating data in all studies as objectively as possible.  

The use of two approaches also affects the theoretical status of the concept 
‘subjective role’, which had to be open for two different views. Subjective role 
from a rational/cognitive perspective involves cognitive mechanisms and 
focuses on forms and processes and not so much on specific role content. It 
includes a normative process model, with mainly cause-effect and means-end 
relations, limiting the description of role content and relations among role 
elements.  

A subjective role from a constructivist perspective has more freedom and 
focuses on interactive processes that construct a role but also on role content, 
possibly presented as themes and narratives by a role incumbent. Focus in this 
investigation will be on subjective and mental results of the constructed role 
and not on social dynamics in the interaction. The latter would require a more 
extensive database than the one presently available. 
 

Empirical setting and general design for contrasting 
perspectives on the subjective managerial role 

 
In order to understand how managers behave in organizations and why they 
act as they do we often approach them and ask questions. We try to grasp their 
thoughts and understandings of the organizational world through more or less 
structured conversations, interviews or questionnaires. Listening to key players 
is also a way of approaching experiences of organizational processes and/or 
periods of change. Thus, conversations and open, less structured interviews are 
often a first explorative step in the research process, regardless of the 
researcher’s scientific perspective. We need to understand what problems and 
factors that are relevant in theory and in the empirical world. This step is not 
often discussed in studies influenced by a positivistic approach. The purpose of 
this explorative phase is usually to form hypotheses that later can be more 
strictly tested, even though the second step is less common among approaches 
connected to social constructivism.  

Combining or contrasting views from a rational/cognitive perspective with 
constructed and emergent aspects involved some difficult theoretical and 
methodological challenges, of which the first concerned the nature of the 
empirical database. The first step, when managers are approached in an open 
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interview, was proposed to form a database. This suggestion had to be tested, 
especially on researchers adhering to a social constructivist perspective. 

Social constructivists argue for expanded interest in ongoing dynamic social 
processes, while the perspective of social cognition focuses on individual 
cognition within a social context. This involves both dynamic and static 
features in the investigation. The complexity and dynamics in a manager’s 
situation over time is of interest, as well as managers’ views during critical 
periods when their work situation is put under pressure. Thus, both the 
chosen period of time and the length of the investigation are important aspects 
to consider.  

A multiple case study approach, with five managers and their role context, 
was chosen as the base for the investigation. The case study approach should 
also be able to capture dynamic characteristics of the subjective role, especially 
if the study could involve organizational changes. Furthermore, it was 
important not to restrict the managers’ professional ways of expressing 
themselves, which implied interviews into their professional views with few 
limits on their professional use of concepts and choices of role related aspects. 

The final choice fell on managers of childcare units in a municipality in 
Sweden. They are part of a large public organization. During the mid-nineties 
substantial organizational changes occurred within the public sector in Sweden, 
when scarce governmental finances increased financial pressures and brought 
structural changes, affecting the whole public sector. The chosen childcare 
units were self-regulating. A unit manager had full responsibility for the 
economy, staff, working environment, and quality of childcare, but joined the 
larger organization and had little influence on organizational decisions. Their 
work comprised almost all legal responsibilities of an employer. A division of 
work into many disjointed episodes characterized the childcare managers’ work 
situation. Due to social aspects of the job, much time was spent with social 
interaction, communicating and exchanging information, but managers also 
performed administrative tasks. They were leaders and decision-makers who 
made plans and executed them. They performed HRM-activities, like managing 
conflicts, giving support and motivating staff. A manager working in one of 
these childcare units was thereby representative in terms of behavioral/ 
functional managerial descriptions (Fayol, 1949; Kotter, 1982; Luthans et al., 
1985, 1988; Mintzberg, 1973). 

The five childcare units chosen were situated in one of five districts in the 
municipality. Districts had department heads, responsible for the childcare, the 
social welfare and the care of elderly people within a geographical area. A 
childcare inspector supervised the district’s childcare. The district department 
provided consulting staff, such as financial advisors, personnel assistant, staff-
secretaries etcetera. The managers were responsible for units ranging from five 
to six wards, each with a staff of 3-4 persons and 15-18 children. The total 
number of subordinates varied from 22 to 32. All managers had 15-20 years of 
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experience working with childcare, and 7-17 years of experience working in a 
supervisory role. The major differences in the managers’ experiences 
concerned longevity of work or supervision, the sizes of the units they had 
encountered, and the total number of staff in those units.  

During the period of data collection, May 1994 to September 1995, 
substantial change occurred as a result of political decisions. During the 1990’s 
the government, which finances childcare, required cutbacks and restructuring 
because of an economic downturn. This resulted in organizational changes that 
increased the managerial responsibility to several geographically separated 
units, reduced the staff, and increased the number of younger children at the 
units. Thus, at the time of the study the managers’ scope of responsibility 
increased to incorporate more units, staff, and children.  

The new situation demanded new strategies and tactics and brought with it 
new restrictions and contingencies for the manager and his/her staff. The total 
investigation period was sixteen months, following the initiation, 
implementation, and consolidation of the organizational changes. It should 
thereby represent some of the dynamics, complexity and uncertainty in a 
manager’s work role.  

Previous investigations into managers’ situation within Swedish municipality 
organizations have given some indications of role conflicts and other 
difficulties in managers’ work situations. In a longitudinal project (1986-1991) 
middle managers within municipality childcare were investigated (Boalt 
Boethius & Stavren-Eriksson, 1992, 1993). These studies focused on 
conditions that facilitated or hindered work for middle managers in a 
hierarchical organization. The theoretical focus was on organizational position 
and its relation to burnout. The methods used were assessments of self and 
others according to Symlog (Bales & Cohen, 1979), attitude measurement with 
'Wheel Questionnaire' (Shalit, 1982), Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach, 
1981, 1982; Maslach & Pines, 1977), interviews, questionnaires, and archival 
data. The results described and discussed interrelations between fieldwork and 
higher organizational levels, where the middle manager’s flexibility and ability 
to integrate conflicting demands was emphasized. Risks for burnout were 
highest among managers at "open day care centers" (i.e. for parents and 
children who did not belong to regular day care centers) and managers in large 
units, because of their higher degree of social interaction. Boalt Boethius and 
Stavrén-Eriksson connected the manager’s position with organizational factors 
through five principles for directing: a) interaction, b) differences in demands 
between field work and management, c) projections as social defense 
structures, d) internal career development, and e) women as leaders in female 
dominated work environments. These five principles were suggested as 
guidance when identifying organizational problem areas. Position, stress, 
problem areas, and connections between manager and organization are aspects 
of interest to the present approach.  
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A pilot study from a rational/cognitive perspective on how to approach the 
managerial role and describe the "problem space" within the subjective role 
was carried out in November-December 1992 (Nyström, 1992). Six childcare 
managers participated. Concepts and a structure stemming from cognitive 
psychology were used, and the results showed that managers were able to use 
and understand the concepts of events, causes, effects, goals and means when 
describing their reality and experiences. 

The first part of the empirical database consisted of long and relatively open 
interviews with the managers in order to grasp thoughts and understandings 
of their work situation (Figure I:2). The interviewer had work experience from 
the managers’ field of profession, so the first interviews were colored by 
mutual understandings of organizational concepts and reality, ensuring a more 
natural flow of conversation. These interviews can be used for both bottom-
up and top-down analyses. From a constructivist approach interviews can be 
regarded as events, where managers are discussing their situation with 
someone who understands the organizational concepts and the reality. Thus, 
two interviews with each of the five managers, one from May 1994 and a 
shorter retrospective interview from May 1995, formed a database for the 
constructivist study.  

The next step was to test if representatives of a social constructivist 
approach would accept the use of this database for interpretation according to 
their methodological approach. Scientists from different groups and 
perspectives (gender, anthropology, social welfare, education) were prior to 
Study 1 asked to comment on the approach in more detail.  Questions 
concerned the usability of the database to provide descriptions of managers’ 
subjective experiences. This was done in order to test the proposed approach 
in different social and cultural research context, and thereby find out if 
different groups and perspectives could accept the approach.  

The anticipated use of the material depended on the representative’s 
references to research methods, theories and assumptions in the perspective 
they represented. None of them expressed that it was impossible to use the 
material or the approach. Most representatives found the approach interesting. 
Arguments and comments concerned the overall purpose of the study, what 
to generalize and generalization versus exploration and hypothesis generation. 
The gender researcher did not see what aspects that could be generalized from 
these interviews related to a gender perspective. Some representatives were 
also reluctant to separate the individual (mental) side of the descriptions from 
contextual factors and expressed the need for behavioral (observational) data. 
In anthropological as well as gender research the representatives claimed that 
it was unusual to use someone else’s interviews. The ordinary way was to work 
with one’s own material. The importance of personal meetings with the 
participants and gathering information from other kinds of sources, such as 
body language and contextual factors, was also emphasized. These comments 
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Social and  
organizational  

context  

Subjective role - Multiple case study design – Five childcare managers 

and discussions reflected different perspectives on scientific facts, content, 
theories, and methodology, as anticipated.  

The conclusion was to go ahead with the approach. However, there were 
differences in the presented arguments and comments, so an interdisciplinary 
approach seemed important. Judges from three scientific fields (education, 
social welfare, ethnology) were therefore selected to explore what descriptions 
the empirical database could produce, viewed from their perspective. The 
requirement was that they should, in a broader sense, be acquainted with 
social constructivist perspectives and some of its associated methods. 
Eventually, the results originally generated in the early stages of a 
rational/cognitive study would be interpreted with a constructivist approach 
and the judges’ interpretations analyzed with more traditional methods, in 
order to treat data as objectively as possible. Social and organizational data 
were also collected during the period, in order to get a more comprehensive 
view of the managers’ situation. An overview of the general research design 
and collected data is presented in Figure I:2.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure I:2. An overview of the empirical data bases used in the thesis.  
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The overall design can be labeled a mixed hybrid approach, which in a 
theoretical but not methodological sense is explorative. The two approaches 
will in some aspects be complementary and in others contrasting. The problem 
area with its content, the subjective managerial role, will have the same focus, 
but the theoretical problems and the methodology will differ. Especially in the 
constructivist approach there will be restrictions related to the definition of the 
subjective role, compared to a totally open interpretation of the text.  
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PART II - THE SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED SUBJECTIVE 

ROLE 
 

Influences from social constructivism 
 
Cognition, defined as a large set of activities involved in knowing, learning, and 
thinking, has in modern cognitive psychology been studied as cognitive skills 
with little attention on the way our cognition is socially constructed (Hosking 
& Morley, 1991). Thus, from a constructivist perspective the ‘role’ is socially 
constructed and constantly re-constructed over time. A role is dynamic and 
incompatible with a static or rigid view of social behavior (Allen & van de 
Vliert, 1984) and allows a considerable range of variability among individuals 
enacting the same role (Sarbin & Allen, 1968; Turner, 1962). Social, cultural 
and subjective aspects’ in cognition and action are emphasized, and several 
scientists have discussed the social construction of cognition (Bennett & 
Feldman, 1981; Tajfel, 1981; Brown, 1988; Hogg & Abrams, 1988). 

Bartlett (1932, 1958) recognized quite early that social factors could not be 
ignored in studies of remembering and thinking. Groups were important 
because they provided "a persistent framework of institutions and customs" 
that acted "as a schematic basis for constructive memory" (p. 255, 1932). 
Vygotsky (1929) studied cultural development of the child and in his 'general 
law of human development' expressed thoughts that intra-personal processes 
constituting higher mental functioning were social constructions embodied in 
the interpretative practices of particular social groups.  

George H. Mead (1932, 1934, 1938) argued that social psychological analysis 
must begin with ongoing social interaction, for it is from the social process that 
mind, self, and society derive. A person does not simply respond to stimuli that 
exist independent of their ongoing activities. The interrelations between person 
and context can be seen as a mutual creation where people act and perform 
their projects and thereby create cultures and social order (Hosking & Morley, 
1991). Subjective aspects of experience should be examined, because the 
meanings people assign to things will ultimately organize their behavior, and 
interaction among people is based on shared meanings. Significant symbols 
emerge among groups of actors to facilitate construction and communication 
of meaning, and language can be viewed as an important system of shared 
meaning and ultimately as shared behavior (Stryker & Statham, 1985).  

A ‘role’ is a subjective phenomenon representing the cognitive frameworks 
we use to make sense of the varied acts performed by others and by ourselves 
(Mead, 1934, 1956). Mead talked about cognitive frameworks as the means by 
which we give structure and coherence to the surrounding social behavior and 
meant that they functioned as schemata (i.e. patterns for action and patterns of 
action). Patterns of behavior and cognitive strategies change in line with 
situational contingencies and individual goals (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Kuhl & 
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Beckmann, 1984; Lewinsohn, Mischel, Chaplain, & Barton, 1980; Mischel, 
1983). A person’s interpretation of a situation is personal, flexible and based on 
a mixture of prior knowledge and information from present situations 
(Showers & Cantor, 1985). Scripts are not seen as detailed directives guiding 
actions but constructed in the interaction process and constrained by the 
surrounding culture and social organization.  

Despite the focus on social context and social processes the criticism of the 
social constructivist perspective has concerned “a frequent failure to discuss or 
study contextual limits for application and an inability to deal with stability in 
individual and social behavior" (Stryker & Statham, 1985, p. 328). The criticism 
has also concerned the use of very open concepts, fuzzy, inapplicable 
definitions and investigations into "open areas" without clear boundaries and 
tendencies to ignore findings of relevant empirical research.  
 
The importance of communicational acts and narrative constructions. 
Harré and Gillett (1994) introduced the terminology "discursive psychology", 
which states that many psychological phenomena are interpreted as 
characteristics of the surrounding private discourse (e.g. thinking) or public 
discourse (e.g. behavior). Individuals’ use of symbolic systems stems from 
interpersonal and discursive processes, and the production of psychological 
phenomena (emotions, attitudes etc.) within different contexts is dependent on 
the skills of the actors, their moral stance, and the history that evolves. 

Discursive psychology focus on action-related speech and writing (Potter & 
Edwards, 1992), and discursive ontology localizes different language acts 
within groups of people, where relations require different rules, norms and 
conventions for the sharing of information. Norms and rules thereby evolve in 
historical and cultural contexts and structure human behavior. The essence of 
psychological activity is rule following, an activity that involves social and/or 
cultural negotiations where accepted norms underlie the rules (Harré & Gillett, 
1994). By being trained to follow rules the person has a disposition to act on 
events in a particular way, without necessarily having to causally respond to a 
"situation stimulus". In other words, a rule gives the thinking individual a tool 
for formulating certain reasons for action in a certain way. Instead of using the 
concept of 'roles' and 'rules', the use of 'position as a speaker' and 'narrative 
conventions' is proposed. A narrative convention is an expression of the ways 
we tell stories in our culture, and the concept has long been familiar among 
anthropologists (Levi-Strauss, 1972). A position can be defined as the rights, 
duties and obligations as a communicator to use certain categories of speech 
acts. This position can vary depending on situations and/or participants and 
will direct available possibilities to orient one-self in different situations. This 
reasoning directs our focus towards narrative thinking and narrative 
descriptions. 
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According to Gillespie (1992), recent work in categorization suggests that 
"dramatic episodes", "narrative construction", and mindfulness better explain 
how we learn concepts. Sarbin (1986) argues that contextualism corresponds 
to narratives and proposes the narrative principle: “that human beings think, 
perceive, imagine, and make moral choices according to narrative structures" 
(p. 8). Categories and concepts are used in narratives in order to help us tell 
stories about the world and to make our experiences meaningful. Narrative 
fleshes out the historical event and uncovers the actors’ purposes and intent 
(Gillespie, 1992). 

 
Retrospective sense-making and goal-setting. In organizational research 
Mangham (1987) describes the social constructivist perspective as a "non-
orthodox theory". This "new" theory has many advocates, which criticize 
traditional views on organizational research (see for example Anderson, 1983; 
Clarke, 1985; Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972; Manning, 1983; Perrow, 1982; 
Staw, 1980; Weick, 1979b, 1985, 1995). They question rationality and propose 
that action actually proceeds planning. First you act, and then you "invent" the 
reasons that you retrospectively apply. In organizations this retrospective 
rationalization fulfils two functions. First, the organization appears to be 
directed by rationality and not by random, unpredictable whims; secondly, it 
gives organizational members reasonable explanations of cause-effect relations 
and will thereby reduce ambiguity.  
 
Dynamics and stability of subjective roles. Weick (1995, 2000) discusses 
seven ways of how people make sense of the world, especially of confusing 
and seemingly unexplainable events. Such sense-making is grounded in identity 
construction (identity is constructed by interaction), it is retrospective, enactive 
of sensible environments (people produce part of their context), social, 
ongoing, and it is focused on and by extracted cues (cues, often simple and 
familiar, are used to develop a holistic explanation). It is also driven by 
plausibility rather than accuracy (precision is desirable but not necessary).  

The constructed world also limits actions and thinking. "What was once 
recognized as a socially constructed transaction takes on the form of an 
externally specified objective reality, where transacting parties play out pre-
ordained roles and action routines" (Ring & Van de Ven, 1989, p. 185). This 
form of institutionalization of social constructions connects 'sense-making' 
with 'institutional theory' (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) and bridges individuals 
and social organization. Organizations can then be seen as segments that are 
more or less connected. The relative strength of these connections is affected 
by four general organizational characteristics: rules, agreements over rules, 
feedback, and attention (Weick, 1985). This view differs from a more 
traditional position were organizations are assumed to be held together by 
shared goals and/or values. 
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The subjective managerial role, skilful organizing processes and 
projects. Instead of emphasizing personal aspect of leaders one can focus on 
leadership as a process. Leadership can be defined as "a more or less skilful 
process of organizing, achieved through negotiation, to achieve acceptable 
influence over the description and handling of issues within and between 
groups" (Hoskings & Morley, 1991, p. 250). Networking, negotiating, enabling, 
and empowering are all vehicles for leadership performance.  These authors 
criticize the focus on entities, represented also in organizational role theory, 
with its top-down view and emphasis on fixed formal structures. Employees, 
the organization and its environment are treated as an entity, as having a 
functional unity, producing an organization that in itself is viewed as an actor 
with its own motivational force and goals. They also criticize research into 
surface behavior (p. 217), such as Mintzberg’s (1973) observational studies of 
managerial behavior. Instead, a focus on organizing has to recognize that no 
single design logic can be specified beforehand (p. 66), and attention should be 
directed towards the organizing processes, where social order is negotiated and 
where actions and projects are formed. Thus, the unit of analysis is processes, 
which continues over time.   

‘Organizing’ is effected by the social, cognitive, and political processes, 
through which managers pursue their projects. Every manager shares the core 
problems of organizing, which are: 1) to work out what is and might be ‘going 
on’, 2) what, if anything to do about it, and 3) translating these understandings 
into action. Organizing processes are processes of social ordering, defined as 
the interrelations between constructed realities, negotiation, and influence (p. 
81) and reflected both in actions and in descriptions (p. 82). Social order is 
constructions of meaning, a concept that can act as a link to organizational role 
theory, and processes like role negotiation and role taking. In the role process 
more or less explicit role expectations are translated by the role incumbent and 
transferred into role behavior. A sense of social order can help avoid negative 
effects such as role conflict and role ambiguity. 

Hosking and Morley (1991) present a model of skilful organizing processes (Figure 
II:1) in which the main elements are: 
- Networking - a social process in which actors move around in their decision-
making environment to build their own understandings (cognitive processes) 
and to mobilize influence (political processes).  
- Values and interests (including projects or issues) – represent an evaluative quality 
of descriptions. If a manager decides something that needs to be done to a 
threat or an opportunity and take actions, then a project may be created. 
Project work is more or less a collective, strategic activity. ‘Strategic’ refers to 
changes that could constitute a threat or opportunity.  Managers must know 
what they themselves are trying to protect and promote. 
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- Issue structuring – Decision processes are performed through structuring, a 
process by which an issue is handled within and between groups. 
- Knowing – Networking and issue structuring depend upon and contribute to 
the building of ‘knowledge bases’, with more or less practical and social 
procedural knowledge, e.g. who to contact in order to build understandings 
and exert influence. 

Other important aspects are negotiation, the actors’ capacities in relation to 
demands and dilemmas, and issue specific knowledge, which is required in skilful 
organizing processes. There is a reciprocal influence between all elements in 
the model, which is in line with a complex, holistic view on managers’ situation 
but makes the elements somewhat difficult to separate. A manager that uses 
skilful organizing processes has a coherent, practical understanding of the 
cognitive, social, and political processes through which issues are identified and 
handled within and between groups, as well as an understanding of the 
importance of networking and negotiation. Thus, a manager skilful in 
organizing processes should: be involved in networking, mobilizing and 
building relationships, know what they themselves are trying to protect and 
promote, know when, how, and why to negotiate, have issue specific and 
process knowledge and have capacities that are tied to the demands of his/her 
tasks. 

‘Projects’ in this model are basically seen as strategic activities, which contain 
issues, values, interests, aims, action strategies, actual actions, actors involved 
and a time frame. Managers’ knowledge base and capacities to analyze and act 
will influence the actual project chosen and its success.  

Hosking and Morley argue that since social order is created in relation to 
projects “it is necessary to identify the projects of actors in order to situate 
their organizing activities. It is possible to do this by focusing on the actor’s 
description of changes in the status quo …” (p. 82). Thus, information on a 
manager’s projects is the key to an understanding of important ongoing 
organizing processes.  

A manager in Katz and Kahn’s (1978) 'Interpersonal Role-Making Model' 
(Figure I:1) can be both role sender and receiver. In comparison with Hosking 
and Morley’s model, the role theory’s attributes of the person and interpersonal 
factors can be compared to the capacities of different actors and their 
knowledge bases, involving knowledge of interpersonal relations.  

Negotiation is performed in the role process when roles are formed and 
changed, and networking concerns relations to the focal group. Values, 
interests and aims are cognitive aspects, which are not emphasized in role 
theory. The structuring and organizing process can be compared to the role 
process itself, which also involves actions or role behavior. Hosking and 
Morley’s model focuses on processes of social and cognitive nature, where 
cognitive aspects and “role themes” described as projects are of interest when 
investigating of the content of the subjective managerial role.  
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Figure II:1. A representation of Hosking and Morley’s ‘Model of skilful organizing 
processes’. 
 
Methodologies involved in investigations of the socially constructed 
role. Using two analytical approaches, one guided by hypotheses and a-priori 
derived concepts, and one with less methodological constrictions, involves 
wide methodological areas. According to Bruner (1986) there are two modes of 
doing science, the paradigmatic and the narrative. The narrative, committed to 
the ontology of contextualism and constructivism, has an objective to tell a 
story about phenomena in their natural context. The criterion for acceptance 
or non-acceptance is coherence, how well the story hangs together. Users of 
this narrative mode can always incorporated multiple contexts in their stories. 

Two positions can be identified; a strict constructivist and a contextual 
position (Sarbin & Kitsuse, 1994). The strict position has been criticized as a 
solipsistic construction of the world when striving to describe members' 
theories, how they use them in their practical activities and by denying the 
relevance of investigating the empirical basis of members’ constructions. The 
contextual view, strives to examine bases of social constructions in the social 
context and assess their accuracy as expressions of the "social structural 
features" of those contexts. A contextual approach has to start with individual 
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constructions derived from subjective reports and compare them with 
contextual data. 

Methods closely related to a bottom-up approach are used in grounded theory 
(see for example Strauss & Corbin, 1990), phenomenology (see for example 
Gadamer, 1960; Spiegelberg, 1982), ethnomethodology (see for example Cicourel, 
1964; Garfinkel, 1967), and inductive ethnography (see for example Fetterman, 
1989; Silverman, 1985), which all have roots in early symbolic interactionism 
(Alvesson & Sköldberg, 1994). Accordingly, research shall build on every-day 
symbolic interactions, be pragmatic and socially useful, explorative and 
qualitative rather than quantitative. Extensive investigations of single cases are 
preferred to large studies. The social act is a micro process and not a function 
or structure. Cognitive symbols carry meaning that is knowledge-related and 
continually re-created.  

Hermeneutic approaches emphasize intuition and empathic involvement into 
other individuals meaning, which will eventually result in an understanding of 
background and bases of meaning, not as an explanation of a cause-effect 
relationship. Researchers with a hermeneutic approach see facts as something 
not given but already interpreted (Betti, 1962, 1967). Theory can therefore not 
be grounded in facts, since both theory and facts grow out of an interactive 
interpretation process. All methods that take data out of its context are 
therefore suspicious and not accepted (Collingwood, 1946). 

Narrative analysis is an option open to all perspectives above. Forms for 
narrative analysis have a varied degree of formality, referring to the extent one 
defines coherence in the text in advance, from the formalist-structuralists (see 
for example Lévi-Strauss, 1963; Propp, 1968) to less formal expression in 
stories (see for example Martin, 1990; Martin, Feldman, Hatch, & Sitkin, 
1983).  Systematic narrative analyses as bottom-up approaches, common in 
ethnographic work, derive context-dependent units in order to produce an 
infrastructure that explains the effect of for example a story or a tale 
(Crapanzano, 1980; Dwyer, 1982). A concern for lives, experiences, and life 
projects has surfaced more recently and is emphasized in contemporary 
anthropology and gender research. The study of lives from a narrative’s 
experience is seen as a shared production with the social scientist (Manning & 
Cullum-Swan, 1994). If a narrative is defined as a story with beginning, middle, 
and end, revealing someone's experiences, it can take many forms. Themes, 
principal metaphors, definitions of narratives, structures of stories, and 
conclusions can often be defined poetically and artistically and are quite 
context-bound (Atkinson, 1990; Potter & Wetherell, 1987). Other analyses 
draw on dramaturgy (Burke, 1966; Gusfield, 1989) or dramatism (Duncan, 
1962, 1968, 1969).  

Based on influences from the social constructivist perspectives the subjective 
managerial role can be described as an ongoing process involving cognition, 
social interaction and political aspects. Projects pursued by the role incumbent 
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are structured in this process, and norms, rules, rights and obligations are 
negotiated. Cognitive processes involve self-reflexive thinking, sense-making, 
which is retrospective, rule-following, narrative structuring and narrative 
conventions. Social processes performed by a manager consist of networking, 
negotiation and enabling/empowering, which all have both cognitive and 
political aspects. Communication, such as speech acts, language and verbal 
expressions, is emphasized. Expressed behaviors depend on the skills of the 
actors, their moral stance, and the history that evolves. The institutionalization 
of certain agreed-on aspects provides a more or less stable ground on which 
social organizations can be built. Finally, openness to different methodological 
approaches must be emphasized when interpreting the subjective database to 
describe the subjective managerial role. 
 
The present approach. There are some main contributions provided by a 
constructivist approach in relation to organizational role theory or a traditional 
rational/cognitive perspective. First, the open approach with few restrictions 
on possible interpretations introduces a high degree of freedom to develop and 
use concepts for exploring the subjective role. Secondly, the use of natural 
language with a natural flow of conversation gives a natural discourse, which is 
closer to people’s every-day situations and experiences. Interviews can then be 
treated as recorded events. Finally, using several interpreters with different 
perspectives will provide more information than if a single person interpreted 
the database, especially with anticipated differences in scientific background 
and practices.  

Due to the narrative focus and openness to different perspectives three 
judges working within the department of social welfare, anthropology, and 
education were invited to interpret transcribed interviews with managers. This 
choice had consequences for the empirical databases in Study 1-3, because the 
judges’ interpretations or constructions were used as empirical data, too. 
Thereby the “research subject”, the subjective role, and the “instrument”, the 
judges and their approaches, were both studied. To meet some criticism of 
fuzziness and lack of stringency in social constructivist research, the 
methodological requirements were strengthen, especially with regard to the 
interpretation processes and the analytical procedures. There will be a frequent 
use of in-depth content analyses to penetrate the subjective managerial role and 
the interpretation process in Study 1-3. 

Four basic sets of data were used: transcribed interviews with managers (I), 
the judges’ narrative comments and summaries (S), the resulting role projects 
(P), and the judges’ meta-propositions (M) – their meta-reflections during the 
interpretation process. I, S, P and M-data should in principle be partially 
related to each other (Figure II:2). Summaries and verbal comments (S), and 
later projects (P), were sampled from the basic interviews (I). The meta-
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propositions concerned different selected parts of I, S and P depending on the 
judges and their choices. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:2. The four basic sets of data used in Study 1-3. 
 
In Study 1, S-data were used to test whether indicators of subjective role 
projects could be found and analyzed on different levels of abstraction. In the 
process P-data were produced. In Study 2, P-data were examined in order to 
describe the variation of role projects among managers. The variation among 
managers in the P-data had to be separated from the variation between the 
three judges’ interpretations of I-data. Study 3 focused on the construction 
process that produced P and M-data and what influence M-data had on P-data. 
An explorative measurement design was used to investigate the judgment and 
construction process.  
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STUDY 1 – INVESTIGATING MANAGERS’ SUBJECTIVE 

ROLE PROJECTS DURING AN ORGANIZATIONAL 

CHANGE PERIOD 
 
The purpose of Study 1 was to explore the content of the subjective managerial role, to find potential 
indicators of ‘subjective role projects’ and to describe their character using an approach influenced by 
social constructivism.  A subjective role was assumed to be based on past and present projects 
constructed within a social and organizational context. Three judges were used to interpret five 
childcare managers’ transcribed verbal reports of their work situations in initial phases of an 
organizational change process. A ‘subjective role project’ was assumed to contain situations/events, 
purposes/goals, action/action strategies and actors. These open categories were consistent with both 
organizational role theory and Hosking and Morley’s model (1991) and aided the judges’ 
interpretations, but still allowing for other suggestions.  The approach was open to the multiple 
perspectives of the three judges on the role, stressing the need for detailed methodological descriptions 
and complex analytical procedures. The judges were instructed to read the interviews, one at a time, 
stop and record comments and finally to summarize each manager’s situation and potential role 
projects. The result presents the judges’ narrative summaries, and further content analyses of these, 
presented as subjective role projects and subjective role situations. Detailed role elements in the judges’ 
comments during the interpretation process were also investigated and compared with the summary 
results, showing information lost during the process and information added in the summaries. 
Indications of the existence of 1-2 subjective role projects per manager were found. The projects 
included organizational, social and personal aspects and were all related to the ongoing organizational 
changes and their ongoing or potential effects. They contained the role project categories of 
situations/events, goals, action/action strategies, actors, and a new category of personal aspects 
describing the manager, all placed within a time frame of past, present and future. The results 
supported the simple narrative role projects scheme used but also highlighted the strength of using 
several judges when interpreting subjective verbal data in a bottom-up approach. It was concluded that 
important aspects of the subjective managerial role could be described in the form of subjective role 
projects. 
 
A socially constructed role focuses on interactive processes but also on the 
resultant role content presented as projects, themes, and narratives by a role 
incumbent. In this study a social constructivist influenced approach was 
applied to an investigation of the subjective content of the managerial role. 
Thus, the subjective results and the mental model of the constructed role were 
the main interest and not the social dynamics in interactions. However, the 
subjective role cannot be studied independent of a socially constructed 
framework. Both the individual “possessing” the role and any interpreter of 
the subjective role will construct a role description within a particular social 
and cognitive framework. This potential bias in an interpretation of the 
subjective managerial role needs to be controlled. One option was to use 
several judges to interpret the same data and look for consensus in general role 
characteristics, another to compare any systematic variation between these 
judges.  
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Thus, the approach differs from traditional cognitive approaches by studying 
the role content with an openness for different interpretational perspectives, 
which requires a use of bottom-up analyses. For this purpose three judges 
from different university departments, more or less influenced by the social 
constructivist perspective, were used to interpret interview data from five 
childcare managers. There is a duality in the approach as both the ‘subject’ - 
the subjective managerial role - and the ‘instrument’ - three judges interpreting 
transcribed verbal reports - were studied simultaneously.  

Some narrative restrictions on the socially constructed subjective managerial 
role were needed to aid the judges’ analyses. Constructs from Katz and Kahn’s 
Interpersonal Role Making model (1978) were of interest. A role sender’s 
intentions to send certain expectations and the intentions of a role incumbent 
to behave in certain ways, related to the constructs of purpose or goal. Role 
behavior and personal factors were relevant, and role sender and role 
incumbent were seen as actors in a social role context. 

The term ‘projects’, as a rather extended life theme or less extensive personal 
project was used to describe aspects of subjective roles (Hosking & Morley, 
1991). When managers discuss and describe their work, important personal 
and work-related projects should emerge. A ’project’ can be defined as “more 
or less social, cognitive, and political processes in which actors attempt to 
construct change in ways that will ‘add value’ to their lives” (Hosking & 
Morley, 1991, p 227). Thus, a project is formed partly by its actors, by the 
situational and contextual surroundings, and the processes that evolve among 
these elements. To capture some of the dynamic features of this process, a 
time perspective was essential. When managers describe their role situation 
they are assumed to refer to the past, present and future, a kind of emergent 
role history that affects their present and future sense-making and role 
construction. In role terms this will also contain their reflections on their own 
behavior in relation to role content and context. 

Goals are seen as emergent and retrospective constructions, where managers 
reflect and construct models that will explain their own and other people’s 
behavior. The dynamics of projects depends on the social and organizational 
context as well as on the manager’s own influence. Contextual changes can 
provide both opportunities and/or threats and thereby affect or initiate 
project. Past and present projects are assumed to form a manager’s subjective 
role through processes of reflection and construction. This dynamic process is 
reflected in the definition of the subjective role used in the study: 

 ‘A subjective role is formed and re-constructed retrospectively by present and 
past projects, which in turn serve to form a dynamic opinion about oneself and 
the kind of role projects one gets involved in.’  
Four basic categories, also consistent with organizational role theory, were 
chosen to describe managers’ subjective role projects: ‘purposes/goals’, 
‘actions/action strategies’, ‘situations/events’ and ‘actors’. 
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Goals are seen as emergent and retrospective constructions where the 
managers are assumed to reflect and construct models that can explain their 
own and other people’s behavior. Constructed goals can be used as a 
framework for future reflections. Purposes/goals are also related to role 
behavior as the intentions of a role sender to send certain expectations and of a 
role incumbent to behave in certain ways. Situations/events represent 
contextual information. Actions and action strategies are related to intended or 
described role behavior. Role senders and receivers represent the actors in 
different situations. These categories formed the basis for a description of 
subjective role projects, combined with cognitive processes of reflection and 
construction (Figure II:3). The scheme acts as a narrative restriction that will 
aid the judges’ interpretation and identification of potential role projects, which 
in turn are hypothetically related to the subjective managerial role.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:3. The structure of basic categories in the subjective role projects for 
managers. 
 
The project approach can also be connected to a conventional, organizational 
use of the concept ‘project’; as a process involving different plans, actors, tasks, 
actions and goals. Some support for the chosen project components is also 
given by Burke's (1966) dramaturgical concepts of agent, act, scene, agency, 
and purpose, used for analyzing discourses. The question is if this simple 
structure can be used to describe variation in the managers’ subjective roles? 
The role project categories were tentative restrictions on the narrative, and the 
instructions did not exclude the use of other elements or ways to describe the 
managers’ role situations. Within these narrative restrictions the judges’ task 
was to interpret the managers’ verbal reports, search for potential indicators of 
projects and summarize for each manager. Their interpretation process was 
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also studied to ensure that no important information was lost during the 
process and to follow the judges’ approaches to the task (Study 3).  

The specific research questions asked in Study 1 concerned 1) what 
indicators of ‘subjective role projects’ the judges produced; 2) if these 
indicators supports the simple role project structure in Figure II:3; and 3) if 
there were qualitative differences in the judgments reflecting the judges’ 
different experiences and perspectives.  

Thus, Study 1 was aimed at establishing qualitative descriptions of possible 
subjective role projects among the managers, according to the categorization 
scheme. This was the first step towards a description of variation among 
managers in ways that later makes it possible to compare this variation with 
variation in judgment perspectives (Study 2). The general design of the first 
two studies is tantamount of a statistical comparison of between-subjects 
variance (in different managers’ role projects) to within-subjects variance (in 
judgment perspectives on the role projects), though the variation in the present 
data is qualitative. 

 
Method 

 
The judges. Three female judges from different departments at Umeå 
university were asked to interpret transcribed interviews with five childcare 
managers describing their work situation. Judge R had a background in social 
welfare and had work experience, practical as well as scientific, from care of 
handicapped people. She had very limited experience from childcare. Judge S 
was a researcher in ethnology. She had experienced childcare from a parent’s 
perspective. Judge T worked within the department of education and had 
experience from working within the municipality’s childcare units and schools 
and as a guidance/support person for children in distress. She also had 
experiences from childcare as a parent. The judges were more or less familiar 
with hermeneutics, phenomenology, ethnographic and/or narrative methods. 
Judge S had more scientific experience than judge R, which in turn had similar 
experiences as judge T.  
 
Empirical material. Two interviews with each of the five childcare managers 
formed the database. First, a short retrospective interview with each manager 
from May 1995 was presented on tape to get a personal impression of the 
subjects. During this "introductory interview” the managers retrospectively 
described difficult/negative and easy/positive phases over an 18-month 
period. A graph over the time period, produced by each manager, was shown 
to the judges. The main part of the empirical material consisted of a long 
interview (1-1,5 hour) from May 1994. This interview was basically a free 
description of the current situation, as the managers perceived it. It contained 
questions focusing on helping the managers describe what had been going on, 
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what went on at the time and what was to come, and how the managers’ 
thought and reflected over this. The interview had been transcribed and 
contained all conversation from the interview, including marked pauses and the 
interviewer’s questions and comments.  
 
Procedure. First, information about the organizational structure and the 
organizational changes the managers faced was presented verbally to the 
judges. The judges were given a paper with the same information 
(organizational hierarchy, size of units and number of staff and children before 
and after the organizational change). The judges were instructed to listen to the 
introductory interview: “Relax and listen to five short interviews with the managers when 
they retrospectively described difficult/tough periods as well as easy/positive periods over the 
past 18 months. This is a short introduction and does not require you to answer any 
questions”.  

After this introductory session the judges read the five transcribed 
managerial interviews from May 1994, shortly before the structural 
organizational changes were implemented. All judges read the texts in the same 
order. The detailed instructions were based on the hypothetical model of the 
basic subjective role components from Figure II:3 and a simple figure was 
drawn (Figure II:4). The instructions were presented verbally:  
 
“Here are five interviews where the childcare managers were asked to describe and reflect over 
their work situation. You shall go through these interviews, one by one, and try to find 
potential "projects" that these managers pursue. A “project” is something that is important to 
the manager, which could contain aspects such as episodes, situations, events, and/or 
problems, reasons or goals, the manager's own descriptions and reflections over his/her own 
actions or strategies in relation to situations and actors in his/her work over time, that is in 
the past, present, or future. (Figure II:4 was used to present these rather open aspects). First, 
go through the interview bit by bit and record your comments. Then in the end of each 
interview you will be asked to summarize your impression of each manager and his/her 
situation. In step one you may use a marker to underline important words or parts that will 
help you remember. If you need to you can also write comments. Whenever you need you shall 
stop and record comments and questions on tape so we will be able to follow your line of 
thinking. When you stop to record comments, mark in the text where you have stopped. 
During this first part you are not allowed to go back in the text further than the present page 
or to the last mark you did. After you made the summaries you will be asked some 
additional question. You can take breaks when you need to. It is important that you don’t 
get too tired. During these breaks we will not discuss your impressions or your specific 
comments.” 
 
The purpose of the first part of the session (stop and record comments) was to 
get information on how the three judges worked their way through the 
material. This detailed strategy was used on the first two manager’s interviews. 
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For the last three managerial interviews a 40 minutes time limit was set for 
each interview, which restricted the possibility to record many lengthy 
comments. All comments and verbal summaries were recorded and 
transcribed. After going through all the interviews the judges were interviewed 
by the researcher. First, they were asked to freely describe similarities and 
dissimilarities among the managers. Then they were asked questions connected 
to the role project model. The amount and nature of the interviewer's influence 
was the final question posed, an important aspect in constructivist approaches.  

Restrictions and directions provided by the instructions were used to get the 
information required on subjective role projects in a reasonable time. Even so, 
the whole session took 7-8.5 hours, including breaks for lunch and coffee. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:4. The instructed narrative restrictions on role projects. 
 
Content analysis. The judges’ narrative summaries were transcribed and are 
presented word by word in the Results section, including pauses, interviewer 
remarks and questions (in italics within parenthesis). Here the judges tried to 
identify and answer questions on the potential existence of role projects.  

In a second step further analysis of the narrative summaries identified 
subjective role projects. Two independent classifiers partitioned the narrative 
summaries into propositions (i.e. a distinguishable parts of the text that is 
bearer of meaning and form natural semantic units) and classified them 
according to a two-dimensional classification scheme with three levels in each 
dimension. The first dimension involved different system levels: organizational 
aspects, social relations, and individual/personal aspects. The second was a 
time dimension consisting of past, present and future.  Classification was first 
done according to system levels and then guided by the tense of the action or 
event to be placed within time dimensions. Then the researcher identified the 
judges’ reflections and comments that were unrelated to the text. These ‘meta-
reflections’ should be connected to the judges’ own experiences and 
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knowledge representations, including potential stereotypes or prototypical 
remarks and will be addressed in Study 3.  

Propositions placed in the same category by both classifiers were analyzed 
and reduced to potential projects. The criteria for inclusion in role projects 
were based on the relations between the content in propositions (i.e. they had 
to present a connection to a project category). First, propositions were sorted 
into classes of similar content, and then potential projects were proposed, 
based on the content in the classes. The researcher conducted these analyses, 
and the result was presented in a matrix including abridged propositions. 
Labels for classes of proposition were suggested.  

In a third step propositions were further analyzed using a more complex 
categorization scheme that resulted in a representation of subjective role situations. 
The categorization scheme involved a time dimension (past, present, future), 
role project categories (situation/events, action/action strategies, goals, 
personal aspects and actors), further divided into more detailed sub categories. 
First propositions were classified into one of the basic role categories, then 
situation/events and goal propositions were classified into past, present or 
future and finally the subcategories were suggested. 

Then the judges’ comments during the construction process were analyzed 
to find out if any detailed subjective role elements related to role projects could be 
found. Verbal comments were transcribed and transformed into propositions. 
They were sorted into classes based on content, and labeled by the researcher. 
Proposition category labels were then tested with the help of an independent 
classifier (classifier 1), a student with four years of studies in psychology. The 
classifier first read the complete text with the judge’s comments and then 
tested each proposition label by examining the specific part of the original text 
(propositions) that had been classified under each category, without 
information about the labels. The classifier then summarized in his/her own 
words the content of each part of the text, one manager at a time. These 
summaries were compared with the proposition labels, and the match between 
them was rated on a scale from 0 (no match) to 3 (good match). To test the 
interrater reliability the ratings were transformed to a nominal scale of one and 
zero (match 2-3=1 and 0-1=0), and Cohen’s Kappa was computed. This 
procedure was performed for two managers, A and B, as a test whether the 
proposition labels could be considered as reliably categorized (no proposed 
categories were excluded or changed on the basis of this test).  

The percentage of agreement between the judges use of proposition 
categories was computed for manager A and B to estimate the association 
between the judges’ comments. The proposition categories for all managers 
were reduced to fewer, general categories, “meta-proposition categories”, in 
order to be able to compare them with role project categories. This was done 
using two independent classifiers; classifier 1 and 4, both students in 
psychology. They used a stepwise sorting procedure, starting with no more 
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than three categories and ending with as many categories as the classifiers 
perceived meaningful.  During the procedure they were asked to describe the 
categories and relations between them. The agreement in the classifiers’ meta-
proposition categories was noted. Based on this result and the original 
proposition categories, meta-categories were created in a mutual discussion 
between the classifiers and the researcher. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:5. Overview of empirical databases, analyses, and results in Study 1. 
 
The reliability in the study was tested in relation to its purpose (allowing for 
several perspectives), and all data from the case studies were gathered in a 
database (Yin, 2003). In Figure II:5 an overview of empirical databases, data 
analyses and results in Study 1 is presented. The research design with empirical 
levels and analyses on different abstraction levels is highlighted. 
 

Results 
 
Due to the extensive qualitative material the results will be fully presented as 
individual profiles only for manager A and B, one manager at a time for a more 
comprehensive view. The results for all managers were used for comparing 
individuals in Study 2. Narrative summaries, subjective role projects, and 
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subjective role situations are the three abstraction levels used. The judges’ 
answers to interview questions in the narrative summaries showed that they 
had perceived indications of projects. Questions were also asked to ensure that 
they had given their full view, to their own satisfaction.  
 

Manager A’s subjective role - Narrative Summaries 
 
Judge R - Social studies - Manager A. To sum up this person I experience her first 
as very, yes, very, very considerate, that her staff shall have a good environment, enjoy their 
work situation, and this is what she works for. This is what she works for. It seems to be her 
life goal. She stands before the prospect of this organizational change, getting more groups, all 
together six wards. How she shall deal with this job so it will turn out as good as possible. She 
and her colleague working at the other unit decided to finish their jobs. Let the other colleague 
finish and not interfere with each other's tasks until the take over is a fact. But she has a plan. 
They shall work in small groups during "staff days" one can call it, and there try and investigate 
what the staff whishes, thinks, demands, think about. Her goal, her task, besides making sure 
her staff are okay because if they are the children that come there are also okay. So she thinks 
that she should be a person to talk and discuss with, she shall handle the pedagogical support. 
That is what she works for. 

In the same breath she thinks that it should be inviting when the parents come with their 
children, so they will feel the warmth, to leave their children to just this unit. At the same time 
she thinks it will be hard to have enough strength over to give. That is what she worries about. 
That she can't be there to the extent her staff might wish. But at the same time she has a 
strategy for that as well, staff shall write down issues and summaries on notes or something. 
And this they will learn, that they cannot bring things up acutely, as I interpret it. Instead when 
she comes they shall, with this note they have written then be able to take it up with her. Yes 
…………… what else? Maybe I have forgotten something in the rush. 
It really concerns this coming change a lot, what she stands before, more than the past. Even if 
one can understand that it has taken a lot of strength and time. One can track this to her earlier 
experience of being burnt once. When she got this family that ran away and returned, and all 
that, and if she should be silent or not in that situation. (What do you mean by being burnt?) Burnt 
because she turned to, or finally tracked herself to the district supervisor and at the same time 
got his support to do what she wants. That was not what she needed. It returns in the end 
when she speculates about the future, what she will do. Then this returns, this - who she really 
has to turn to, who could give the right support. Because she doesn't find support in the 
people that are above her, she needs someone to talk and discuss with. She does not need the 
practical, concrete help. She doesn't have full confidence and trust in the people above her. She 
is quite critical towards this organization. (Is it possible to see this as a project?) Yes, for her it is. She 
is looking for some kind of mentor, I believe. (Do you see any other kind of projects?) Yes, first and 
foremost this organizational change. How is she going to deal with it and with the group of 
staff? Her own situation is a bit outside this, but it is there. How is she going to deal with this, 
what will she do? With whom is she going to exchange thoughts and ideas? This is what I think 
you can see. 

(Is there any particular situation she brings up that you think is more apparent?) Problem situation? No, 
first and foremost I think it is this organizational change, and it is these general things that you 
can find during an organizational change, this worrying before things are clear. How will it be 
and what will happen? And step one was this family, her worries about that. It was something 
new she stood before, as well as this, is she getting the job, and the third now, how she will 
cope with this task. And at the same time loosing her support person she had, finding a new 
one. So I think these are the four aspects in her ‘story’. 
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(Is there anything more, seen from this picture (instructions, Figure II:4)?) Yes, as I said I can sometimes 
feel some kind of contradiction, she says one thing in the beginning, especially about staff, but 
in the end it is mainly the houses, the children and the parents that are supposed to find things 
good. But this can all be connected. So, well maybe it is easy that it becomes like that in the 
answers but …. Mmmm... it is this person, this is the impression I get of her, just that earlier, a 
bit like a coward, a strong word maybe but a bit...  well it is like. I get the feeling that her staff 
has a lot of power. But in the end she becomes tougher and shows that there is also some 
“devil” in her. And she will organize things in the best and in a good way. So a lot concerns 
these worries, uncertainties and yet a strong hope that this will work. Up and down. 

(How does she look up on herself as an actor in relation to these things, if you try and separate what you have 
mentioned?) Yes, from the beginning and through it all I see her as the one who shall fix, arrange 
and act, doing just everything. But it is possible to see certain goals she is working towards and 
somewhere she knows her goal. That I am there as a pedagogical support, I shall not to go in 
and do everything. Maybe, I have to structure this work even more. What I shall do and not 
do. Here she calls out for a more explicit plan over those things. And this, it is this she is 
uncertain about, this is how I perceive it right now. But just, first and foremost, what she 
express in this story is that she shall be this mentoring support for her staff. And that is not 
only a change for the staff but even more for her self, also. From being the one who goes in to 
the wards, is there, and has the contact. So there is an agony in this also.   
 
Judge S – Ethnology - Manager A. She is very responsible, I can see that, she takes 
very … She thinks this is an important job she has, obviously, and she feels great 
responsibility, particularly for her staff, it is mainly about them. I think she is very concerned 
about good communication and so and that she is worried about how it will be now with a 
larger unit, two houses to run between. How she will be able to continue to have this contact, 
this relation. She talks a bit of how she has tried, thinks it will work out but it is difficult for 
her to have any solutions. Anyway she has many ideas of how she will solve it. She still seems 
positive but lonely. This is what I see as her biggest problem, for her and I think is her, that 
she experience herself, that she is lonely in her work, that she doesn’t have anyone to talk, 
discuss with and no supervisors that cares. And she doesn't really know where the decisions 
are made. It is just things that, it comes orders from above that this and this and this. It is just 
like the power is lose, it is not lose but it exists and that it is untouchable for her. That she will 
never get a grip of it. But it doesn't seem to bother her too much, that these decisions, but they 
come and they…. She reflects over them but doesn't find out, now I’m really going to find out 
where these decisions are made and why, where. Yes, she understands that they concern 
economy and so but that she, well it is a freely floating power that she has no control over 
anyway. I think this is a bit frightening, that she doesn't have that insight. And it should, I 
don’t know if she maybe should demand someone to discuss with, that now with these 
changes and I feel so, well I think this is hard and difficult, I need help. I don't know if she has 
done this, she doesn't say in this interview any way, that she has demanded this help. Instead 
she's been fighting in silen... that is alone. And just that she takes on a very large responsibility 
in order to make this work. She will probably burn herself out if she continues at this speed, 
the way she has planned anyway. 

(If you look at this (instructions, Figure II:4) is there any projects that you can see? ….. That she pursue 
more or?) Yes, in that case it is how she will, together with her staff, be able to solve... .yes. Yet it 
is, this is something she worries about, I think she might …. I don't know if one can see it as a 
project that she wants... you think about now and then and later also? (It depends on what you 
perceive is a project, it doesn’t not have to be so exact). How she reflects and handles …………….. (It 
can be how she handles different problem or situations. I understand that this was what you were talking 
about?) Yes, yes, that she cares about having a communication with her staff, that’s how I 
perceive her, at least here. It is so difficult, it is so limited, it is this interview and I don't know 
anything more about her, but I think she sees this as an important project in her work. Even if 
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she can be seen, sometimes it might be to, then she makes the decisions herself, but that she 
can still admit if something goes wrong. Then she says - Yes, yes but it, I did wrong. And it 
doesn't seem like any big disaster to her, instead it is communication and contact with her staff. 
I think I can see that she finds that very important. That she doesn't want to be seen as some, 
what shall I say, dictator/autocratic leader. Even though she sometimes acts that way, as she 
says sometimes she just makes the decision. But a dictator never admits that he or she has 
done wrong, but she does. Yes, she is humble, a humble person, who cares about her staff and 
wants to have a good contact with them. Because she worries about how she is going to solve 
it, when she will run between. It is something that takes up a lot of her thinking.  
(Well, you have said so much. Is there any other situations or things that she brings up and that you have not 
mentioned?) It is a lot of things that I, it is also about what I had, that is if one think about 
childcare and this with gender and ethnicity and such, but it does not seem to be something 
that, it doesn't come forward here any way. It is possible that it is some kind of gender security 
that she is so secure and safe in her role as a woman and manager that she doesn't reflect over 
these issues. She says it, yes at some occasions she mentions this with male and female and 
ethnicity, but that she does not, and this I think was a strength in her also, that she doesn't, 
these problems she has in the beginning here. That this is nothing she culturalizes in any way, 
this is only because they are gypsies so that's why, typically for gypsies, this is what they do, 
how they act. But there is nothing like that, and I think that is very nice, that she doesn't get 
into that. But then I think she is fairly, as I see it, that she is fairly sure about what masculine 
and feminine, what it is. (What do you mean?) Yes, she says at some occasion that it is I as a 
woman, and I don't remember exactly what she says. And the same thing about her staff, these 
males, the former house painters. One should make them believe that it was their ideas and 
suggestions, that they will work then, that it is their merit and so on, not to thread on their toes 
and wound their masculinity in any way. I don't think she should care about that at all. It is she 
that is, she is the boss there and it... But she emphasize it and one can wonder why she does it, 
that she mentions this at all. 

(If you try to characterize her in a few words, what would you pick out then?) Mmmmm…. Yes, humble 
as I said before. Humble and considerate. As a person, well one can say anxious, but that is 
only in her work…. (Just in this situation?) Yes, that she feels anxiety, yet she, yet she is still 
positive also. That she, it will work out, somewhere I think I see this, that this will be solved. 
And then she is worried about how it will, in which way it will be solved. Yes I still think she 
seems positive. Now here she is before, before this (points to the managers retrospective 
description). (Yes it is actually there) It is then she just started figure out, she is in…, started this 
upward curve somewhere, just starting.  
(Are you satisfied with this summary?) Yes, I will probably come up with lots afterwards but then 
maybe I can get in touch with you and let you know. 
 
Judge T – Education – Manager A. (So, lets hear about this manager, who is she and how 
does she look upon her situation?) Yes, it is a woman and a woman who isn't really clear over her 
managerial role. She has lost it a bit. She sways between a role as a mother and I think she 
takes over the role of the police and the social services. It is a qualitative person; she is not 
someone who spends a lot of time with mathematics. Finances and budget is nothing that 
comes easy for this person. She is very lonely.  She expresses fear, worries and insecurity 
several times, and I think it is something she uses several times. She finds it hard to set limits. 
She wants to function as a diplomat, and I think she has difficulties with conflicts. She has no 
pedagogical responsibility, I think she is a person that functions more with practical things. To 
make things flow, she says several times and I think this characterizes this person. It can be the 
lack of time but this person tries to make things flow. She works fairly unbiased. She says she 
follows the organizational goals and the pedagogical program and I would want to say that it is 
new now and she doesn't seem to have followed what has happened, if that is because she has 
not got the time, her time, but she hasn't discussed views on humanity or values when new 
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staff has been employed. She waits. A waiting person that … everything is allowed to float 
around freely. But this can depend on the fact that even above her things floats around. The 
management above her is invisible. Her management, her supervisors, it is poor information 
and when she gets information then no one takes responsibility for the information. Instead 
she gets orders from above but she does not even know where it comes from. The resources 
seem not to be used well. There is no contact net, no networks developed and even the higher 
management will not take their responsibility. And that might be a frustration that occurs, even 
out in the units. So, the management has a very vague role. I don't see any work…. she 
mentions the childcare inspector and think that they should not exist at all. And if it is like this 
I'm inclined to agree. 

The way she tries to solve this is …. because she mention lack of time and resources. And it 
is by delegating to her staff when she can't find the time herself. And this concerns staff 
aspects, but also information. She talks …. she has not yet found a system, but she talks about 
a system of notes among other things and …. Another way to handle it is to become a bit 
autocratic, to try and regain her managerial role and find a forum then. So she sways between 
this diplomatic and to become this autocratic person, simply in order to make things work. 

She says that she isn't visible. The difficulty when you have several units is that she becomes 
invisible and then she feels …..and then she tries to delegate to other staff. And she wants 
things to work. I think this is a person who really wants. That means she tries to be visible for 
a short while just to show them that she exists. But any pedagogical responsibility does not 
exist. 

Then I thought, she brings up this with, she doesn't mention gender perspective but she 
brings it up several times. Among other things her age comes forward here. She is not that 
young any more, and my reflection is then, had it been the same if it had been a man? Had he 
brought forward this with experience more than she does? That it would have been something 
positive? That is the feeling I get when I read it. And she talks about uncertainty several times. 
And likewise, if it is a gender-perspective, but she talks about a person to discuss with and the 
security with a colleague. She doesn't have it in the managerial group, any network, and she has 
lost the colleague that she used to have and is looking for security somewhere, but she has lost 
her foothold all together. And this with the gender perspective, I get the feeling it comes out 
when she talks about the childcare inspectors. Could it be a man who is inspector, who 
straightaway hands back the responsibility or functions in a male way in the hierarchy? Or a 
woman who has assimilated male characteristics? Just this new thing, that has come up the last 
ten years. -You have a problem solve it! And she goes in to some kind of a shock so she hardly 
knows what they said to her. I am very lonely, and this has affected her physically, low 
hemoglobin she says, and tired. She also brings forward the male perspective when one brings 
up information, that one  …. yes that men, one have to let them think that it comes from them 
when changes shall be implemented. That she also brings up. Then you can get things done.  

Climate-atmosphere, yes, …. You have to ask. (Climate-atmosphere?) Yes, she wants to be the 
one who holds the climate up, it should be a climate that everyone have the strength to work 
with. And I think she have to fight a lot for this. It sounds as if it is stressing. I get the feeling 
that, since she gets more work and so, she still has to run around and be this climate improver 
who makes sure the humor is there and that people find it fun to go to work. And then she 
herself has to show. And when she can't show up someone gets this vice part, meaning 
unofficial leader who takes over the role to make things work. They have worked together 
such a long time so she knows who they are. And maybe she has that security, where to turn 
to. Yes. 

(Do you see any projects she enrolls in more than others? Anything that is important for her?) I get the 
feeling she as a woman doesn't want to ask for help. And I think this is a female characteristic. 
That one tries to arrange and fix things by yourself because you are supposed to be just as 
good as all the others. And that is why she loses her managerial role when it comes to the 
sexual offence. She does not know what limits and authority she has. She should have reported 
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it straight away, as a manager and not said anything to the father in this case. That is the last 
person she should turn to. She should have reported it to the social secretary at the social 
board. Then she looses this family when they leave and I mean that the social services have a 
responsibility to follow up when children change municipality. She totally looses her 
responsibility here. And cannot even handle the responsibility for her own staff, unfortunately. 
So project, I don't know if you can call it project, what she works for is that she tries to have a 
managerial role she shouldn't have in this case. This, she should have handed over the ball. 
And instead it becomes a mother's role. She hardly knows herself, she says. She has eased the 
ground, which was not what she should have done in this case. Instead she should have 
brought forward her autocratic role and used, but she uses this in the wrong place. 

(If you should summarize her in a few word, what would you bring forward the?) She? A person who 
wants a lot. Who has, because of a vague, unclear, management above her, a vague role. And 
who, maybe because of lack of time, do not get the time for pedagogical development. 
Keywords I think of are fear, worries, insecurity, yes …I think, characterize this person, and 
lack of time. (Are you satisfied here?) Environmental perspective I don’t know if I mentioned. 
There is an environmental perspective here because there are several buildings that she shall 
run between, and that is a disadvantage. Maybe I should have mentioned that. (So she sees it as a 
disadvantage?) Yes, she can't be in two places at the same time. And then you might even get 
more vague to the staff.  

And she has no communication with her staff. She doesn’t have the time for it. She doesn't 
know herself, they have not made things clear, they should have sat down and reflected over 
the way the see each other, because that doesn't exists either. She knows nothing and this she 
repeats several times, nothing. So that, ………my feeling is that there comes a lot from above 
that she hastily goes through, but this basics, it ….they should have started from the beginning, 
I think. I don’t know, maybe I am a bit ….. you have to ask me. ( I’ll just ask if you are satisfied, if 
you have said what you wanted to say?) Diplomat, autocratic, …… environment, gender I have 
talked about, security, network and age I covered. She lacks action plans.  (Action plans?) From, 
yes she, just this that she, I thought about ….. She herself lacks a work description and this is 
another part of this, but she should have formed action plans herself, or if it had come from 
the higher management so she knows how to relate to her work. She has neither a mentor nor 
a development leader or someone who …. It is not mentioned anywhere about mentoring or 
planned developmental conversations or anything. It is just bad preparations. One have not 
taken care of staff' resources. I think that is sad. It probably makes the employees lose their 
motivation, maybe. No, I am ready there. 

 
Manager A’s subjective role projects 

 
Subjective role projects were identified after two independent classifiers had 
transformed summaries into propositions and categorized them according to a 
two-dimensional classification scheme with three system levels: organizational, 
social and individual level and three time levels: past, present and future. Only 
the propositions classified in the same basic category by both classifiers were 
further used at this stage. Potential projects were proposed, based on selected 
contents in the above categories. 

Manager A pursued two more or less substantial projects during this initial 
organizational change period.  
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Table II:1. Manager A, Project 1. How to handle organizational change – Handle 
upcoming problems with staff-interaction and communication by structuring, delegating and 
directing 
 
MA     Past Present                                                             Future 
Org  Feels insecure, worries -Is worried how things will 

turn out with two houses to run between -Will not 
always be available -Insecurity, bad preparations -
Get orders from above, doesn’t know from where -
Lacks time and resources. Stressing because she 
gets more work -Has no knowledge of where 
organizational decisions are taken. -Power within 
the organization is unreachable. -Understands that 
decisions concerns economy 

-It shall be inviting and good for parents 
when they come with their children -A’s 
goal and task is to make sure there is a 
good working environment for staff, then 
children will be okay -There will be 
several buildings for A to run between 
which is a disadvantage 

Soc  -Staff has a lot of power -Will solve this together 
with staff -Delegates to staff when she doesn’t have 
time, staff issues and information. -Investigate 
staff’s, thoughts, whishes and demands -
Communicate and give support -Staff shall write 
down issues on notes -Use a system of notes. -
Have worked long together so she knows who the 
unofficial leaders are.  
-Become autocratic 

-Wants good communication, contact 
and relations with staff -Is very concern-
ed that her staff is OK and like their 
situation. It is her life goal -Works for her 
staffs well being -Be visible for a short 
while for staff so they see she exists  
-Want to function as a diplomat -Want to 
be a climate improver, keep a climate that 
all can work within -Shall keep humor 
alive so staff think it’s fun to go to work 

Ind 
 

 -Have a lot of ideas how to solve the situation. Is 
positive. -Will organize managerial work the best 
way. -Is the one who shall fix and do everything -
Will fight alone. Non actions -Reflects but doesn’t 
find out where organizational decisions are taken 

-Shall not be seen as a dictator or an 
autocratic leader 
 

 
Table II:2. Manager A - Project 2: Find social support in order to cope with new, difficult 
and ambiguous role situations 
 
MA  Past Present Future 
Org  Problem 

with  a 
family  
that ran/ 
went 
away 
Sexual 
offence 

-No support from and trust in supervisors. Has a 
critical view towards the organization -Has no 
supervisors that care. -Loosing support person -Has 
lost a colleague, has no mentor, contact net, or 
conversation with supervisor  -Supervisors have 
vague roles, are invisible, gives poor information, 
takes no responsibility. Resources are not used 
wisely -Is unclear over limits and authorities in her 
role and has no work description. Has difficulties 
with limits and conflicts 

 

Soc She 
couldn’t 
take 
responsi-
bility for 
her own 
staff.   

-Will find it hard to be enough support to staff 
-Plan to get support from colleagues and 
supervisors -Needs a mentor and a support person -
Wants a clearer plan for the managerial role -
Doesn’t need practical, concrete help -There is a 
security in knowing who to turn to (staff). -A as a 
woman doesn’t want to ask for help 

 

Ind Loses her 
role. 
Tired, 
low Hb 

-Is lonely in her job. Has no one to discuss with. 
Fights on quietly, alone 
-Expresses fear, worries, insecurity. Is very lonely.  
 

-Shall be a mentoring support to 
staff. -Shall be a discussion partn-
er for staff and handle pedagog-
ical support. -Looks for security  -
Shall be as good as others 
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The first project concerned how to handle the organizational changes. 
Manager A planned to handle anticipated, upcoming problems with staff 
interaction and communication by structuring, delegating and directing (Table 
II:1). The second project concerned loss of a support person and the need to 
find social support in order to cope with the difficult and ambiguous role 
situation (Table II:2). 

 
Manager A’s subjective role situation 

 
Subjective role projects were based on selected propositions from all judges. 
Considering the whole role situation and each judge’s full description might 
present different views on proposed role projects and fragments of past or 
future projects. Situations, means, goal/end states, actors, and a time 
dimension were assumed to represent projects or project fragments giving 
more information on each judge’s view of the managers’ role situation. Could 
these categories be found for each manager even though each judge 
constructed their own descriptions, and could the relations among them be 
described?  Using this detailed categorization scheme might also make it 
possible to describe how expressed ends/goals are related to actions, and, 
possibly, if they precede actions or appear in retrospect. In organizational role 
theory the role sender and receiver are in focus, and personal attributes and 
interpersonal relations influences the role process. Thus, in the simple matrix 
of the subjective role situation important agents and recipients should appear 
along with their characteristics and their interpersonal relations.  

The propositions were analyzed in two steps. First, they were classified into 
role project categories (situations-problems/opportunities; action strategies; 
goals/end states; actors-agents, recipients and past, present, future), and then 
subcategories of detailed role elements were proposed.  

All judges’ role situations contained project elements related to 
organizational changes and manager A’s loneliness and need for support. This 
result strengthens the two proposed projects (Table II:1-2), even though the 
judges express themselves differently and focus on different aspects. Judge S 
and T commented on problems with a family, but otherwise the project 
fragments differed or were hard to relate to other judge’s comments.  

All role categories could be used, but there is an emphasis on present 
situations and actions. Goals were expressed in both present and future tense. 
The results showed how situations were related to each other, to actions 
(present or planned), and actors. Goal/end states could also be connected to 
situations, actions and actors. They were more or less specific and expressed in 
both present or time neutral and future tense. Personal aspects described the 
manager but were hard to relate to situations and were therefore placed in 
relation to the largest project, organizational changes. 
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Table II:3. Manager A’s subjective role situation based on Judge R’s summary  
 

Judge R – Manager A - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 
 
 
 

S2.Probl-
ems with a 
family  
that ran 
away 

S7. No support from and 
trust in supervisors. S2. A 
has a critical view towards 
the organization S2. Staff 
has a lot of power S2 -
Doesn’t need practical, 
concrete help 

 
 
 
 
 
 

R1 Manager  
R5Supervisors  
P1 Personal 
aspects: MA 
has been a 
bit of a 
coward 

R1 Manager  
R2 Staff  
R3 Parents  
 
 

A      
G      
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 

 S6.Organizational change, 
insecurity How to handle? 
What shall she do? 

S4. She will not always be 
available.  S6. She will find 
it hard to be enough 
support to staff 

R1. Manager R2 Staff  
 

A  A5.Structure -Will organize 
managerial work in the best 
way. -Is the one who shall fix 
and do everything 
A7. Get support -Wants a 
clearer plan for the managerial 
role -Doesn’t need practical, 
concrete help 

A6. Staff communication 
-Shall investigate staff’s, 
thoughts, whishes and 
demands -Communicate 
and give support -Staff shall 
write down issues on notes 
A3. Give support -Shall 
handle the pedagogical 
support -Shall be a 
discussion partner 

R1. Manager R2 Staff 

G 
 

 G5. Official goals -Her goal and 
task is to make sure there is a 
good working environment for 
staff, then children will be okay 
-Man A is aware of her goals 
G2. Goals concerning staff -Is very 
concerned that her staff are 
OK and likes their situation. It 
is her life goal -Works for her 
staffs’ well being 

G5. Official goals -It shall be 
inviting and good for 
parents when they come 
with their children 
G1. Goals for managerial role -
Shall be a mentoring support 
to staff 
- Shall be a discussion 
partner for staff and handle 
the pedagogical support 

R1. Manager 
G1, G2, G5 

R1.Manager  
G1 
R2. Staff  
G2, G5 
R3. Parents  
G5 
R4.Children  
G5 

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO  S8. Getting the position as a 

manager 
  R1.Manager 

A  S8. Let her colleague finish 
without interference 

 R1. Manager 
S8, S6, 

 

G      
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO  S9. Loosing a support person   R1.Manager 

A  A7. Get support -Needs a 
mentor and a support person 

  R1.Manager  
R7.Colleagu
es  

G      
SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
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Table II:4. Manager A’s subjective role situation based on Judge S’s summary  
 

Judge S – Manager A - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 

 S6. Organizational change, 
insecurity, worries 
S6. The power within the 
organization is unreachable for 
her. Understands that the 
decisions concern economy. S6. 
Has no knowledge of where 
organizational decisions are 
taken. O3. Has a lot of ideas on 
how to solve the situation. Is 
positive. S6. Is worried how 
things will turn out with two 
houses to run between 

 R1. Manager 
P1 Personal 
aspects   
-MA is a  
humble 
person 
-MA is 
humble, 
considerate, 
gender 
secure, and 
responsible 

R1.Manager 
 

A  A1. Direct -MA takes the 
decisions herself -MA can admit 
when she has done wrong - MA 
points out that she is the boss 
A6. Staff communication -MA feels 
responsible for staff 
A9. Non-actions - MA reflects but 
doesn’t find out where 
organizational decisions are taken

A2. Delegate -MA will 
solve this together 
with staff 
A8. Managerial role -MA 
will fight alone. 

R1. Manager R2 Staff 

G 
 

 G2. Goals concerning staff - Wants 
good communication, contact 
and relations with staff 

G1. Goals for managerial 
role - Shall not be seen 
as a dictator or an 
autocratic leader 

R1. Manager 
G1, G2 

R2. Staff  
G1, G2 
 

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 
 

 S7 -Has no supervisors that care. 
S9 -Is lonely in her job. Has no 
one to discuss with. Fights on 
quietly, alone 

 
 

R1 Manager  
R5Supervisors  
 

R1 Manager  
  
 

A   A8. Managerial role -MA 
will fight alone. 

R1 Manager  

G      
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO      
A  A6. Staff communication -MA 

makes men believe it was their 
suggestion not hers 

 R1. Manager  R2. Staff 

G      
SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
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Table II:5a. Manager A’s subjective role situation based on Judge T’s summary  
 

Judge T – Manager A - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent (R) Recip. (R) 
SO   
 

 S6. Organizational change - 
insecurity, bad preparations.  
Get orders from above but 
doesn’t know from where 
S6. Resources are not used 
wisely S6. Has difficulties 
handling budget S1. Lacks 
time and resources. It’s 
stressing because she gets 
more work 

 R1. Manager 
P1 Personal 
aspects -Is not a 
person who 
does a lot of 
mathematics -
Is a qualitative 
person-Is a 
person who 
wants a lot  
- Is very lonely 

R2 Staff  
 

A  A5. Structure – Functions 
with more practical things -
Tries to make things flow 
A7. Get support -There is a 
security in knowing whom 
to turn to (staff). A6. Staff 
communication - They have 
worked long together so she 
knows who the unofficial 
leaders are. A9. Non-actions -
As a woman doesn’t want 
to ask for help -A waiting 
person -Has no action plan  
-It is allowed to freely float 
around   A8. Managerial role -
Oscillates between being 
diplomatic and authoritarian 
to make things work 
A4.(Not) emphasize performance 
-They have not clarified or 
reflected over the way they 
view each other 

A6. Staff communication – Will 
use a system of notes.  
A1. Direct – Will become 
autocratic 
A2. Delegate –Will delegate 
to staff when she doesn’t 
have time, staff issues and 
information 

R1. Manager R2 Staff 

G 
 

 G5. Official goals -Follows the 
organizational goals and 
pedagogical program 
G1. Goals for managerial role -
Looks for security 

G1. Goals for managerial role  -
Wants to function as a 
diplomat -Wants to be a 
climate improver, keep a 
climate that all can work 
within -Shall keep the 
humor alive so staff think it 
is fun to go to work -Shall 
be as good as others 
G2. Goals concerning staff -Will 
be visible for a short while 
for staff so they see that she 
exists G9. Future threats - 
There will be several build-
ings for A to run between 
which is a disadvantage 

R1. Manager  
G1, G2,G5, 
G9 

R1.Manager  
G1, G9 
R2. Staff  
G1, G2 
 

SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
 



 

 63

Table II:5b. Manager A’s subjective role situation based on Judge T’s summary (continuing 
from the preceding page) 
 

Judge T – Manager A 
 Past Present Future Agent (R) Recipient (R) 
SO   
 
 
 
 

S2. Problem with 
family that went 
away. Sexual 
offence 
S2. Couldn’t take 
responsibility for 
her own staff.  
Loses her role. 
Tired, low Hb 

S7. Supervisors have vague roles, are 
invisible, give poor information, 
take no responsibility 
S2. She is unclear over limits and 
authorities in her role and has no 
work description. Has difficulties 
with limits and conflicts 

 
 
 
 
 
 

R1 Manager  
R5Supervisors  
P1 Personal 
aspects 

R1 Manager  
R2 Staff  
R3 Parents  
 
 

A      
G      
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO  S10. Has no pedagogical 

responsibility. S4 Has no 
communication with staff 

 R1. Manager R2. Staff 

A      
G  G5. Official goals -Follows 

organizational goals and pedagogical 
program 

 R1. Manager  

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO  S9. Has lost a colleague, has no 

mentor, contact net, or 
conversations with supervisor  
S9. Is very lonely. Express fear, 
worries, insecurity  

 P1 Personal 
aspects – MA 
is very lonely 
 

R1. Manager 

A       
G      
SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
 
 

Manager B’s subjective role – Narrative Summaries 
 
Judge R - Social studies – Manager B. He gives a calm and stable and secure 
impression all the way somehow, it is only a few small worries that pops up. But somehow he 
stands on the outside, from them as I experience it. So that, yes but he is not afraid of changes; 
he deals with this willingly as long as he does not himself have to make a decision with many 
people that he have to stand up for. Then he doesn't want to be part of it any more. So this is 
my picture of Person B, very short it feels like. But he has a lot of text, he has a lot of answers 
but what do I really get of these answers. Then I still end up in this - Yes we shall have changes 
and I don't worry about this a bit, but if I have to make a decision I rather step aside. I don't 
want to stand up for, in that forced situation. And if one looks at past, present and future I 
think the first mirrors weekly, or vaguely, before he gets the appointments. Then he rather sees 
the problem in relation to his staff, what he shall answer them, more than being worried about 
himself. He is somewhere inside certain that he will get this, but he still sees it as a difficulty, 
which I still am puzzled about. The present situation seems to be fairly calm. He has a strategy 
how to handle this situation and the problems, how to handle this change. And the future, with 
the staff' expectations on his role, yes how to be enough for them. He shall be available, 
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receptive and so on. And he says something very pleasant I think or very good: that one 
doesn't have to available in a physical sense, instead one …. That one has an interest will get 
you far. 

(If you think about projects and try to separate... Are there any projects?) Yes it might be what I call 
strategy instead of projects. Then it is this reorganization to a new unit that he stands before. 
(When you have talked about strategy before you have meant project?) Yes, then I have meant project, 
what he stands before, what he works towards, a change or a goal. This I have called strategy. I 
don’t know why, it just happened. (What he stands before and a goal?) Yes, and it can be some kind 
of change or so. (If you think about what he has talked about, can this be divided into parts? You talked 
about the change that happened….) That it is a lot, it concerns. He figures out somewhere about 
staff and these problems when he would have whished a more experienced personnel assistant. 
That is a whish he has. Yes, a project, but maybe he works towards it and whish it would be. 
(But it is connected to staff issues?) Yes it is, sure. 

(Is there anything more? About how he views himself and his role?) Yes, that is what is strange or as I 
perceive it is that he gives the impression of being very calm, stable and secure and all that I 
said but at the same time there is this very small man inside him when it comes to a pressed 
situation. And it is not quite clear how he acts here. 
And he is very cautious not to mention who he turns to, whom he talks to when he gets into 
such a situation, when he needs someone to discuss with. Then he talks about the district’s 
managerial group as number one. But, I think that a general group, you don't turn to, I think, 
or it might be a typical male thing. I don't know, these are my speculations concerning it all.  I 
think he has one or a few that he turns to but he doesn't give this information away. 
 
Judge S – Ethnology- Manager B. Yes, like I said in the end here, he seems to be a 
very clear manager. He is very clear over what his mission is in the world. Maybe a bit, yes if 
one can, one could if one went through all the interviews carefully one could do it from a 
gender perspective, I can see this after only these two. That he, but now I have the view I have, 
that it has to do, that it is not about biological differences, but the differences are there anyway, 
but then one can discuss what causes them.  
He is much clearer about the decisions being political. Like bang, bang, bang, if you compare 
to the preceding interview, she was very insecure concerning certain things, when it comes to 
these things but otherwise she was secure in her job and so. (What do you mean he is secure about?) 
That is where the decisions are made, that he has insight upwards. I did not perceive that 
Manager A had, she didn't have that. She did not have it, and maybe not the interest either, I 
don’t know, she did not have that insight anyway, that he has. What is it called? “Kalle med 
kollen”, that childrens’ program on tv, “Kalle med kollen”. That he also seems, yes he doesn't 
seem to be a stressed person, despite these changes. He might sound stressed on the tape, I 
don’t know, but in the transcript he seems to be, yes it is like, he takes care of the problems 
when they come. When we start up things in August then I, then I’ll take care of things. But 
that he, yet, I perceive that he, maybe he doesn't have the kind of contact with the staff that he 
ought to. That I would have if I were the manager. He presumes quite a lot, guesses what they 
think about the managerial role and such things. This I find a bit odd, that he doesn't talk 
about such things in meetings and so, in conversations, what kind of expectations they have on 
a manager. I think that should be obvious. But he doesn't express this here anyway, that the 
staff has any insight, it is also I think and as he says. He seems very calm. He does not seem to 
be, I would be all like this if I myself had to go through this, but he yes. Yes as he says, in his 
own words, a clear manager. That it is important. And he is, he lives up to this himself, what it 
seems like. He talks a lot, has a lot to say.  

(What kind of situation and such does he bring up?) Yes, what kind of situation does he bring up 
………. (Or do you see any projects?) Yes, that was it. Yes, where is that note, there. Projects.  Yes, 
that is to bring it all together, bring together this with staff, parents and children somehow. 
That everything will be all right for everyone. It seems to be, he talks a lot about children and 
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parents, that….. It is the children that are the target group, it is them who should have, it is for 
them we work. But it is important, yes very much parents, children, staff but also that 
…..(Change of tape) 

(Yes what were we talking about? Potential projects. If you can find any?) Yes, that, if you can see this 
as a project to get the small one-ward unit into it all, they shall not feel left outside. He is very, 
he expresses anyway that it is something he will work for, to get them to feel integrated into 
the large... But at the same time, but at the same time he says that they might handle things on 
their own so I won't have to be there at all. He says this also. So he is somewhat a paradox also 
in, especially concerning that part then. But, that, it is still important for him that they feel as a 
part of the large, whole. 
Can I look back in it? (Yes) I don’t remember. There are more things. He says so much that, 
and yet, he talks a lot but it has not always substance either, he likes to talk. Somewhere he said 
he hadn't anything to say and yet he keeps on and expresses something. He talks a lot about 
the staff. That there will be immense demands on them, this new… It seems as if he thinks, he 
seems, I think he expresses that it will be more, he does not say this explicit, more demands on 
the staff than on him, this re-organization. He at least is a bit used to it, he has had five wards 
earlier, and even if this will mean a new constellation now he is still a bit used to working with 
a larger unit. So, he is mostly worried about the staff, he seems calm, he does not seem….. (So, 
he does not really bring up so many problems or other difficulties?) No ………… …… …it…… (Or is it 
more how he handles them?) Yes maybe more how he handles them. He takes, you force him to 
talk about problems also, it is also a way, that is, it is a lot about how you ask questions and so, 
what he, if he wouldn’t get this question he might not talk about this with problem at all. 
Because there he becomes, what is it he says about….. it is so difficult to remember it all …… 
(Judge S searches in the text) ……. (I think it is the second or third question). Is it that early, you 
have gone through this …… Mmmmm.. that was the difficulties yes that is right, mmmmm 
…. Yes it was here, yes this is what it is about, it's about whom, who was going to get the 
position as manager and so. The difficulties of choosing a person, it was …. with different…. 
Mmmm. I think here was some other question. That was also the difficulty. I think he said 
something else, yes, it was this with the children and the parents to children with special needs 
and so on. It was …. Yes, maybe it was this I thought about anyway. 

But then also, then he also talks about missing a partner to talk to somehow, he has not, he 
hasn't had many contacts outside, had people to talk to, except this group he belongs to… And 
he is critical to the personnel assistant that is there and he had wished she had more experience 
and knowledge. He has high demands. But at the same time also, it is difficult to say, 
spontaneously I can say as clear as I did with A here, that she was humble and emphatic. I 
don’t at all think one gets the same …. 

(So, if I would ask the same question, if you were to summarize him in a few words, what would you? Is it 
more difficult then to say?) Yes, I think so. That he is fairly sure of himself. It does not seem, he 
doesn't seem to stagger, he is fairly, he knows. He seems to have a good control over his 
occupation and so on. And this you can say even if one, but he, yes ….. secure. What else can 
one say? He isn't anti humble either but I don't see him as, but maybe, I perceive him not 
directly as a humble person, but yet considerate, he probably is. He cares about his closest 
surrounding at work, and that means all, staff, parents and children. It …. But if one should 
have any summarizing concept for him then….. (Or several different)…. Yes….. he seems to like 
his tasks, I think. If there is any word for that, it is probably not. That he takes it serious. There 
is not directly a concept for that, to say. Yes, clear and secure. This is not directly a fumbling 
person. He doesn't know how it's going to be but he doesn't express any great worries for not 
knowing, it will work out, it will be ok, I deal with it then, it will be good. It is possible that he 
had the summer vacation coming so he didn't want to destroy that, ha ha. I don’t know. 

(Are you satisfied with this?) Yes, it is difficult, I will probably find thing later, I know it is like 
that, when one can’t sit and write, that is one does not write, just underlines so it would 
facilitate a summary, but it…. He seems to live up to what he thinks are the staff' expectations 
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on him. That he puts a lot of effort into that. That is, now I don't know if, it maybe is that he 
had regular conversations with the staff so he knows, but it is just that he misses to say so, that 
this is how they view the managerial role. Because he had to have got that from somewhere. 
He has probably worked as a staff before and knows what kind of expectation he had on a 
manager. He probably have quite a bit of “flesh on the bones” when he says, and he seems to 
live up to it. That he goes in for it. 
 
Judge T – Education - Manager B. Yes, person B, what do you want to know? (Yes, 
what do you want to say?) This is a man, I don’t know. This is a man who brought forward people 
as important components. The other was a woman who talked more about organization and 
work practices and the practical. This one only spoke of persons as important. When decisions 
have been taken about the re-organization he has not participated in the decisions.  He has 
been standing on the outside, and almost slipped in on a banana-peel and then had to stand up 
for the new. And everyone has been happy he says. He has not noticed anything. I don't know 
if he lacks empathy or if he hasn't been so much available but mostly he has taken care of 
practical matters and he has known what will happen. He has been very calm. I did not 
understand this, he has counted on getting the position as manager and this has probably made 
him feel secure.  

And the process of selecting staff has also worked well because he thinks they look forward 
and he probably has encouraged them the right way. And if anyone have been affected it is the 
parents, he mentions this several times. He can’t see any effect from supervisors, instead he, it 
is more the parents that has been pushing. He has had strategies he says but he doesn't know 
what they look like. He did not have to use them. He had plans to use strategies for people 
with short employment but he did not have to. Instead he got rid of this person anyway. She 
was happy with the result.  

And how he has done things, this with the strategies, he has promised, he has in the 
background stood up for the new and he has given promises he really haven't had the authority 
to give, so I feel. And he has told his supervisors that he was interested, and pushed for this, as 
he didn't see any other alternatives, so he has pushed for, that he has been interested. He 
thinks he has worked for a long time but he really wanted the job. It could also be a fear of not 
being able to handle something else, this is how I feel when I read it. That he saw no other way 
out. But he says in the end that there were worries everywhere, but he expresses that he would 
get it. And I wonder if a woman would have expressed it in the same way, I don’t know. Now 
I am back to a gender perspective but he, it feels, he sits fairly secure in his chair and I get the 
feeling he knows someone up there, in the management, when I read this. That it is someone 
else that has arranged this. And this has not been something he could go out with and this has 
probably been a difficulty because he has not been able to be honest to others, when he brings 
this up. But he still thinks his staff would have supported him. And he says it would have been 
nearly impossible for the poor person who would have replaced him, in case I didn't get the 
job. And then I wonder how he can express himself like this because, shouldn’t he, isn't it his 
responsibility to ease the path for the new one? Like someone has eased his path all the time. 
He has been supported all the time. He hasn't had to work so much with it. And he mentions 
parents several times, and the childcare inspector. He seems to have a fairly good connection 
with both. 

And these situations that he has mentioned then, to staff he has used "planning 
conversations" as he calls it. That he has been able to talk to them and they have told him their 
wishes. And then he has, I feel that he has repossessed his managerial role, because there has 
been such long time before decisions were made. And once again he brings up this that he has 
given them a promise, once more in this interview he uses a promise as a solution. But he says 
that, afterwards that he really should have been clear, I’ll make a summary. He has apparently 
taken a course in conversation methodology. And it should not happen like this, but in some 
strange way he has used this strategy every time. And then he says - But then it was so near, 
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then I almost had made up my mind. So, and it turned out okay but …… Yes, he uses a very 
…. I don’t really know what role it is or how he functions as an actor but … Well, I can’t 
answer that. I don’t know. 

And he has the managerial group he goes to if he wants to discuss anything that he has 
difficulties with. And he has thought about a "stand-in manager" in the wards but then he has 
a resistance there. But yet he has informal leaders that he talks to anyway, even though he has 
not elected some they are there. But he has this district managerial group. And then he has 
discussed some shorter issues with the personnel assistant and the childcare inspector. No, it is 
the colleagues, and I get the feeling that he whish it is, he says personnel assistant but it is 
someone to discuss with, someone from the same culture. And when it came to the staff he 
then had information but he didn't think he got the right information, the person who gave 
him information lacked experience as personnel assistant then. Instead it is his managerial 
colleagues he pushes for. 

He thinks it is difficult to take decisions and stand up for them. And that is why I get the 
feeling it has concerned so ….. His task is to deal with decisions already taken he says, and this 
he shall present. But in some strange way, through the interview, he has always been spared 
from doing this. This is my picture. 

He wants everything to work well for children. And then he talks about the task and it is to 
influence and direct work practices and the unit’s aim and direction, how to work together, the 
work with the children, he says. And at the same time, in the end, he brings up the pedagogical 
program that it has not changed, but he changes staff so work ought to change. But then it is 
the direction and the work practices he directs, one does not discuss the goals that much, 
which I miss. And he thinks he has very much freedom. And that is a responsibility he has laid 
on himself. I don't know what the staff thinks about that. It would have been interesting to 
hear. And this organizational change affects so many, he mentions the word fusion here at the 
same moment in time and that there is an uncertainty. He also knows that the future will 
involve more children and right now it is calm. And in the future he knows that it is him that 
has to deal with it, so he waits somehow. And he feels that the staff has not got so much 
influence. If they get a task to do then they have to do it. They can't change it. But he still 
believes in his staff. 

And he talks about practical matters, material, purchases…. And he thinks one might have 
to work differently, with different routines but he doesn't mention them, how. He thinks they 
are self-managing and I get the feeling that …. He talks here about exchange of work tasks. He 
suddenly changes role, with a buy and sell structure. One exchanges services. That this could 
be a solution. (How do you mean?) Well then he might get in more …. (Exchange services with 
whom?) With the school, and rooms and premises and staff. And then one can coordinate with 
the school and maybe solve the difficulties with staff. One might save money that way. I get 
the feeling this is what he means. That is if you have a coordination of recourses, then you save 
staff and finances, maybe even time. And it is these thoughts he has, to divide it. And he likes 
to plan. The security for him is to, or as I have seen it, it is to work traditionally and that has 
become the security for this person. One works as one always has done and when you ask 
things you bring up purely practical matters. One doesn’t talk about pedagogical matters that 
much. He just knows that it is going to be different because there will be more children, but he 
doesn’t know how.  And difficulties in the autumn that is people filling in when staff is 
missing, he miss communication, just this to be available. And he thinks it might be difficult 
now when there will be a change in traditions. And he knows, he has not really got a strategy 
for this. 

Yes he …. concerning this with the relocation he has, it is the third time he brings this up, 
he has probably given a promise to the parents again. And that is the pattern I find with this. 
Now, maybe I shall not bring it up but I do find a pattern with this person that he gives 
promises both to parents and to his staff that it will be in a certain way. And then they will vote 
for him. Well, I can’t express it any better. 
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And then he says something strange here, he says he is well organized or, and then changes it 
to it will demand from me to become well organized. And then he says he has been affected by 
sudden, temporary thing, and now he have to make these meetings regularly, how that will 
become.  And then he doesn't know how much that they have in common and how much they 
should have. And yet he can sit and say he is well organized if he is directed by coincidences. 
How does he do that? It is just such a … I didn't understand this. 

And then he has a ward a bit further away and how, and the question then how he should 
structure his day. And then he brings up spontaneity. He presumes a lot, he presumes 
incredibly much actually. But he brings up spontaneity. He is interested, he could consider, and 
he would like to and the he finishes with - It might be enough if I am available, if they know 
where to reach me. It is possible I don't have to be there regularly. So when I read this 
sentence I felt that he hasn't organized his role. But he delegates very much, he really doesn't 
have to be present at all if he dares to see these promises that he gives, through. Now maybe I 
was a bit naughty there. 

Staff that I’ve said and contact persons I’ve said and this I’ve said. Relocation/location of 
staff in work groups takes time and energy and it is hard. And this when they don't function 
well in the group processes it depends on that they don’t, there are conflicts with parents and 
other work groups and this is something he has to work with. And the strategy that he had as a 
mediator earlier then has been to bring this up fairly open. He has even closed down the ward 
and structured the day and solved it by employing a new staff. And that has also costed money. 

And then he talks about children with special needs where the parents have very high 
demands on quality and that these parents do not see the rest of the children in the group. And 
this has taken a lot of time. And he thinks it has been stressful, it is actually the first time I see 
he has had a demand on that. And he has tried to explain and give room, but then as I read 
more, the way he has solved it again is by being present in the work group. I feel almost that he 
has backed off from his responsibility. He has accepted help, it is probably some person from 
some ward that has worked with this for a long time, or so I get the feeling, probably a woman, 
who has worked things out with the parents. He has participated a lot in the beginning but 
now there is no need for that. And this is something he will experience again and again and 
then he mentions the availability, but no matter how much I read about this availability I think 
he seems to be a person who isn't available. He talks about being available; having an everyday 
situation, get the core job, that one should be explicit with structure, routines, and rules. This is 
how one should be as a manager. He mentions availability very many times. And also that he 
goes in as a leader of conversation or physically. If he shall function like a resource person or 
so, I don't quite understand. But then his ... disappears, I don't know if I may have such an 
opinion but I don't think a manager should go in physically, instead he should handle it, maybe 
with an outside person. So, his role as a manager disappears and I think that he becomes more 
of a, he very much wants to be a resource person. Simply  to have a different role. And then he 
takes, what I talked about earlier that these goals will not be affected and I find that strange 
considering both organizational and personnel changes, that the pedagogical activities isn't 
formed according to the people present. Yes, .... is that how men function is my reflection. 
Well, I don't know. 

(You have covered a large part now, but do you find any particular projects that he emphasizes, that are more 
important to him?) Yes to escape, I would like to say. I don't think he, he is probably interested in 
children and to have a job that functions, but all difficulties and all situations he enters he deals 
with by giving promises that he hasn't anchored with his management, which he, on top of 
that, hasn't got any contact with. He has no contact with either the childcare inspector or the 
childcare assistant or the manager. There has been a few, short questions and that he then he 
can go out and promise and give promises. And the first time I got the feeling it was in order 
to keep his job. He wants the job because he, that is I notice a fear over not, not daring to 
handle anything else, nor studies or he says anything else. Instead he wants very, very much to 
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stay. Because then he knows his role and he has difficulties accepting a new role. And that is 
why he goes out and gives these promises. I think he handles it very naughty, can I say that? 
Projects, more he leads, well that he tries to find mediators, unofficial leaders. And this is on 
one hand something one has worked with a lot lately to be able to be a visionary leader and 
have a pedagogical leadership, and be able to bring up this with expectations more. But he 
doesn't even take on this role; instead he tries to find mediators that can speak for him. And 
that as well is not very fair. It is really in all situations. He sticks to more practical things 
because it is there, maybe he knows that he can. I don't know what he knows about 
pedagogics. 

(If you should try to summarize him in a few words?) A man with, who lacks empathy and who …. 
oh that sounded awful. A man, who is quite calculating in his manners, steps over bodies to 
reach his goal. I ….. and tries to find others who do the job.  And a low emphatic ability. He 
probably is very autocratic and clear when he wants. Uses his power. I see a gender perspective 
in this, I do. (What do you think about then?) I think a woman never could act in this way, as he 
does. She would quickly be exposed and her female colleagues would not ….. One usually say 
that a manager is like a woman on a deserted island. I don't think a woman could, she would 
not succeed with this. First and foremost it is the hierarchy above, which probably is 
masculine, so that is why she would be stopped. And I think he has people in the management, 
he also mentions the management here and parents as a group that he has good contact with, 
so I think it is there he has back up that makes him act in this way, and no one stops him. As a 
man in a female world you might be allowed to have a lot of dominance without being 
stopped. This was not in so short words. (Are you satisfied with this?) Yes. 

 
 

Manager B’s subjective role projects 
 

The categorization procedure of manager B’s data was identical to that of 
manager A. Subjective role projects were identified after the two independent 
classifiers had transformed summaries into proposition and categorized them 
according to a two-dimensional classification scheme with three system levels. 
The researcher then used the text classified in the same basic category by both 
classifiers. Potential projects were proposed based on content in these system 
and time categories. 

Manager B pursued two projects during the time period. The first project 
concerned the organizational changes, where manager B planned to handle 
anticipated, upcoming problems by structuring work and communication, 
directing and delegating (Table II:6).   
The second project concerned staff relocation and changes of employment for 
staff and manager, Manager B dealt with this project by influencing, directing 
and giving promises (Table II:7). 
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Table II:6. Manager B - Project 1: How to handle organizational change – Structure 
work, interaction and communication with staff, direct and delegate  
 

MB Past                       Present                                           Future 
Org  Insecurity -Knows where decisions are taken, that they are 

political -Did not participate in organizational decisions. -
Talks about exchanging work hours, a buy and sell structure. -
Suggest coordination with school regarding staff and premises

-Coordinate everything, 
staff, parents, children, so 
every-thing feels good for 
everyone -Things shall be 
good for children 

Soc  -Staff resistance against assistant managers -Does not have to 
be there physically, to show an interest will take him far -It is 
possible that the small unit will manage on its own and he 
doesn’t have to be there -Will try to find mediators, unofficial 
leaders, assistant managers in the wards  - Doesn’t have to be 
available if he dares to live up to his promises –B’s task is to 
deal with decisions taken and stand up for them 
-New work routines -Delegates very much -Will deal with the 
problems when they come -Has no strategy (for a future with 
more children) 

Does not want to make 
decisions where he have to 
stand up for a lot of 
people -Wants to integrate 
the small unit, and make 
them feel as a part of the 
large unit -Find mediators, 
unofficial leaders to speak 
for him, assistant managers 
in the wards. -How B will 
be person enough to fulfill 
staff’s expectations -Will 
miss staff communication, 
being available and will 
have problems trying to 
get people filling staff 
vacancies 

Ind  -Has experience working with larger units.  -Gives the 
expression of being very calm, stable and secure. -Is calm, 
sensible, sure of himself, not directly a humble person but yet 
considerate. -Talks a lot, has a lot to say -Is not afraid of 
changes and will gladly deal with them -Is a clear manager, 
clear over his mission and his tasks. -Lives up to staff’s 
expectations -Likes his tasks -Does not worry about not 
knowing, it will work out -Likes to plan -Security for B is to 
work traditionally -Has not organized his role -Waits -Has no 
strategy (for a future with more children) 

-Shall be available -Shall be 
eager to listen/receptive 
Is very concerned about 
the social context at work, 
staff, parents, and children 
-Wants clarity in structure, 
routines and rules -B’s task 
is to affect work 
procedures and goals 
within the units -Wants to 
be a resource person 
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Table II:7. Manager B – Project 2: My own and others employment - Handle relocation 
and changes in employment for staff and manager by influencing, directing, and giving 
promises 
 

MB Past Present Future 
Org Problems 

with staff 
(relocation 
of staff) 

-Whishes he had a more experienced and cunning personnel 
assistant  -Knew he would get the job as a manager but sees it as 
a difficulty -Relocation of staff is difficult, takes energy and time. 
He didn’t get the right information. The personnel assistant 
lacked experience 

 

Soc  -Problem knowing what to answer the staff -Is mostly worried 
about his staff -Has used informal planning talks with staff -Gives 
promises to staff and parents about certain outcomes -Once more 
B uses a promise as solution -Is very autocratic and clear when he 
wants -Uses his power -Finds it hard to take decisions and stand 
up for them 

 

Ind  -Counted on getting the job, no competition, supported all along 
-He stressed and told his supervisors he was interested of getting 
the job -Has difficulties assuming another role. Expresses fear of 
doing something else -A man that lacks empathy -A man who is 
rather calculating and steps over bodies to reach his goals 

-Want the 
job as 
manager, he 
really want to 
stay 

 
Manager B’s subjective role situation 

 
The categorization of manager B’s role situation followed the same procedure 
as for manager A. Thus, the description was formed separately for each judge, 
using his/her unique perception of the role situation (Table II:8-10). 

All judges’ descriptions contained project elements related to the two 
proposed projects (Table II:6-7), i.e. ‘organizational changes’ and ‘relocation of 
staff and/or reemployment of managers’, even though the only comment from 
judge S concerned expectations on the personnel assistant. Judge S and T 
commented on problems with children and parents, while judge S commented 
on his contact with the staff. 

All role categories were used, but there was also an emphasis on present 
situations and actions. Goals were expressed in both present and future tense. 
The results showed how situations were related to each other, to actions 
(present or planned), and actors. Goal/end states could also be connected to 
situations, actions and actors, and were more or less specific and expressed in 
both present or time neutral and future tense. In general, goals were closely 
related to some action aspect, and sometimes goals were expressed as 
anticipated results of actions. Personal aspects described the manager, but even 
though they were hard to relate to specific situations, it was easier than for 
manager A.  
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Table II:8. Manager B’s subjective role situation based on judge R’s summary 
 

Judge R – Manager B - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent Recipient  
SO   
 

S3. Problems 
with staff 
(re-location  

of staff) 

S3. Problem knowing 
what to answer his staff 
S7. Whish he had a more 
experienced personnel 
assistant  

 R1. Manager  
 

R2 Staff 
R6. District 
staff 

A       
G 
 

 G6. Project goals -Doesn’t 
want to make decisions 
where he have to stand up 
for a lot of people 

G1. Goals for managerial 
role - Shall be available 
-Shall be eager to listen 
/receptive 

R1. Manager  R2. Staff  
 
 

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO    S6. Organizational 

changes – new 
constellation of units  

   

A  A8. Managerial role -Is not 
afraid of changes and will 
gladly deal with them 
A7. Get support -Is careful 
not to tell whom he turns 
to when he needs 
support 

A6. Staff communication 
-Does not have to be 
there physically, to 
show an interest will 
take him far 
 

R1 Manager 
P1. Personal 
aspects -Gives 
expression of 
being very 
calm, stable 
and secure. 

R2. Staff 
(small unit) – 
A6 

G   G1. Goals for managerial 
role -Shall be available 
-Shall be eager to listen 
/receptive 
G9. Future threats -How 
he will be person 
enough to fulfill staff’s 
expectations 

R1 Manager R1 Manager  - 
G1 
R2. Staff  - 
G9 

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO  S8. Knew he would get 

the job as a manager but 
sees it as a difficulty 

 R1. Manager  

A      
G      
SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
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Table II:9. Manager B’s subjective role situation based on judge S’s summary  
 

Judge S – Manager B - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 

 S6. Organizational change – 
insecurity. Higher demands on 
staff S6. Knows where 
decisions are taken and that 
they are political 
S6. Is mostly worried about his 
staff 
O3. Has experience working 
with larger units 

 R1. Manager  
P1 Personal 
aspects  -Is calm, 
sensible, sure of 
himself, not 
directly a hum-
ble person but 
yet considerate. 
-Talks a lot, has 
a lot to say 

R1.Manager 
R2 Staff 

A  A8. Managerial role -Is a clear 
manager, clear over his mission 
and his tasks. -Lives up to 
staff’s expectations -Likes his 
tasks -Does not worry about 
not knowing, it will work out -
Does not worry 

A9. Non-actions -Will 
deal with the problems 
when they come A6. 
Staff communication - 
-It is possible that the 
small unit will manage 
on its own and he 
doesn’t have to be 
there 

R1. Manager R2 Staff 
A6 
R1.Manager 

G 
 

 G5. Official goals -Coordinate 
everything, staff, parents, 
children, so every-thing feels 
good for everyone G1. Goals for 
managerial role -Is very 
concerned about the social 
context at work, staff, parents, 
and children 

G6. Project related goals - 
Wants to integrate the 
small unit, and make 
them feel as part of the 
large unit 
 

R1. Manager 
G1, G5, G6 

R2. Staff  
G1, G5, 
G6 
R3. Parents 
G1, G5 
R4.Children 
G1, G5 

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 

 S7. Whish he had a more 
experienced and knowledge-
able personnel assistant 

 
 

R1 Manager  
 

R6. District 
staff 

A      
G      
 Past Present Future Agent Recipient 
SO  S4. Does not have the contact 

with his staff he ought to have, 
he guesses what they think 

 R1. Manager R2. Staff 

A      
G      
 Past Present Future Agent Recipient 
SO S2. Problems with 

children and par-
ents of children 
with special needs 

  R1. Manager R3. Parents 
R4.Children 

A      
G      
SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
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Table II:10a. Manager B’s subjective role situation based on judge T’s summary  
 

Judge T – Manager B - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient 
SO  S6. Organizational change – 

insecurity S6. Did not 
participate in organizational 
decisions S2. Staff resistance 
against assistant managers O2. 
Has good contact with super-
visors, parents. Believes in his 
staff 

 R1Manager 
P1.Personal 
aspects  -
Has been 
fairly calm 
R2. Staff 

R5. Supervisors 

A  A1. Direct - B’s task is to deal 
with decisions A2. Delegate 
-Delegates very much -Seems 
to be a person who is not 
available Thinks he has very 
much freedom A5. Structure -
Security for him is to work 
traditionally A7. Get support -
Has no contact with super-
visors -Want to have some 
colleagues as discussion 
partners -Has colleagues and 
unofficial leaders among staff 
to discuss difficulties with A9. 
Non-actions -Has not organized 
his role. Waits -Has no 
strategy (future-more children) 

A5. Structure -Likes to plan -
Talks about exchanging 
work hours, a buy and sell 
structure. -Suggest 
coordination with school 
regarding staff and premises 
-New work routines A6. 
Staff communication  -Will try 
to find mediators, unofficial 
leaders, assistant managers 
in wards -Does not have to 
be available if he dares to 
live up to his promises 

R1. 
Manager  

R1. Manager 
R2. Staff 
A5,A6,A7 
R5. Supervisors 
A7 
R7. Colleagues 
A7 

G  G1. Goals for managerial role -
Wants clarity in structure, 
routines, rules -His task is to 
affect work procedures and 
goals within units -Wants to be 
a resource person -Find 
mediators so he can be a 
visionary and pedagogical 
leader -Interested in children 
and having a work that 
functions 
 

G6. Project related goals –Avail-
ability and getting an 
everyday-functioning in the 
units -Find mediators, 
unofficial leaders to speak 
for him, assistant managers 
in wards. G7. Future states -
Goals will not be affected. It 
will be different, more 
children G9. Future treats -
Will miss staff communicat-
ion, being available Will 
have problems to get people 
to fill staff vacancies 

  

SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
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Table II:10b. Manager B’s subjective role situation based on judge T’s summary 
(continuing from the preceding page) 
 

Judge T – Manager B - Subjective role situation 
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO    S8. MB counted on getting the job, 

no competition, supported all along 
O2. Has good contact with super-
visors, parents. Believes in his staff 

 
 

R1 Manager  
R5Supervisors  
 

R1 Manager  
  

A  A8. Managerial Role-Stressed and told 
his supervisors he was interested of 
getting the job –Has difficulties 
assuming another role. Expresses 
fear of doing something else 

 R1 Manager P1. 
Personal aspects -A 
man that lacks 
empathy -A man 
who is rather 
calculating and steps 
over bodies to reach 
his goals  

 

G  G1. Goals for managerial role  -Want 
job as manager, really wants to stay 

   

 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient  
SO   
 
 

 S3. Relocation of staff difficult, 
takes energy and time S7. Did not 
get the right information. The per-
sonnel assistant lacked experience 

 
 

R1 Manager  
R6. District staff 

R2. Staff 
R1 Manager 
 

A  A1. Direct -Gives promises to staff 
and parents about certain outcomes 
-Once more he uses a promise as 
solution -Is very autocratic and 
clear when he wants -Uses his 
power -Finds it hard to take 
decisions and stand up for them -
B’s task is to deal with decisions 
A6.Staff communication -Used 
informal planning talks with staff 

 R1 Manager 
P1. Personal aspects -A 
man that lacks 
empathy -A man 
who is rather 
calculating and steps 
over bodies to reach 
his goals  

R2. Staff 
R3. Parents 

G      
 Past Present Future Agent  Recipient 
SO   
 

S2.Problems involv-
ing staff and/or 
parents. Stressing 
S2. Children with 
special needs where 
their parents have 
high demands 

  R1. Manager  
 

R3. Parents 
R4.Children 

A A3. Give support -
Has tried to explain, 
give room, bring it 
up in the open.  

A3. Give support -
Solves it by entering 
the group of staff, 
closing the ward, 
structuring the day 
and employing new 
staff 

 R1. Manager R2 Staff 

G 
 

  G5. Official goals 
-Things shall be 
good for 
children 

R1. Manager G1, G2 R2. Staff  
G1, G2 
 

SO=Situations: Problems/threats (S) opportunities (O), A=Means: Action strategies, G= Ends: Goals/End states. 
 



 

 76

The proposed role element categories gave more information than subjective 
projects, especially concerning the relations among situations, action strategies, 
goals and actors. Viewing propositions as project fragments might be taking 
things too far, but these fragments might also be links to future or past 
projects, that were not identified by the judges or not thoroughly expressed by 
the managers. 

Even though some of the more obvious meta-aspects were excluded from 
this analysis, there might also be some information that adheres to a meta-
category. Especially the trait-like descriptions of the manager’s personal 
aspects, that also included emotions, gave some information about the judges’ 
perspectives and approaches. Apparently the category of personal aspects was 
related to the judge’s interpretation of the situation and the described means 
and end states. Some judge’s took the construction further and predicted 
future personal outcomes or used a change perspective for the managers, e.g. 
when judge T commented on manager E and the risk for burn-out syndromes 
in the future. The obvious difficulty, that we all construct more or less 
different descriptions, is evident. This theoretical and methodological issue of 
the judge’s approaches and meta-comments will be further investigated in 
Study 3. 
 

Detailed subjective role elements – Propositions in process 
comments 

 
Another aspect of interest was whether the judges’ comments during the 
construction process contained more detailed aspects of the subjective role. 
The question was whether such aspects were lost or added later in the final 
summaries. According to research on cognitive processes existing ‘schemas’ 
affect our memory, and details can be both exchanged and transformed 
(Bartlett, 1932; Sternberg, 1995). The description of a text or a story is highly 
selective and story memory is found to focus on important information, while 
ignoring what is relatively unimportant (Gomulicki, 1956). Propositions of 
central importance to the story are likely to be especially well recalled (Kintsch 
& van Dijk, 1978). Comprehension will also require active involvement in 
order to supply information not explicitly found in the text (Bransford, 1979), 
and schemata influence this process (Bransford & Johnson, 1972). One might 
also predict that the construction process can go on during the summary 
phase. Thus, a construction process can be described as a process of 
information transformation, with the managers’ descriptions as input, a 
cognitive process indicated by the comments, and an output in the form of 
summaries. There is a set of information categories in the input, and the 
question is what happened with these categories when the judges’ generated 
their output, as part of a data reduction process. Categories could have been 
both added and lost during this process. 
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The verbal comments made when the judges stopped and recorded their 
thoughts during the construction session were transcribed and transformed 
into propositions by the researcher. A proposition was defined as ‘a 
distinguishable part of the text that is bearer of meaning and form natural 
semantic units’. Propositions were sorted into classes based on content and 
labeled by the researcher. Thus, proposition categories represented classes of 
propositions (Table II:12-13). 
 
Reliability of proposition categories. The proposition labels were tested 
with the help of an independent classifier (classifier 1). The classifier read the 
complete text with the judge’s comments, tested each proposition label by 
examining the specific part of the original text (propositions) classified under 
each category, without information on proposition labels. The classifier then 
summarized the content of each part the text in his/her own words, for one 
manager at a time. The classifiers summaries were compared with proposition 
labels and the match between them rated on a scale from 0, no match to 3, 
good match. This procedure was performed for two managers (A and B) as a 
test on whether the proposition labels could be considered reliable for further 
use.  

The results showed high agreement between proposition labels and the 
classifier’s descriptions (Table II:5 gives an example for manager A). To test 
the interrater reliability the match ratings were transformed to a nominal scale 
of one and zero (match 2-3=1 and 0-1=0), and Cohen’s Kappa computed. 
The reliability was high, K=0.82 for manager A and K=1.00 for B, though the 
match was even better, if the original ratings would have been used (13 
matches rated 3 and 4 matches rated 2). The proposition labels were further 
used without any exclusion or changes.  
 
Proposition categories. In Table II:12-13 the proposition categories, 
representing classes of propositions, are presented for manager A and B. The 
resulting proposition categories for all managers showed both similarities and 
dissimilarities for each manager. Cohen’s kappa (K) was computed and the 
result indicated high interrater reliability between judges for both manager A 
(0.71-0.87) and manager B (0.78-0.88). The lowest correspondence was found 
between judges R-S for manager A and judges S-T for manager B. However, 
this index is based on the number of common indications (0-17) but it does 
not discriminate between the judges’ use of specific proposition categories. 

Categories concerning organizational change, personal aspects, and the 
manager’s own task and mission showed the highest similarity. Judge R 
covered 70%, judge S 85%, and judge T 80% of all proposition categories for 
Manager A. For manager B judge R covered 59%, judge S 75% and judge T 
45%.  
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Table II:11. Manager A’s proposition categories compared with the independent classifiers’ 
description of propositions in categories  
 
Proposition categories  The classifier’s category description                     Match 
1. The manager's own goals and 
priorities 

The high priority regarding staff, her great consideration of the 
staff and their opinions. Her wishes concerning how the staff 
should be handled. 

3 

2. Problems in one of the wards How she manage the "x ward". Concerns the "x ward". Her role, 
where she has not been successful. 

3 

3.Problems with a family - 
shooting drama, family on the 
run 

The family on the run. Shooting drama, how she manages this. 
The situation with the refugee family. 

3 

4.Support from supervisors The lack of support from supervisors. Her loneliness concerning 
her work, no one to speak with, no mentors, no guidance. 

3 

5.Re-employment of managers - 
competition 

The worries and uncertainty before she knew she got the job. 
Feelings and questions concerning her re-employment as a 
manager. What would have happened if she hadn't got it? 

3 

6.Contacts with staff How things has worked at the day care unit earlier. That she 
does not know what the staffs' opinions are. Ignorant. 

3 

7.Organizational change – 
specific 
 

The future in form of the organizational change, how it will 
appear. How she will manage this organizational change, the 
increasing demands. 

3 

8.Loosing a colleague who has 
been a support - need for 
support 

She expresses her need of support and help, the importance of 
having someone to talk to, a colleague. She looks for support, 
misses support. 

2 

9.Personal aspects concerning 
the manager 

Her need for control and organization. Her positive 
characteristics as a manager. A description of the manager 

3 

10.The staff' view on the 
manager's role 

What she thinks her staffs consider being her task/mission. The 
managerial role, the staff' views. 

3 

11.Difficulties in the role as a 
manager 

Reflections on how to solve the organizational change, what the 
new job means for her as a manager. Worries about the changed 
work situation. Problems, time, economy. 

2 

12.The role of supervisors Her critical opinions about the organization and particularly 
about the childcare inspectors. Her frustration with supervisors. 
Dissatisfaction with the supervisor’s actions. 

3 

13.The manager's own 
tasks/mission 

Her task as a manager, what she thinks is her mission. A 
manager’s tasks. 

3 

14.Problems with a family –
sexual offence 

The sexual offence, they have been accused of. The manager's 
confused role. 

2 

15.Organizational communi-
cation and decision making  

The changes she does not know about. Lack of knowledge about 
changes. 

2 

16.The temporary, earlier 
enlargement of responsibility 
for another unit  

How she solves the information aspect, how she receives 
information from the wards. 

1 

17.Goals for childcare - working 
with goal setting 

Goals connected to the new, organizational situation. Goals for 
childcare. 

3 

18.How the manager has dealt 
with earlier changes in work 
situations  

Her strategies when she deals with staff. How she deals with 
problems among staff. 

1 

19.The manager's emotions Her fear at the prospect of the organizational change. 2 
20.Rivalry between wards Before the organizational change 0 
Interrater reliability - Cohen’s Kappa K=0,82 

0= no match 1= low match 2= medium match  3= good match   
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Table II:12. Manager A - List of proposition categories for all judges (R,S,T)  
 

Proposition category  No Mentioned by Judge: 

1. The manager's own goals and priorities RST 
2. Problems in one of the wards RST 
3. Problems with one family - shooting drama* (S), family on the run **   RS 
4. Support from supervisors  RST 
5. Re-employment of managers - competition  RST 
 6. Contacts with staff RST 
7. Organizational change - specific  RST 
8. Loosing a colleague who has been a support  RST 
9. Personal aspects concerning the manager  RST 
10. The staff' view on the manager's role **  RS 
11. Difficulties in the role as a manager  RST 
12. The role of supervisors  RST 
13. The manager's own tasks/mission **  RT 
14. Problems with a family - sexual offence **  ST 
15. Organizational communication and decision making *  S 
16. The temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for another unit* S 
17. Goals for childcare ** (R,S) - working with goal setting * (T) RS/T 
18. How the manager has dealt with previous changes in work situations **  ST 
19. The manager's emotions *  T 
20. Rivalry between wards *  T 
Interrater reliability Cohen’s kappa (K) R-S K=0.71 R-T K=0.84 S-T K=0.87 

  
Table II:13. Manager B - List of proposition categories for all judges (R,S,T)  
 

Proposition category                                                               Mentioned by Judge: 

1. Personal aspects concerning the manager  RST 
2. Important components of work  RST 
3. Organizational change – specific  RST 
4. Re-employment of managers – competition RST 
5. Reorganization and movement of staff  RST 
6. The closing down of one unit **  RS 
7. The manager's own support  RST 
8. The manager's own tasks/mission  RST 
9. Decision making - the manager's own decision making * S 
10. The manager's own view on changes *  R 
11. Future difficulties **  RS 
12. Problems and conflicts involving staff and/or parents **  RT 
13. Contacts with staff *  S 
14. How to deal with a new, geographically separate unit *  S 
15. The staff' view on the manager's role *  S 
16. The manager's own goals and priorities *  S 
17. Goals for childcare **  ST 
Interrater reliability Cohen’s kappa (K) R-S K=0.88 R-T K=0.85 S-T K=0.78  
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Proposition similarities in the judges’ comments. Proposition categories 
used by the judges were investigated and the percentage of agreement was 
computed (Figure II:6) in order to get indications of how similar the content in 
judges’ comments were. The results showed that the average level of 
agreement between manager A’s and B’s propositions for the three judges was 
49% (55% for manager A and 41% for manager B). It seemed easier for the 
judges to agree on the content of manager A's description. Clarity of 
expression in interviews and/or effects of changes in concentration and 
attention level between the first and second interview might be an explanation. 
Judge R and T had the lowest correspondence (54%) for both managers, while 
S and T had the highest (62%).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:6. Proportion of agreement on propositions among judges (R-T).  
 
A common variation of .55 and .41 is higher than can be expected by chance 
(.125), if the judges are regarded as independent with a probability of hit, 
p=.50. However, in this case they varied in their contribution of proposition 
categories. A high degree of correlation with the text was expected, in case the 
judges had the aim to summarize what the managers expressed in the text. If 
the text guided the comments, the judges should show at least a moderate 
agreement, even though the use of natural language makes it difficult to assess. 
On the other hand, the judges’ different perspectives should also have affected 
the comments to some degree. The latter is expressed in the individual 
variance, which was higher for manager B (.35) than for manager A. (.30), 
mainly represented by judge S’s use of proposition categories.  

Some more general proposition categories should be common for manager 
A and B. A creation of mutually exclusive categories on a general level was 
tested for manager A and B even though the choices, the exhaustiveness, and 
the independence of the categories might be discussed. The results indicated 
how sensitive the judges’ were in tracking these input-categories, and this 
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provided some indications of how much information that was lost, using the 
comments as the database (Table II:14). 
The results indicated stronger support for some proposition categories over 
both managers (2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10). They concerned changes and problems (2, 
7, 9, 10) and aspects connected to a childcare manager’s task and personality 
(3, 5, 6). Some categories received less support (12, 14, 16) and have to be 
tested for relevance on all five managers. These results strengthened the 
conclusion that the judges agreed more on manager A than manager B. Judge S 
captured the highest amount of proposition categories (71%-76%), while judge 
R varied from 59-65% and judge T from 53-71%. However, all judges lost 
information during the transformation process, but this information might still 
be found in the judges’ summaries. 
 
Table II:14. The judges’ results in relation to a set of general proposition categories based on 
data from manager A and B’s comments  
 

Manager A Manager B  Set of proposition categories  
R S T R S T ∑ 

1. The manager's own goals and priorities 1 1 1 0 1 0 4 
2. Organizational change – specific/ Explicit (B): 14. How to deal with a new, 
geographically separate unit/ 6. The closing down of one unit 

1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

3. Personal aspects concerning the manager 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 
4. The staff' view on the manager's role 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 
5. The manager's own tasks/mission 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 
6. Goals for childcare 1 1 1 0 1 1 5 
7. Re-employment of managers - competition 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 
8. Contacts with staff 1 1 1 0 1 0 4 
9. The manager's own support/Explicit (A): 8. Loosing a colleague who 
has been a support /4. Support from supervisors/ 12. The role of supervisors 

1 1 1 1 1 1 6 

10. Problems and conflicts involving staff and/or parents/ Explicit (A): 
2. Problems in one of the wards/ 3, 14 Problems with one family x 2/ 20. 
Rivalry between wards 

1 1 1 1 0 1 5 

11. The manager's own view on changes/ Explicit (A): 18. How the 
manager has dealt with previous changes in work situations/ 16. The 
temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for another unit 

0 1 1 1 0 0 3 

12. Decision making/ (A) 15 Organizational communication and decision 
making/ (B) 9. Decision making - the manager's own decision making 

0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

13 Difficulties in the role as a manager (A) 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 
14. The manager's emotions (A) 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
15. Reorganization and movement of staff (B) 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 
16. Future difficulties (B) 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 
17. Important components of work (B) 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 
∑ n=17 11 12 12 10 13 9  
% 65 71 71 59 76 53  
Interrater reliability - Cohen’s Kappa (K) 
 

R-S 
R-T 
S-T 

0.79 
0.85 
1.00 

0.70 
0.88 
0.59 

 

 
Proposition categories versus role situations. Did all the content in 
comments or proposition categories endure the whole process and end up in 
the judges’ summaries? If not, what was lost and was anything else added 
during the summary? A comparison of all judges’ proposition categories and 
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role situations was made for manager A and B (Table II:15). The interrater 
reliability between judges was lowest for manager B and judges S/T (0.59, 0.53) 
and in manager A’s summaries for judges S/T (0.46) and R/S (0.62), otherwise 
it was high (0.70-1.00). 

In the summaries all judges missed the proposition category ‘problems on 
one of the wards’ (P2) for manager A. One reason for this might be found in 
the original interview with manager A. The complexity of the problems 
manager A described in the beginning of the interview concerned a case of a 
family involved in a crime of violence and being on the run, a case when a 
parent accused the staff of sexual abuse of his child, and a case of internal 
employee problem in one ward. These aspects tended to be treated as a single 
problem by all judges in the summaries. 
 
Table II:15. Comparison of the judges’ (R, S, T) proposition categories in comments and 
the content of role components in role situations based on summaries for manager A and B. 
Percentage of proposition categories covered in summaries compared to each judge’s comments 
 

Manager A Manager B 
Comments 
Proposition category 

Summary   
Role components  

Comments 
Proposition category 

Summary  
Role components 

Cat R S T R S T Cat R S T R S T 
1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1   1 1 1 1 1 1 
2  1 1 1 - - - 2  1 1 1 - - - 
3   1 1 1 - 1 3   1 1 1 1 1 1 
4   1 1 1 1 1 1 4  1 1 1 1 - 1 
5   1 1 1 1 - - 5  1 1 1 1 1 1 
6   1 1 1 1 1 1 6   1 1  - - - 
7   1 1 1 1 1 1 7   1 1 1 1 - 1 
8   1 1 1 1 - 1 8   1 1 1 1 1 1 
9  1 1 1 1 1 1 9   1   - 1 
10  1 1  - -  10  1   1   
11 1 1 1 1 1 1 11  1 1  1 - 1 
12  1 1 1 1 1 1 12  1  1 - 1 + 1 
13  1  1 1 1 1 13   1  1 + 1 1 
14   1 1  - 1 14   1  1 + 1 1 
15   1   1 1 + 15   1   1  
16   1   -  16   1  1 + 1 1 + 
17 1 1 1 1 - 1 17   1 1  1 1 
18   1 1  - -        
19    1   1        
20    1   -        
∑ 13 17 17 12 8 14 ∑ 11 15 9 11 10 13 
Interrater reliability Cohen’s kappa (K) 

R-S 
R-T 
S-T 

0.79 
0.85 
1.00 

0.62 
0.82 
0.46 

0.70 
0.88 
0.59 

0.90  
0.81 
0.53 

∑ missing 2 9 4 ∑ missing 3 6 2 
∑ added 0 0 1 ∑ added 3 1 1 
% 86 47 78 %  79 62,5 87 

           - indicate information loss, + indicate added information 
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All judges also missed ‘important components of work’ (P2) and ‘closing down 
one unit’ (P6) for manager B. ‘Important components at work’ was the result 
of an interview question and might be more intertwined in subjective role 
situations, making them more difficult to identify, while manager B’s 
description in the interview of a previous close-down of one unit seems to 
have been lost in the process. 

Judge T added comments on ‘organizational communication and decision 
making’ (P15) for manager A, while judge S added ‘problems and conflicts 
involving staff/parents’ (P12), and judge R ‘contacts with staff ‘(P13) and ‘how 
to deal with new geographically separate unit’ (P14) for manager B.  Both judge 
R and T added ‘descriptions of the manager’s own goals and priorities’ (P16) 
for manager B. 

Thus, the results show both proposition categories not found in subjective 
role situations based on the judges’ summaries and aspects added in the same 
summaries. Judge S had the highest rate of missed proposition categories (9 for 
manager A and 6 for B), while judge R added the highest amount of categories 
(3), but only for manager B. In all, the correspondence to subjective role 
situations was quite high, especially for judge R (79%/86%) and T (78%/87%), 
while it was lower for judge S (47%/62,5%).  

Given that the set of general proposition categories (Table II:14) represented 
the whole input set for both these managers the information transmissions 
during the construction process can be described. The information losses were 
calculated for each judge and compared. The results are presented in Table 
II:16. 

Judge R had lost 35-41%, judge S 24-29%, and judge T 29-47% of the 
information input in the commenting process. In summaries judge R had lost 
41%, judge S 47-53%, and judge T 24-45% of the original information. 

In general, there was less remaining information in the output (summaries) 
than in the process (comments), except for when judge T interpreted manager 
B’s description. Judge T might not have commented on all her thoughts, which 
is indicated by the zeros. Using the potential set of proposition categories is an 
example on how to address the variation among judges and separate it from 
the variation among managers. In TableII:16 the managerial variation is 
indicated by the last two columns (M:A, M:B), which is based on at least two 
judges mentioning the proposition category in the comments or in the 
summaries. The issue of separating between-subjects variance (in different 
managers’ role projects) from within-subjects variance (in judgment 
perspectives on the role projects) will be further addressed in Study 2 and the 
variation in the judges’ construction process further investigated in Study 3. 
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Table II:16. The set of proposition categories (input) in relation to the judges’ comments 
(process) and the subjective role situations (output).  
 

Comments Role situations 
Manager A Manager B Manager A Manager B 

Indicat-
ion > 1 
judges 

Potential set 
of general 
prop. 
categories 
(Table II:15)  

R S T R S T R S T R S T 

∑  
Com 
 
n= 
102 

∑   
Role 
sit. 
n= 
102 M:

A 
M:
B 

INPUT PROCESS OUTPUT     
1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 6 1 1 
2  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6 1 1 
3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6 1 1 
4 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 - 
5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 6 1 1 
6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 5 4 1 1 
7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 6 3 1 1 
8 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 6 1 1 
9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 6 5 1 1 
10 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 5 4 1 1 
11 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 - 
12  0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 3 1 - 
13  1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 3 4 1 - 
14 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 - - 
15 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 3 - 1 
16 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 2 - 1 
17 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 - 1 
∑   
% covered 

11 
65

12 
71 

12 
71 

10 
59 

13 
76

9 
53

10 
59 

8 
47 

11 
65 

10 
59 

9 
53 

13 
76 

67 
 

61 
 

  

 
Meta-proposition categories. The resulting proposition categories for all five 
managers were rather extensive, and it was difficult to assess if they 
corresponded to the role project categories found in summaries. They were 
therefore reduced into fewer and more general categories, “meta-proposition 
categories”, by two independent classifiers (classifier 1 and 4). A stepwise 
sorting procedure was used, starting with no more than three categories and 
moving on to as many categories as the classifiers perceived to be meaningful. 
At the same time they were asked to describe the categories and the relations 
among them. The agreement between the classifiers’ meta-proposition 
categories was noted. Based on these results and the original proposition 
categories a number of meta-categories were agreed upon in a mutual 
discussion between the classifiers and the researcher. The resulting meta-
proposition categories for all managers’ propositions are presented in Table 
II:17.  

Temporal aspects were part of the propositions and the meta-propositions as 
they contained aspects from the past and the anticipated future. These findings 
were in line with the project approach and can support the detailed results 
earlier presented as subjective role projects and subjective role situations. 
However, the results from the process (comments) supported the initial 
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hypothesis concerning the content of the subjective role projects 
(situations/events, goals, action/action strategies and actors).  
 
Table II:17. Meta proposition categories for all managers 
 

Meta proposition categories Basic categories of subjective role 
projects 

1 Organizational processes (influence /power, communication/ 
information) 

Situations/events 

2 Problems, conflicts, negative aspects and events Situations/events 
3 Actions and effects connected to different problems and 

projects 
Action strategies /Situations-
events /(Goals) 

4 Other relevant actors (staff, parents, children, supervisors) Actors 
5 The manager's own role and personal engagements (projects 

and priorities) 
Actor/Action strategies /Goals 

6 The manager's personality and descriptions of his/her personal 
characteristics and feelings 

Personal aspects 

 
 

Test of the basic scheme of role project categories  
 
To test if the chosen form, for the scheme of basic role project categories, was 
useful, the variation among the judges and managers had to be addressed. The 
reliability in these case studies was tested in relation to the purpose of the 
study (Yin, 1984, 2003), allowing several perspectives. Thus, high interrater 
reliability in the judges’ use of basic project categories for each manager and 
enough variation in details among managers and among judges will confirm 
the role project hypothesis and the usability of a constructivist, multiple 
perspectives approach. If there is high variation among judges in their use of 
the basic role project categories, one can conclude that there will also be little 
consensus in content, since the form aspects (basic role categories) restricted 
the content.  

However, variation is somewhat difficult to assess in a qualitative database. 
How the judges used the role project categories may be an indicator of the 
similarity in their descriptions. A categorization scheme that involved all basic 
role project categories was used: situations/events and goals (further divided into 
organizational, social, personal, actions/action strategies, actors, personal aspects and past, 
present and future. The researcher performed this classification. In Table II:18 the 
number of propositions included in these categories for each judge are shown 
for manager A and B. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance was computed in 
order to test the overall agreement (A/0.74, B/0.67). 

There was a significant agreement among the judges in terms of the rank 
order of the category frequencies. The coefficient of concordance (W) for 
manager C was 0.98, for manager D 0.80, and for manager E 0.60. All 
coefficients were significant at the 0.01 level, possibly indicating high interrater 
reliability for the judge’s use of basic project categories. 
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Table II:18. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W) for the judges’ use of project categories  
 

Man. A Judge R Judge S Judge T Σ Mean 
1 Sit  Org 3 (Pr) 2 (Pr) 4 (Pr) 9 3 
2 Sit  Soc 3 (1Pa2Pr) 1 (Pr) 2 (1Pa 1Pr) 6 2 
3 Sit  Pers 2 (Pr) 3 (Pr) 5 (1Pa 4Pr) 10 3,33 
4 Goal Org 3 (1Pr 2F) 0 2 (1Pr 1F) 5 1,67 
5 Goal Soc 2 (Pr) 1 (Pr) 1 (Pr) 4 1,33 
6 Goal Pers 2 (F) 1 (F) 5 (1Pr 4F) 8 2,67 
7 Actions 10 (4Pr 6F) 8 (6Pr 2F) 13 (10Pr 3F) 31 10,33 
8 Actors 4 3 3 10 3,33 
9 Pers asp 1 (Pa) 2 (Pr) 4 (Pr) 7 2,33 
Σ 30 21 39 90  
Mean 3,33 2,33 4,33  30 
W 0.74*   
Man. B Judge R Judge S Judge T Σ Mean 
1 Sit  Org 4 (1Pa 3Pr) 4 (Pr) 6 (Pr) 14 4,67 
2 Sit  Soc 1 (Pr) 4 (1Pa 3Pr) 3 (2Pa 1Pr) 8 2,67 
3 Sit  Pers 0 0 0 0 0 
4 Goal Org 0 2 (1Pr 1F) 2 (F) 4 1,33 
5 Goal Soc 0 0 3 (F) 3 1 
6 Goal Pers 4 (1Pr 3F) 1 (Pr) 7 (2Pr 5F) 12 4 
7 Actions 3 (2Pr 1F) 7 (5Pr 2F) 26 (4Pa16Pr6F) 36 12 
8 Actors 3 3 5 11 3,67 
9 Pers asp 1 (Pr) 2 (Pr) 2 (Pr) 5 1,67 
Σ 16 23 54 93  
Mean 1,78 2,56 6,00  31 
W 0.67*   
Tot Σ 46 44 93 183  
Tot Mean 2,42 2,44 5,17   

  Pa=Past    Pr=Present     F=Future  *Sign. 0.01 
 
The time perspective was also applied consistently within the project 
descriptions. All judges referred to the past, present and future, and Kendall’s 
coefficient of concordance was 1.00, a perfect match in the judges’ use of the 
categories, even though the number of propositions differed. Some of the 
categorization of actions and goals were in present tense, while other goals and 
action strategies were clearly future oriented and more specific. Actions also 
contained references to the past, while personal aspects were referred to in a 
present tense. However, these results have to be interpreted with caution since 
they are based on a rather weak indicator (rank order). 

What support can be found for the existence of role project categories? In 
Table II:19 role project categories are presented as well as the number of 
judges that used them.  
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Table II:19. Number of judges that used project categories 1-9 and time aspects in their 
descriptions of the five managers 
 

Project var. Man A Man B Man C Man D Man E Σ 
1 Sit  Org 3 3 3 3 3 15 
2 Sit  Soc 3 3 2 2 2 12 
3 Sit  Pers 3 0 3 3 3 12 
4 Goal Org 2 2 2 2 0 8 
5 Goal Soc 3 1 2 1 2 9 
6 Goal Pers 3 3 3 3 3 15 
7 Actions 3 3 3 3 3 15 
8 Actors 3 3 3 3 3 15 
9 Pers asp 3 3 3 3 3 15 
Past 2 3 0 1 2 8 
Present 3 3 3 3 3 15 
Future 3 3 3 3 3 15 
Σ 34 30 30 30 30  

 
The results confirmed the use of the basic role project categories. However, 
the use of past tense and organizational and social goal states were less 
frequent.  
 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
The purpose of Study 1 was to explore the content of the subjective 
managerial role by finding potential indicators of ‘subjective role projects’, 
using an approach influenced by social constructivism. This was accomplished 
by the use of three abstraction levels in the analyses of the judges’ summaries. 
The analyses were supplemented with an examination of detailed role elements 
in the judges’ comments during the construction process. 

The narrative summaries contained indications of subjective role projects and 
the representation form of the role projects was further elaborated. The first 
step produced subjective role projects. Based on all judges’ corresponding 
descriptions, one major project concerning the up-coming organizational 
changes was identified for all managers. All managers except manager C had a 
second project concerning present or future effects of the changes. This might 
be explained by the amount or nature of changes that affected the managers or 
by manager C’s interpretation of the situation. 

However, to be able to describe detailed variation and test more advanced 
hypotheses on dynamic role changes the role project structure was too simple. 
More advanced structures were needed and a more sophisticated categorization 
scheme produced detailed subjective role situations. The subjective role situations 
contained all three perspectives for each manager, one for each judge. Less 
information was thereby excluded. 
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Based on all the results from both of these analyses, the conclusion was that 
the described subjective role projects contained: 

1. Situations/events – past and/or present, organizational, social or 
personal, functioning as inputs or reasons for starting a “project 
process” 

2. Goals – organizational, social, personal and/or anticipated future 
states, mainly future oriented or time neutral 

3. Actions and action strategies – past, present and future ones, 
functioning as instruments in the process, not necessary clearly 
connected to a specified purpose or goal 

4. Personal aspects – describing the managers’ or the main actors’ 
characteristics, knowledge, competence and emotions  

5. Actors – described as active agents or recipients, connected mainly to 
actions and action strategies but also involved in situations and goal 
descriptions 

The role projects pursued were connected to the up-coming organizational 
changes, which organizational, social, and personal effects acted as situational 
inputs. Thereby the managers’ subjective roles could be connected to the 
individual, social and organizational context. The time perspective used was 
mainly present and future oriented, even though situations and actions from 
the past were mentioned.  

Thus, the results gave strong support for the existence of basic role project 
categories, even though some aspects were used less frequent (past tense, goals 
on organizational and social levels). These categories might not have been 
useful for interpreting the verbal descriptions. This fact was also in line with 
the managers’ focus on the changes in their professional role at the time, 
attending to goals related to their own position, now and in the future. 

The process comments made by the judges when reading the interview were 
compared with their summaries. Propositions in the comments were identified, 
labeled, and categorized. The proportions of common variance among the 
judges were higher than could be expected by chance (0.41, 0.55), indicating 
that the judges captured similar aspects and commented on them during the 
process. Individual variance was also found and the reasons for this variance 
could be the amount of proposition categories each judge provided and the 
base for these proposition categories, the amount of words used in comments 
by each judge. Judge R tended to give shorter and fewer comments than judge 
S and T.  

The correspondence of proposition categories with the basic role project 
categories was found to be high. The proposition categories contained more 
specific details, but some categories were lost and not found in the final 
summaries. This may indicate either a loss of information during the 
construction process or an effect of a reconstruction of the original 
information. A comparison of contents in comments and summaries revealed 
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propositions that emerged during summaries, not earlier mentioned in the 
comments. Missing propositions is in line with expectations that some details 
would be forgotten. Added aspects could be reminders from the process, not 
commented on earlier, and/or new constructions during the summaries or the 
judges might not have commented on all thoughts during the process. Some 
influence of weaknesses in the categorization process cannot be entirely 
excluded. The judgment process will be further addressed in Study 3. 

Allowing for possible biases, it was concluded that there were reliable 
indicators of the basic subjective role project categories. The variation among 
judges was substantial too, and motivated the use of multiple judgment 
perspectives. Thus, the basic results indicated a suitable balance in between-
manager variance and within-judgment variance.  
 
Methodological aspects. Using a bottom-up approach in analyses is not only 
time consuming but it introduces some major methodological difficulties. The 
first interview was a construction in a social situation, containing much 
uncertainty with regards to interpretation. In the judgment process more 
variation was added due to situational restrictions, besides the individual 
perspectives of the judges. 

Even though independent raters were used in the second step to identify the 
propositions used as the building blocks of the role projects, the procedure 
can be criticized for giving room to a subjective and arbitrary selection of 
propositions and projects. There is also a risk that the relations among 
propositions within a project were not clearly defined. The reader can to some 
extent judge if he/she would use the same classification and project labels, 
because the narratives and the project propositions are presented. But threats 
to reliability persist in this kind of bottom-up approach. This is evident when 
we present the three judges results and look for similarities and dissimilarities. 
The reliable data are those aspects that judges can agree upon – but this in 
turn has to be interpreted from information expressed in natural language. 

The categorization of subjective role situations gave some indications of the 
relations among situations, action strategies, goals, and actors within a time 
perspective. However, more detailed role elements might still exist. A more 
elaborated analytical approach might give additional information on the types 
of relations among role categories. 

Even with the reliability ensured, there is a question of validity – again the 
use of natural language poses some threats. How do we know that the 
managers’ verbal reports will contain important role project elements, since 
there were no specific questions on role projects per se? How do we know 
that the judges actually searched for and summarized important aspects of 
subjective role projects? And how do we know how they perceived and 
interpreted verbal utterances? Due to the general research design some of 
these aspects will be addressed in Study 3. Even so, reliability is basic for using 
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the results, and the research design highlights the weakness of interpreting 
qualitative data using only one researcher, especially when analyzing subjective, 
verbal data.  

The judges’ different perspectives made them highlight different aspects of 
the managers’ work roles. That might be an argument for getting higher 
validity by combining their interpretations. But then we have to see them as 
complementary measurement instruments and use all information of the three 
judges and not only the points of correspondence.  

These rather extensive content analyses of interview data are probably a 
valuable tool for describing how complex mental models are formed and 
changed, but the demands and resources needed for analyses limit its practical 
use. 

In summary, to use a constructivist approach the judges should be able to 
discriminate and categorize individual data, but some significant variation in 
the judges’ perspectives is to be expected. All judges had to find role project 
elements, but not necessarily the same detailed elements. If the judges’ results 
had been very similar in detail, the approach would not have been very useful. 
If the judges’ results on the other hand would have been very dissimilar, either 
methodological shortcomings or solipsistic interpretations could be possible. 
The research design produced a balanced position between these two extremes 
for the three judges, allowing further analyses of the relation between common 
and individual variance in the social construction process. However, the main 
purpose of Study 1 was to find indicators of role projects and not differences 
between judges. For the latter purpose the sensitivity of the method might 
limit the search for variation between the judges, but this will be addressed in 
Study 2. 
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STUDY 2 –VARIATION IN MANAGERS’ SUBJECTIVE 

ROLE PROJECTS DURING A PERIOD OF 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 
 
The purpose of Study 2 was to analyze and represent differences in managers’ subjective roles. The 
analysis utilized a qualitative database of five childcare managers’ verbal reports of their work 
situation during an organizational change period. The approach was open to multiple interpretational 
perspectives. Three judges interpreted the managers’ verbal reports and searched for indications of 
subjective role projects. They summarized their findings and were also interviewed about their views on 
the variation between the managers. The main issue in data analyses was to separate between-subjects 
variance (in different managers’ role projects) from within-subjects variance (in judgment perspectives 
on the role projects). Four levels of analyses were used to examine and represent the data: the judges’ 
narrative description of variation, the managers’ subjective role projects, the managers’ subjective role 
situations, and the use of a model of the project construction process. The latter three analyses were 
based on the judges’ summaries. The interrater reliability between judges varied depending on the 
database (narratives or summaries) and analytical level. Judges differed most in their free narrative 
descriptions and less in their summaries. Variation between managers could be described on all four 
levels, but was less detailed in the narratives. All managers pursued role projects related to the up-
coming organizational changes, but their emphases differed. They showed both similarities and 
dissimilarities in their general project strategies. In the project construction process they could be 
positioned in different phases. They mainly perceived the organizational changes as threats, and the 
role ambiguity in the initial change period was high. Networking activities had a high priority, 
especially for those managers that perceived that their supervisors’ support was missing. The project 
categories and project models gave a more dynamic and valid description of the experienced role 
problems than the more general descriptions of organizational role theory. The conclusion was that 
variation between managers in the qualitative role project approach could be described in both 
qualitative and quantitative terms, if categories and models were created and used. The benefits of 
using several judges to ensure reliability were highlighted. Even so, validity can be an issue in this 
kind of open approach. Since the variation among the judges’ descriptions in some cases was high, 
there is a need for further investigations into the construction processes in social judgment. 
 
In the previous Study 1 it was concluded that the construct of ‘subjective role 
project’ and the obtained project categories were functional for describing 
managers’ subjective roles. In the study three judges interpreted five childcare 
managers’ verbal reports of their work situations during an organizational 
change period and summarized their interpretation for each manager. One 
major difficulty with this approach was the interpretation of the variation in 
the judges’ descriptions. This variation can either be treated as a source of bias 
or as a consequence of multiple judgment perspectives. The problem was how 
to explore the different sources of variation. The variation between managers 
should be assessed against the variation within the “measurement 
instruments”, the judges.  

Thus, the purpose of Study 2 was to analyze the differences between the 
manager’s subjective roles, based on the same qualitative database as in the 
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previous study (Study 1), and control the source of within-subjects variance in 
judgment perspectives.  

Interpreting variation between the managers’ role projects is dependent on 
the sensitivity of the methods; the procedures for data collection and the data 
analyses. The interrater reliability for the judges’ use of general role project 
categories was high in Study 1, but a further inquiry into the reliability of more 
detailed subjective role elements will be important. Reliability will be tested in 
relation to the purpose of this study, allowing for several perspectives. The 
possibility of assessing interrater reliability will probably differ between the two 
main data sources; first, interviews with judges about their view on the 
variation among managers, and secondly, categorized data from their 
summaries (subjective role projects, subjective role situation). The interviews 
were more limited than the summaries, where the judges gave more exhaustive 
descriptions.  

In the present study, a mixed qualitative and quantitative approach was used 
to assess variation. In the categorized data from the judges’ summaries the 
propositions were the basic data sets and they will be treated as equivalent 
units, making it possible to estimate frequencies. One disadvantage with this 
procedure is that the qualitative variation within each proposition category will 
be lost. Categorization schemes, models and some basic concepts from 
cognitive theories (similarity-dissimilarity, causality and means-end relations) 
will aid the analyses.  

One aspect that might discriminate the managers during the change period is 
differences in perceived role consequences, affecting their choices of role 
projects and strategies. The managers should experience some role ambiguity, 
especially during the first phase of the change period. Role ambiguity is defined 
as "absence of adequate information which is required for satisfactory 
accomplishment of one's role" (Kahn et. al., 1964, p. 103). It has bee related to 
low job satisfaction, lowered self-confidence, stress, feelings of futility and 
alienation and lowered efficiency at work (Caplan, 1971; French & Caplan, 
1973; Kahn et al., 1964). Kahn et al. has defined two major types of role 
ambiguity. ‘Task ambiguity’ is caused by lack of information concerning the 
proper definition of the job, its goals, and permissible means for implementing 
them. It has been further divided into ambiguity regarding the scope of 
responsibilities, the role behaviors necessary to fulfill one's responsibilities, and 
ambiguity regarding whose expectations for role behavior that must be met. 
The second type of role ambiguity is related to socio-emotional aspect of the 
role - ambiguity regarding consequences of role behavior. Present and future 
ambiguity represents a time dimension, where future ambiguity has been 
connected to most effects (French & Caplan, 1973; Kahn, 1980; Kahn & 
Byosiere, 1992). Future ambiguity is probably higher in periods of 
organizational change, especially before actual impacts of changes are clear. 
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Method 
 
Procedure - data collection. The same database was used as in Study 1. Thus, 
three female judges from different university departments (social welfare, 
ethnology, education) interpreted transcribed interviews (1-1,5 hour) with five 
childcare managers, one manager at a time, in order to arrive at a summary of 
their work situation. The judgments had a special emphasis on subjective role 
projects. During the judgment process the judges were asked to stop 
intermittently and record comments. After going through all interviews the 
three judges were themselves interviewed. Similarities and dissimilarities among 
the five respondents were the basic description the judges were asked to give, 
first as a free description and then related to causality (causes to and effects of 
problematic situations/events) and means-end relations (goals and 
actions/action strategies). The structured questions concerned whether role 
project categories were evident in the managers’ narratives. All judges’ verbal 
data were recorded, transcribed and analyses of general summaries and 
comments were presented in Study 1.  
 
Empirical database. Three categories of data were used: 

1) The judges’ narrative descriptions of variation in managers’ subjective role situations. 
Interviews after the construction process resulted in verbal descriptions 
of similarities and dissimilarities in managers’ subjective roles.  

2) The managers’ subjective role projects, originating from Study 1, were 
further analyzed and compared.  

3) The managers’ subjective role situations, originating from Study 1, were 
further analyzed and compared. 

 
Procedure – content analyses. The judges’ narrative descriptions of variation 
between managers were transcribed and are first presented in full text and then 
summarized for a comprehensive overview. 

In Study 1 propositions were identified and classified by two independent 
classifiers into three basic levels: organizational, social and personal aspects, 
and placed within a time frame of past, present, and future. Judges’ reflections 
and comments unrelated to the text were excluded. In the present study all 
managers’ role projects were further analyzed and described, and the researcher 
identified project strategies.  

All proposition classes in the managers’ subjective role situations were 
labeled. This produced a categorization scheme with all basic role project 
categories, further partitioned into subcategories. The categorization scheme, 
produced by the researcher, was then used to describe the variation among 
managers. Finally all these detailed role elements were described within a 
model of the role project construction process for all managers.  
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The variation among the managers’ subjective role projects, general project 
strategies and project construction phases was estimated by counting the 
amount of similarities.  Interrater reliability (Cohen’s kappa) was computed for 
role situations in order to control for the within-judges variation. The 
proportions of equal categorizations of role elements between judges (within-
judges variation) and managers (between-subjects variation) were obtained, and 
analysis of variance was computed. Variation was also assessed by qualitative 
comparisons of similarities and dissimilarities. In Figure II:7 an overview of 
empirical databases, data analyses and results in Study 2 is presented. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:7. Overview of empirical databases, analyses, and results in Study 2. 
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Results 
 

The judges’ narrative descriptions of the variation. Study 1 presented 
categorizations of the judges’ interpretations of the managers’ subjective roles. 
In a social constructivist approach a use of open narrative descriptions would 
be a natural choice. In the interviews following the construction session the 
judges were therefore asked to report the similarities and dissimilarities among 
the managers’ role situations, in a free and unrestricted way and by focusing on 
different aspects connected to the role project model and some cognitive 
concepts (cause-effect). The results of their free descriptions are presented in 
full text.  
 
The judges’ free description of similarities and dissimilarities. The judges 
were first asked to freely express their views on similarities and dissimilarities 
between the five managers. The results were recorded and transcribed and is 
presented in full text. 
 

Judge R - similarities. In a more general perspective there is a certain worry about this 
re-organization, in all of them. Then they handle this in different ways. But it is there, the 
worries. Very clear.  
Judge S - similarities. The similarities, as a first reaction, spontaneously, is that they all 
express their great consideration for staff, less for the children, but that goes together. If 
staff are feeling good, children are also. Probably they don't think they need to say that. If 
the staff doesn’t feel okay it will be a disaster for the group of children. But they very 
seldom talk about that link to the children, maybe one. But that it is important to care for 
staff, generally.  Then there are dissimilarities. Many of them believe a lot of things about  
the staff. They don't seem to be living up to… they have an ideal about how they want 
things to be and then the relation does not work in practice. But they have an ideal, maybe 
a norm. The norm or the discourse within childcare also affects them. It is actually so that 
one should have a good relation to one’s staff. It can also be an expression of that. But I 
still think all of them express that they want to and find it important to have a good 
relation to their staff. That there is a dialogue in any case, even if one guesses some things. 
I think they, surprisingly enough, are optimistic concerning these changes, with the fusion 
of units. I think that they all try to see, and obviously this has to do with their work role, 
professional role, that they have to do this, see the possibilities in such a change. Even if 
one can think and believe that it is going to be very hard and tearing, they try to see the 
opportunities, even though they bring up difficulties, due to your questions. 
What else? Manager A tries to se possibilities. They also have quite similar experiences. 
Everyone has experienced changes, so they have not been standing steadily in one place. 
Everyone relate to other, previous changes. 
One can almost see a pattern in their way of telling… that they tell things, not exactly in 
the same way but their stories remind of each other, not all but…. What they say, what is 
said, that there are common parts. Maybe not in the way … but what it is that is said. But 
they express it in different ways. I have not looked deeper but I think you can find a 
pattern for story telling if you worked with it thoroughly. Transcribed it based on 
folkloristic methods. I think you could find a lot.  
Judge T - similarities. Do you mean their characteristics or do you mean their job? Well, 
I will start with the job then. Generally they have a vague management. Their supervisors 
are not clear, which makes them become uncertain in their roles and they deal with this in 
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very different ways. Everyone said it… from chaos to stress. For one person it even had 
physical effects. They are kept out of the decision-making, not involved in decisions. They 
don't have any possibilities for decision-making. And they are ordered to do tasks and they 
don't know who is responsible for this. Sometimes they don't know who ordered them to 
do things and sometimes they don't know what the decision stands for. And then…. So 
they lose their own managerial role in that way. And they handle it in different ways. 
Some, like this last manager, push it in front of her and shows up, tries to work in silence 
as far as she can, to cope with it anyway. And there were several, all women plus one of 
the men, they keep working on behind the scene. They have to make it. They don't send 
signals upwards that it is hard. Instead they keep going. That is common for all of them. 
That they work on. Then there are differences in how they deal with things. These are the 
similarities. This is all in a few words. 
 
Judge R - dissimilarities. On a general level you said. They are all individuals and have 
their own way to do their work. I could see a clear difference between masculine and 
feminine. It is only Manager B who separates himself from the others, that is being a man. 
The others could be women all of them, because they express things more in feelings and 
doesn't talk on such a general level as this man does, I think. I think Manager B is 
different. And this last one, the women E who takes things a bit like "with the click of her 
heels". She does take it serious but she is a practical person. The others get absorbed with 
this administration and look upon the staff and this in a different way. She seems to be 
more of a practical person. That is, she finds it very difficult to lock herself in to an office. 
She wants to be seen, she wants to be available in a physical sense for her staff. Fixing and 
doing things and – “Oh, I forgot a paper back there”, then I run off and get it, fast and 
easy”. Nothing is stuck in that way. 
Judge S - dissimilarities. Dissimilarities, that is about this… That some express that 
their ambition is higher. Even if they all try to express that they want everything to be 
good some of them are more ambitious, especially Manager D. He is special since I 
experience him as a visionary, that he really has a lot of ideas about how one should make 
this good. He has thought it all of over, but that can be connected to his sick-leave. I don't 
know what kind of illness. Maybe he did not have time to think at all. But his fusion does 
not happen until January. Yes, it was maybe as I said before, the relation to staff. That 
everyone seems to have an ambition to have good contact with staff and listen to them a 
lot. This is not as clear with everyone, that it really is so. That everyone has this as an ideal 
or norm and this is how it should be. But not all of them seems to succeed and it is 
Manager D again that really shows that he has talked with his staff and that he has a need 
to discuss things. He is the one who is clearest over this. And then the other man, 
Manager B. I thought I would try not to think masculine-feminine because it is so easy to 
categorize and recreate differences originating from gender and I am not so interested in 
that. I would rather crack a hole in them. Like Manager D here, he sees himself as intuitive 
and sensitive. And I think one should bring this forward because we want a change in 
gender issues or gender relations, to stop and talk about masculine and feminine and try to 
talk about human beings instead. I think they all are very good at this. It is only one 
manager that talks about masculinity-femininity at all and she is different in that way. It 
was Manager A. Something she mentioned, this is feminine and the male staff that she 
had. She is the only one mention this about male-female. And often it is so self-evident 
that you don't talk about it, so it could be on that level. If one should ask them to describe 
themselves as persons, that would be interesting, what concepts they would use. But 
Manager B seems to have a sense of order and be structured and he knows what he wants. 
I think he is the person who express that he has the rights of a final decision, even if he 
wants to, that one shall talk to staff. But yet and in the end he decides how things will be. 
And they more or less say this all of them. They are after all managers. It is their task. 
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Judge T - dissimilarities. I think the last woman, Manager E, has pushed things away 
and really want to show that she can handle it. And this is a resemblance with Manager D. 
The difference is that he is more of a strategic person than Manager E. Manager E works 
more with soft issues than Manager D. Manager D did not even know that he had 
strategies. But he was more a boss. It has more to do with power as I said before. That 
power doesn't exist in the women when … that I've read. This is difficult. Even if they use 
words like empathy and talk with their staff I get the feeling that the men haven't sat down 
as much and had these talks, which are about empathy, as the women has done. I think, 
they have gotten more involved emotionally. The men have more often used, not that they 
are so many, but they have more stood up for their decisions. Even if Manager E did that 
as well, but she has said more like “-This is how it is and we can't do anything about it”. 
When it comes to these men it has more been like “-This is how it is because I said so”. 
That is the difference. It is a large change and I get the feeling when I read that they have 
endured it. Everyone. They have endured it and then dealt with it differently. Manager B, I 
think about privatization and this, he was talking about buying and selling and exchanging 
services in order to get money. He finds it difficult with changes in traditions. He wanted 
it to be a tradition and then when it changed he can't deal with it anymore. And it was 
then he used his power. I think this is the clearest thing about him, that he uses his power. 
And I think that, with the women it has got more to do with diplomacy and having a 
security in the group. If the borders are floating they try to form small intimate forum and 
find some kind of contact net with other women to make it work. The men work more 
alone, decides. This sounds as if I've been bought but it is not so. Efficiency, I wrote 
about this other man. Power on one man, B, and efficiency on the other, D, are what 
characterize these two. And then we have the one whom has been very good at her work, 
thought and reflected a lot, but did not get it down on paper. She did decentralize but I 
think that was an idea she got from her other forum and not something she had come up 
with herself. When I read about her, silent knowledge characterizes her, Manager C. 
Manager A was the one who believed so much. She looked for security and felt very 
lonely. And I wondered how old she was because she brought up this with age and fear 
when others had to leave, where they would find work. Then I thought -How old is she if 
she can imagine herself to lose her job? 

 
When asked for similarities among the managers’ role situations, judge R said 
that all managers had worries concerning the re-organization. Judge S 
emphasized a common consideration for the staff, having good relations with 
staff and that the task, as managers, was to decide on different things. Judge T 
found similarities in having unclear and vague district supervisors, which made 
all managers uncertain in their own roles. The managers had all been subject to 
anxiety and ambiguous information, and no one had taken responsibility for 
their situation. They did not send signals upwards in the organizational 
hierarchy; instead they kept going and worked on. All of them had experienced 
physical and psychological difficulties. So, the three judges all saw similarities 
among the managers’ situations, but none of their observations were identical, 
even though there were connections.  

When describing dissimilarities, the judges varied. Judge R emphasized that 
manager B was very masculine, and that manager E was a practical person 
who did not take things so seriously. Judge S found variation in levels of 
ambition and emphasized that manager D was different from the others; he 
showed that he really had talked to his staff and that he was intuitive and 
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sensitive. Judge S also mentioned manager A as the only one who talked about 
male-female aspects, and manager B as being structured and knowing what he 
wanted. Judge T went through all managers, comparing masculine/feminine 
aspects.  She used the word ‘efficiency’ to describe manager D, and ‘power’ to 
describe manager B, ‘silent knowledge’ for manager C, and manager A as a 
person that believed much, were looking for security and felt lonely. Thus, 
there was little evidence from this method for establishing a common ground 
for describing similarities and dissimilarities among the managers.  
 
The judges’ descriptions of similarities and dissimilarities – Causal 
relations in problematic situations/events. To narrow the scope and make 
the task easier, categories from the hypothetical role project model (Figure II:3) 
was used. In order to test the model of subjective role projects, the judges were 
asked if there existed goals, actions/action strategies and/or causes to and 
effects of situations and difficult events in the managers’ descriptions. All 
judges agreed that these categories appeared in the managers’ reports. Then 
potential similarities or dissimilarities in the managers’ descriptions could be 
addressed in these terms. The first questions concerned what kind of variation 
in causality judges had found.   

 
Judge R - Causes. Manager A is mainly occupied with a problem concerning one staff. 
Her thoughts concern this and it drains her on a lot of power and energy. Manager B, the 
man, here there is a worry concerning the organizational change, but he doesn't express 
this.... But if I make a general description of all of them then all managers see the cause of 
this above them. The cause of the change and this re-organization is the politicians or the 
ones they have just above them. I think it is this woman, manager A that expressed that 
when she turned to the district manager she did not get support or had any confidence in 
him. So, they search for different ways in order to solve their problems. The man, 
manager B, doesn't give away where he turns to if he needs anyone for support. And I 
think it was the woman, manager C, who was very satisfied with the personnel assistant. 
Someone also seeks support in the work group in general. 
Judge S - Causes. You asked the question about causes to experienced difficulties, to the 
re-organization and it has to do with economy, that they will reduce the number of 
managers. And these are the causes to the fusions and the difficulties they bring. That is 
what they talk about more generally. They do all agree on the part when it comes to… 
they don't mention actions for reducing cost but it is connected with this. 
Manager A was first and it was a while ago so it is difficult. I cannot remember that they 
talked about causes and why things have come to this. Instead there was more of, that, she 
was trying to fix things, make the problematic unit function. It is about things that were of 
current interest when the interview was done so this was before the fusion of units. She 
talks mainly about how things are. 
Judge T - Causes. If it is fusion of units they bring up that the causes are political 
decisions and that there will be a more effective utility. It concerns recourses, the budget. 
And some of them mention that in the future childcare will move to the school 
organization, because of the demands for efficiency. They will eliminate childcare 
managers and there will be less people on managerial levels. This is about the fusion. 
How they talk about causes? Well, I thought about these curves (the retrospective 
interview) one look upon when they talked. In the text they bring up that it is connected 
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to the season. These are problems that reoccur in spring and autumn when there are new 
children joining the groups. And that it has always been changes going on in childcare. 
And this makes the staff handle, and these are women I think, that manages it because 
they keep working on silently, in the background. This can be my own pre-understanding 
that makes me evaluate this wrong, but they also bring it up. Both the men and the 
women bring it up, this that the problems are related to the season. They might work on 
quietly and in peace, and then in the beginning of the term they know there shall be 
"adaptation talks" with parents. And at the same time there are directives from above, 
which they don't have access to. So things become more difficult. That is one pattern I 
can see, that this is not an activity where you can work on quiet and in peace, it never will 
be. 
 
Judge R. - Effects Well yes, it will affect all of them somehow, their role. And it is the 
insecure man, manager D, which separates himself from the others because he is after this 
"climate control" that I might have got stuck on. He has a large need for control. That is 
such an effect. Otherwise, they were all into more or less delegation, assistant managers in 
some form, and that things have to change.  
Judge S - Effects. Anticipated effects maybe… not all of them express this because there 
is someone who doesn't even want to think about the future and instead take things as 
they come. But I think you force her to say something. But anyway, I think that they think 
and wonder about consequences concerning the staff, with larger groups of children, 
which this will affect. It will be harder for the staff. I think they reflect over this. 
They all do agree about this with the children, an enlarged group of children and all that 
this brings along… they try somehow anyway. They all try, but everyone thinks that it 
hopefully, it shall not affect the groups of children. That they will try to fight for the 
children and even if there will be 18 children in the groups there will still be a feeling of 
safety and security in the groups. And it will be the staff, that have to take the pressure 
and they will try to solve things in the best way for their staff. But they all worry more 
about how they themselves will be able to handle this, as a manager who shall fix this and 
be in several places and have this overview and the knowledge about staff issues that is so 
important for children's well-being. So it is related to this and they all reflect over this.  
Judge T - Effects. Well, on the individual level it is they themselves who suffer, both 
physically and psychologically; stress and anxiety, depression and physical pains. Then if 
one looks at the system surrounding them, it affects their families, they all say so, in 
principal. And then if we look further it does not only affect themselves, but also the 
parents as a group. It affects the children very negative. It is many systems that are 
affected.  
I thought about this, not being able to work in peace, so they try to protect their own units 
somehow. And the effects, I thought more of the managers themselves. It can be that they 
have “put the lid on”, and they do not notice when they themselves are hurt. They care so 
much about making things work for all the other systems that they have forgotten 
themselves. 
The differences I see, I don't know if it is a female perspective but the females take on, 
they work more behind the scene. They are not so many, but they take on more and don't 
say “-Stop.” Because the men, they found it easier to set limits, or so I felt when I read it. 
They did themselves decide and direct a bit, even though they shouldn't have done. And 
the women, the first woman, A, she has totally lost her managerial role. She didn't know at 
all and when she asked for support from above she did not receive any. And then she did 
a serious mistake. A breach of duty. 

 
Situations perceived as threats were highlighted, and they acted as 
organizational and situational input into the managers’ new role situation. 
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These threats were also found in Study 1 and in the judges’ free descriptions 
of variation.  

Judge R expressed similarities in the managers’ views on causes to the re-
organization; that it was caused by politicians and people higher up in the 
organizational hierarchy. Judge R described dissimilarities, when managers 
searched for different ways to solve their problems. Manager A turned to the 
district manager but did not get support. Manager B did not tell who he turns 
to when he needs support. Manager C was very satisfied with the personnel 
assistant, and one manager looked for support in his/her work group in 
general. Judge S saw similarities in the managers’ descriptions of causes of the 
re-organization: economy, reduction of costs and the total number of 
managers. Judge T saw similarities concerning causes to the fusion of units: 
political decisions, resources and budget. Problems were also related to 
seasons; spring and autumn were periods of adaptation, with new directives. 
According to all judges the managers expressed similarities in causes to the re-
organization. Otherwise, the judges again focused on different aspects. 

Concerning effects of threats and problematic events, judge R concluded that 
the re-organization would affect them all and that things had to change. Judge 
R thought manager D separated himself from the others because of his need 
for control. Judge S saw one manager (C) expressing no up-coming effects, 
because of her refusal to think about the future. The other four managers were 
concerned about effects on the staff, especially with the enlarged groups of 
children. The staff would have to take all the pressure, but the managers also 
worried about how they themselves would be able to handle the new situation. 
Judge T saw the managers’ personal suffering, both physically and 
psychologically, and the effect on their families. Parents and children would 
also be negatively affected. Even though these aspects narrowed the 
perspectives, it was still difficult for the judges to verbally describe similarities 
and dissimilarities, and they only agreed on causes to the re-organization. 
 
The judges’ description of similarities and dissimilarities – Goals and 
action strategies. The next questions focused on similarities and 
dissimilarities in goals and actions/action strategies expressed by the managers.  
 

Judge R - Goals. I think that they all agree that the goals will not be changed. I think it 
was Manager C, the woman, she expressed that it will be a difference between the two 
units, but that was on field level. Otherwise they all would be working according to 
general goals. 
There clearly are dissimilarities but I mix them up here. Some of them are there for the 
sake of their staff, while others mainly are there for the children. I think it was Manager E 
who were there for the children and Manager B, the man, he was there for his staff, but 
also quite a lot for parents and children. So, I think they place their priorities differently, 
for who they are there for and for whom they are working. I think they talk about goals. 
How they will do things will also become a goal in it self. This with delegation. I'm not 
sure that they all are clear on what they aim for in all situations during this change. 
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But when you ask this question more specified, then I think it is about such things as one 
of them who as a goal has to be available and a good listener. But if I draw something, 
feminine and masculine, then the men in general are like this expression “that you don't 
have to be physically present or available just showing an interest in their job can do”, 
interest in children and parents, that you show such interest. 
Judge S - Goals. I talked about this in the last ….I thought she was vague about the goal. 
But they discuss goal setting and not what they consist of, what the goals shall be. It 
happens, that goals will be different, but from what? I thought that she had missed… I 
don't now if she misunderstood the question a bit. I think everyone wants to establish 
some kind of stability. Not explicitly, but it is there. It is this will and ambition to make 
things as good as possible. And that is a goal, to make things as good as possible. It exists 
in all of them. Even if they can see difficulties with it, they are trying. Not all, we have this 
woman who says she does not have any visions, that is manager C. But at the same time 
she is not afraid … is unafraid, so she will probably fix it when it comes down to it. 
Judge T - Goals. I miss this with goal setting for unit activities. Did you say 
dissimilarities? Yes, I could, but I can't say which person that said it but all except one I 
think. It was only the last person who talked about the Pedagogical Program and to look 
into goals and try to renew the activity when there was new staff. They talked about 
values, goal setting and conditions, and presume this for the staff that is already there. If 
someone new comes along or if the activities in the units are changed, then one do go 
through values one more time. And they do talk about expectations, both on the manager, 
on the other staff, and on parents. What kind of expectations everyone has on each other 
in this network. I do not find this with the other managers; they work on in the old 
tradition. Maybe they don't have time or time stress makes them avoid this, even though 
they ought to, because it concerns humanity and values. These are the most important 
parts, especially today. But it can be time stress, it can be the empathy that… I mean there 
might not be a need for it. It might not be the most important. 
They talk about goals, but they have a brochure they say, and that they will not be 
affected. That is what the others say “-It doesn't have to be changed, we have goals and 
we go with them”. That is it. And I don't know the reasons for this. I think it is due to 
time stress and that they think they already have good goals. Even if there is new staff they 
might not be interested in listening to this person’s values. Instead he/she have to follow 
their way of doing things. End of discussion. 
 
Judge R – Actions/action strategies. Well, yes they do use it since this is what I use as 
the word strategy myself when I tell the stories about these persons. But here is also one 
… most of them talk about … in 99% of the cases these five managers talk about having 
an assistant manager. To delegate tasks. And with this they get this kind of channel for 
control and for keeping them up to date, as someone says. That is on a more general level. 
There might be different purposes, but in my head, as an umbrella over it all, the purpose 
is to relieve some things from themselves, in order to get time to be available and to be 
enough for their job. But there is also someone that expresses that it is also good for the 
staff to get involved and get more responsibility and then feel more like participants. 
Judge S – Actions/action strategies. If they have any action strategies… I have a 
feeling that they are fairly similar somehow. I connect this to the fact that they know … all 
these five persons know how things are supposed to be. They have been socialized into 
this field, into these activities, on the childcare units and they have worked, I think they all 
did work as nursery school teachers earlier and then became managers. They might differ 
in small things, and then I still think that this man D maybe not separate himself but he 
differ more on his way to approach and talk about things. But the strategies do remind 
pretty much of each other. This would demand time to think and go through this a bit, 
but of course they also differ. This is not evident but if I look more generally I think there 
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are a lot of similarities. If I would find dissimilarities then I might find that they are ….. 
but they look similar in June as well. 
Judge T – Actions/action strategies. Manager B says that he hasn't got any strategy, 
which he has. It was he that knew he got the job. His strategy was clear. He has a strategy 
even though he says that he hasn't, and he uses it in a nasty way. He dares to speak about 
it three times during the same interview. The position that he wanted to have, the job. 
And he wonders how a new person would have managed to do his job. And yet he has 
“slipped in”, he got the way prepared for him. And in talks with the staff he gave promises 
to them concerning who would work with whom. And if I can stay then you can work 
together. Well, you can say he was very smart. And none could compete. And he thought 
that the ending was good, so no one else could have handled it. That was his strategy even 
if he didn't have any. You are not allowed to do so. He differs, quite a bit I think. He 
wanted the job. He is a strategist with a clear managerial ... he wanted the managerial 
position and that was it. And he made sure he got it. But it was also he who talked about 
buying and selling. He managed a company. But low emphatic ability, I think. So he was 
not directed by coincidences as he stated. It can't be so. That was manager B.  Manager A 
was very diplomatic. Her strategies were not explicit and it was more being available and 
finding forum. This person had almost lost her managerial role and had very floating limits 
and delegated to others. That was manger A. 
Manager C had this silent knowledge, the one I called the philosopher, who was 
interesting as a person. She thought people were exiting and she wanted to be available. 
Give and take. I thought she was an interesting person. She also decentralized and they 
could decide at the wards. She had support. One can say that it was a strategy, to get 
support from back home, to be able to cope. Then she had a friend that helped her. But 
she reflects and thinks and it was an advantage that ... And she was a coordinator. She had 
general goals, that they had to change. She had no strategy she said, but she had 
decentralized tasks. She does not know how she has done it. I think she is not aware of it. 
And here was the one who thought and had strategies, and this was manager D. She (E) 
had one person on each ward and she delegated, also so this is a similarity. The man, he 
talked about making things more effective. And he wanted everyone to work towards the 
same goals, and if you didn't he changed it so it became that way. He had a long time to 
prepare himself. He had time to look into this. And he wanted large activities. This is a 
strategist. He has experienced this before. He was engaged and talks about engagement. 
To take decisions fast, there is so little time. Fast, speed. And this depends on him having 
a lot of time before … I don't know. But he is experienced and so is his staff. He wants 
them to participate, to be interested and give their opinions. But then he directed himself 
and he said this several times. He delegated the boring tasks. I got that opinion anyway. 
He would create this atmosphere. And manager E, how she deals with this? Well, she’s 
burned herself out completely. No she hasn't yet, but she handed over her family to her 
husband and then she lived on the job. I don't know how to express it. Her strategy was to 
show outsiders that she could handle it. And she went around on her bicycle. I don't know 
if she delegated, I don't remember. Others fixed, oh yes, they fixed it between the wards. 
They probably have good communication. She really fights for her staff. I think she is 
appreciated because she works a bit informal also. One use ones free time at work and the 
staff handles everything themselves, because they had experience of changes so they can 
do this without a boss. She delegates quite a bit, but she uses words like hang in there and 
adapt and…. And then she brought in a consultant when things got a bit much so... 

 
Judge R found similarities in aims and goals, when all managers said that the 
general goals would not be changed. How managers would handle things 
became a goal in itself, even though judge R did not think they all were clear 
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on what they aimed at. Dissimilarities were found in the managers’ priorities. 
Priorities for manager E were the children and for manager B the staff. One 
manager had the goal to be available and a good listener, while the men 
(manager B and D) expressed that they did not have to be physically present. 
Judge S concluded that all managers discussed goal-setting, and that everyone 
wanted to establish some kind of stability and had an ambition to make things 
as good as possible. One exception was manager C who did not have any 
visions. Judge T found only one manager talking about the Educational 
Program, trying to renew goals and activities with the new staff and find out 
what expectations they had. The other managers said that goals would not be 
affected. The judges seemed to view the managers’ goals a bit different. Judge 
T tended to focus on goals concerning core activities, judge R and S on 
common and more general goals, while they all found some manager that 
differed.  

Judge R found similarities in actions and action strategies, when managers talked 
about an assistant manager and about delegating tasks. One manager 
expressed that it was good for the staff to get involved, get more responsibility 
and participate. Judge S found the managers to be fairly similar, as they had 
been socialized into their occupation and all knew how things were supposed 
to be. They might differ in small things, and judge S again found that manager 
D differed, but otherwise the managers’ strategies had similarities. Judge T 
separated managers with much more details than the other judges. Manager B 
had a smart but nasty strategy, when it came to keeping his job. He talked 
about buying and selling, as if he managed a company. Manager A was 
diplomatic and had strategies of being available, finding a forum for 
communication and delegating to others, even though her role had diffuse 
borders. Manager C wanted to be available, to decentralize and had a strategy 
to get support from a friend and from home, even though she said she had no 
strategy. Manager D had strategies making things more effective, and he 
wanted everyone to work towards the same goals. He wanted to receive the 
staff’ opinions, but he still made the decisions and delegated the boring tasks. 
Manager E lived at her work place and had a strategy to show that she could 
handle the pressure. She fought for her staff and delegated a lot.  
 
Variation in the judges’ narrative descriptions. In general, the results 
indicated the difficulties of using narrative descriptions of variation. As 
expected, a free description of variation was more difficult for the judges to 
produce than when they were asked to consider specific aspects. The judges 
answered a general question about the role project categories, and all judges 
concluded that all role project categories were present in the managers’ 
subjective reports. They confirmed that it was easier for them to describe 
variation in terms of these categories. A summary of the results on all 
interview questions is presented in Table II:20. The results supported the 
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functionality of the basic role project model, since the judges could describe 
the variation among managers based on role project categories. But the 
descriptions differed. 
 
Table II:20. Similarities and dissimilarities in the managers´ role situations according to 
the judges – interview data with free and structured responses, respectively 
 

Judge R Judge S Judge T  
SIM 
Free 
 

-Re-organization gives 
worries  

-Consideration for staff, 
good contact  
-Manager’s task is to decide  

-Vague supervisors produces 
an uncertain managerial role  
-Experiences anxiety and 
difficulties  

DIS 
Free 
 

B =masculine 
E=practical, not so serious 

-Different levels of ambition 
A=talks about male-female 
B=structured, knows what 
he wants D=talks to staff, 
intuitive, sensitive 

A=believed much, looks for 
security, lonely B=power  
C=silent knowledge 
D=efficient  
E= has poor insight into 
herself 

SIM 
Cause 

-Politicians, higher org. 
levels  

-Economy, reducing costs 
and managers  

-Political decisions, resources, 
budget  
-Problems in spring/ autumn, 
adaptation periods  

DIS 
Cause 

BC=different ways to solve 
problems 

  

SIM 
Effect 
 
 

-Re-organization affect all, 
change things  

 

ABDE= concern for effect 
on staff (more children)  
ABDE=worries about ability 
to handle new situation  

-Suffering physically 
/psychologically, effect on 
families  
-Parents, children affected 
negatively  

DIS 
Effect  

D=differ, need control C=refuses to think about 
future effects 

 

SIM 
Goal 
 

-General goals do not 
change -Managers aim for 
change, situation is not clear 

ABDE= discusses goal 
setting, wants to establish 
stability  

BCDE= goals won’t be 
affected  
 

DIS 
Goal 

BDE=different priorities, 
whom they are there for 

C= differ, have no visions A =talks about Ped. Program, 
renewing goals, finding out 
expectations 

SIM 
Action 

-Assistant managers, delegate 
tasks to relive their own 
work load  

ABCE=managers similar, 
know how things are 
supposed to be, similar 
strategies  

 

DIS 
Action 

-One manager (?) express 
that it is good for staff to get 
responsibility, participate 

D=differs A=diplomatic, available, find 
communication forum, 
delegate B=smart, nasty 
strategy to keep job, buy/sell 
managing company 
C=available, decentralize, get 
support home/friend D=more 
effective, toward same goals, 
want staff opinions, direct, 
delegate boring tasks E=lived 
on job, show she could handle 
it, fought for staff, delegated 

Vari-
ation  

More general aspects and 
similarities  

More general aspects and 
similarities  

More details and differences 
between individuals 
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The judges’ perception of the interviewer’s influence during managerial 
interviews. Finally an aspect of the construction processes during the original 
interviews was followed up. This concerned the judges’ perception of the 
influence of the interviewer’s questions and comments on the managers’ 
descriptions. From a constructivist perspective this is of major interest, since 
the interviewer and the manager are assumed to construct a socially 
understood and useful description. From a rational/cognitive perspective the 
interviewer influence should instead be minimized. However, from a practical 
perspective some agenda is needed to provide a framework for the 
conversation.  
 

Judge R. It would have been cryptic without them. Yes it has an effect. It effects, just as 
in the situation we are in… so if I get stuck the interviewer is there to fill in or give you a 
hint that makes me associate to something. Then this might not have been what the 
interviewer intended, but it gets me to start and to continue talking. There was one person, 
Manager C, where I could feel, both in the recorded interview and in the text a certain 
irritation, that “-Now you have to give up. I am fed up”. 
Judge S. I think they steer quite a lot. This is nothing, if I assume that this is an 
ethnologist working, then it is not always you can work with structured questions. One 
have lists of questions and that one ask and the most common is a fairly free conversation, 
one has certain questions that one wants to get answers to, but... I think that you 
sometimes force the person to give an answer that you might have gotten some other way. 
If you interrupt with a question I feel that they are thinking about something and then you 
go in too early. I might notice this if I could listen to the interviews. But you are quite 
good at following up, but sometimes I think you steer them too much. You can think 
about this in your analyses, about your role in the interview situation, how you affect 
them. I think they communicate quite clear how they experience their work situation. I 
don't think you steer them away from that in any way. It is more like you force answers.. 
that they “-Well okay then I have to answer this even though I don't want to or find it 
wrong or uninteresting”. But otherwise......one could probably plan the interview situation 
differently and get even deeper answers or more answers that they have reflected over. 
Judge T. I don't see how, it is open questions. You make a statement and then it is 
something that might not be relevant like “-Then you got stamina”. Maybe it is “-You are 
thinking about the staff”, but I don't know if this is a leading question. It is exhaustive 
questions. Some of them come back. This I could feel. When you're not satisfied with the 
answer they come up again but in another form. But you ask about differences, causes and 
how they work with it and I think it has ... I can only go to myself, that sometimes I go 
home and reflect and then there will be questions. Have you met them only once? (No) It 
is a lot about changes. It is exhaustive questions. Well, it could have been more about 
work. But then maybe you shouldn't bring forward …. questions about purpose I haven't 
seen. I thought more of the childcare inspector’s role in this, that it could have been more 
exhaustive maybe.  

 
As assumed, all judges found that the interviewer’s questions and comments 
had an effect on the managers’ answers and descriptions. They differed in the 
perceived amount and effect of this influence. This is a common 
methodological problem that can be handled in different ways. Judge S as an 
ethnologist was more accustomed to a fairly free conversation, while Judge T 
saw the purpose of getting an exhaustive answer through the use of repeated 
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questions and suggested incorporation of more questions concerning work and 
the childcare inspector’s role. Judge R commented on questions as an aid when 
the referents get stuck and as a help to start and continue talking. 
 

Variation in the managers’ subjective role projects 
 
In Study 1 all judges’ summaries were transformed into propositions and 
classified by two independent raters into role project categories. Role projects 
were identified and presented in details for two managers (see Study 1). An 
overview of all five manager’s projects is presented in Table II:21.  
 
Table II:21. The five managers’ subjective role projects 
 
          Project description 

1. Handling the organizational changes – Handling upcoming problems with staff interaction and 
communication by structuring, delegating and directing 

Man 
A 

2. Searching for social support in the new role situation - Finding social support in order to cope with 
the difficult and ambiguous role situation  
1. Handling the organizational changes – Structuring work, interaction and communication with 
staff  

Man 
B 

2. Handling their own and others employment situations - Handling relocation and changes in 
employment for staff and manager by influencing, directing and giving promises 

Man 
C 

1. Handling the organizational changes – Checking current status of staff’s role expectations on the 
managerial role, supporting the staff, and then wait and see 
1. Handling the organizational changes – Communicating, coordinating, directing, structuring and 
delegating in order to increase efficiency  

Man 
D 

2. Keeping the control of the social climate - Keeping in control of the “work-climate”, preventing and 
reducing conflicts 
1. Handling the organizational changes – Delegating and keeping an extensive, personal contact with 
staff so they get to know each other 

Man 
E 

2. Handling their own and others employment situations - Handling relocation and changes in 
employment for staff by giving support and showing empathy and consideration 

 
These results indicated that manager A, B, D, and E initiated or pursued two 
basic projects during the initial organizational change period, while manager C 
was concerned with initiating one project. The identified role projects were 
connected to the ongoing organizational changes, with one major project 
concerning how to handle the new situation, while the second project 
concerned the ongoing changes and/or their potential effects. 

Two managers (B and E) had projects concerning employments. These 
managers might have had more staff involved in relocations and/or could 
themselves have been more involved in the relocation of managerial positions. 
 
The character of the role projects during the initial organizational 
change period. The role projects were less detailed than the subjective role 
situations, where more projects or fragments of projects were found (see Study 
1). In the analysis of the projects the managers’ general strategies will be 
described. This strategy concept is used in a general sense, which shall not be 
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confused with the more detailed action strategies. How can general strategies 
be characterized? From an organizational view on strategies both goals and 
means should be represented. According to Pfeffer’s theoretical perspectives 
(Table I:1) and the two approaches used, one can assume the possibility of  a 
reactive, ad-hoc strategy and a proactive, rational strategy, corresponding to the 
different views on goals. There might also be an individualistic or a social 
perspective on goals and means, depending on leadership styles or other 
personal preferences. Table II:22 indicates a combination of two possible 
dimensions of general strategies related to these aspects. Each dimension is 
probably more complex and conclusions about general strategies should be 
related to other data, especially the detailed action strategies. 
 
Table II:22. Matrix of possible strategy dimensions representing the managers’ general 
strategies during the change period 
 

General 
strategies 

Pro-active Strategy (C/R):  
Goals  Means 

Re-active Strategy (SC):  
Means  Goals 

Means: 
Individual 

 
1) PRO-IND 

 
2) RE-IND 

Means: 
Social 

 
3) PRO-SOC 

 
4) RE-SOC 

 
As expected all managers had projects related to the ongoing organizational 
changes. These role projects differed in focus, content and in general strategies 
to handle the new situation.  

An examination of the proposition content in the managers’ projects 
showed that manager A emphasized the importance of interaction and 
communication with her staff. To enhance this interaction she would structure 
her own situation, delegate tasks and direct more, “become more autocratic”. 
Her second project concerned the social support that she tried to find in order 
to cope with difficulties in the new situation. Her general strategy can be 
described as a “rational structuring and finding social support strategy” (strategy 3). 

Manager B used a “rational structuring and influencing people strategy” (strategy 1 
and 3) as he tried to structure his own work and his interaction with staff. He 
had been occupied with relocation of staff, using a strategy where he made 
promises and directed the changes in detail. His own employment had been at 
stake and he tried to influence decision makers on the district level by clearly 
expressing his whishes and views on his future. 

Manager C did not act much, but reflected and waited for the new situation 
to unfold. This was complemented by a check of the current status of her 
staff’s expectations of her role, basically a “checking current status and wait and see 
strategy” (strategy 2). Her extensive “non-actions” were complemented with 
reflections on her own goals for the role. 
Manager D used many strategies to try to increase the future efficiency in his 
units. He communicated frequently with his staff and tried to coordinate, 
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structure, and delegate tasks to them. He used his authority to be directive. He 
focused on keeping control over the situation, especially the “work climate” 
and emerging staff conflicts. His general strategy can be described as a “rational 
structuring, planning and controlling strategy” (strategy 1 and 3).  

Manager E had a “delegating and keeping an intensive personal interaction strategy” 
(strategy 3) and focused on keeping a rather extensive, personal contact with 
her staff. She planned to get to know each new staff member and to delegate 
tasks. She was occupied with staff relocations, but her main focus was to give 
support and show empathy and consideration for the affected individuals. 

The results indicated a mixed view on goals and means in the strategy 
dimensions (Table II:23). They are selectively compatible with the two 
alternative theoretical approaches on goals and means. Eight general project 
strategies were identified: 1) Rational structuring (A, B, D), 2) Finding social 
support (A), 3) Influencing people (B), 4) Checking current status (C), 5) 
Waiting (C), 6) Planning and controlling (D), 7) Delegating (E), 8) Keeping an 
extensive personal interaction (D). 

The managers’ ways of dealing with insecurity in the new situation were then 
categorized according to a time dimension of the role project process. Three 
phases were identified: initial, middle, and end phases. When a new situation 
with extensive changes arises, insecurity is or rapidly becomes quite high. This 
process can be expressed in a series of questions that need to be answered 
during the initial change period:  

1) First, are the changes large enough to be perceived or recognized as 
requiring substantial action on the part of managers? Do the changes 
represent threats or opportunities or both?  

2) Once changes are recognized other questions arise. What does the 
change issue concern, and what are the possible demands and 
dilemmas it creates? Is there a need for social networking, mobilizing 
influence, or negotiation in order to understand the changes, relate 
them to one’s own situation, and/or engage people for future actions?  

3) When things become clearer, a project containing strategic actions 
arises, focusing on new questions. What is the change issue related to? 
What are one’s interests and aims concerning this change issue? What 
actors and what time frames are relevant? What action strategies should 
be used and specific actions taken in order to protect one’s interests 
and reach one’s aims?  

 
Can this way of representing the process of constructing role projects explain 
the managers’ various ways of thinking? If so, where in this process did the 
five managers find themselves during the initial change period? The time 
aspect in all propositions that related situations, action strategies, and goals 
was analyzed, indicating the complexity of relations and the dynamics of the 
projects. Depending on these results and the clarity in projects and strategies, 
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the managers were located in different phases of a project-construction 
process (Figure II:8).  

Manager C was located in Phase 1, not knowing for sure if this new situation 
was a threat or an opportunity. She explored the present situation, while 
waiting for more information that could give guidance. Managers A and B 
were in the beginning of phase 2, conducting analyses and working with issue 
structuring, while they looked for support or mobilized influence. Managers D 
and E seemed less vague about their interests, demands, dilemmas, and action 
strategies. Manager D had rather clear projects, an extended time frame, and 
actions already underway.  

Some of these results can be explained by external factors or experiences, 
since Manager D had more time at his disposal, and Manager E already had 
relevant experience working with several units and closing them down. 
Another hypothesis is that progress in the project-forming process is 
connected to the use of more proactive strategies for managers in Phase 3 and 
a more reactive strategy in Phase 1. Exhibiting a proactive conflict 
management style in relation to workplace uncertainty can decrease the 
negative impact of role conflicts, while exhibiting a reactive style has the 
opposite effect (Tidd, 2002). Thus, the process model highlighted the kind of 
issue-structuring or sense-making the managers focused on during the initial 
change period.  

When answers to the project-related questions become clearer, the role 
project will probably take a more consistent form and become less vague. 
Finally, project owners can clearly state what they want to achieve, their overall 
action strategies, specific actions planned, when they will act, and where 
hindrances and problems are likely to occur.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:8. The five managers’ positions in the project construction process. 
 
This process of forming subjective role projects can probably occur at a faster 
or slower pace depending on the situation and the individual manager’s 
knowledge and capacities. Even though the sequence can be rapid, even 
almost simultaneous, it was possible to describe the managers within a three 

PHASE 1                    PHASE 2                                   PHASE 3 
Recognition                        Structure and analysis                Initiate project 

Manager A

Manager B

Manager C

Manager D

Manager E
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step process with a recognition phase, a structure and analysis phase and a project 
initiating phase (Figure II:8).  

Thus, to be able to describe the variation in role projects, constructions of 
categorization schemes and models were needed. Table II:23 presents a 
summary of variation in the role project results.  
 
Table II:23. Overall variation among the managers’ subjective role projects, general project 
strategies and project construction phases 
 

Subjective role projects Man A B C D E 
Projects:      
Organizational change 1 1 1 1 1 
Social support 1     
Employment  1   1 
Control    1  
Project strategies:      
Rational structuring 1 1  1  
Search social support 1     
Influencing people  1    
Check status quo   1   
Wait and see   1   
Plan and control    1  
Delegation     1 
Personal, intensive interaction     1 
PHASE:      
1 Recognition   1   
2 Structure and analysis 1 1    
3 Initiate project    1 1 
Similarity (no of indications):      
Manager A  3 1 2 1 
B   1 2 2 
C    1 1 
D     2 

 
Manager A and B (3) showed the highest similarity, while manager C had least 
in common with the other managers (1). These results are in line with the 
interpretation of the five managers’ positions in the project construction 
process (Figure II:8). 
 

Variation in the managers’ subjective role situations 
 
In Study 1 propositions from judges’ summaries were classified into 
organizational aspects, social relations, and personal aspects and placed within 
a time frame (past, present, future) and then further categorized into 
situations/event, goals, action-action strategies, actors and personal aspects. 
Classes of propositions were then analyzed and labeled.  Thus, subcategories 
emerged first through bottom-up analyses, and some could be connected to 
Hosking and Morley’s ’Model of skilful organizing’ (1991). Others were more 
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consistent with the stimulus categories used in the parallel rational/cognitive 
study (Study 4). For that reason concepts from Hosking and Morley’s model 
were used (threats, opportunities, project goals, future states) and stimuli from 
Study 4 added: situational threats 1-7, goals 1-4 based on general managerial 
functions in childcare, action strategies 1-4 based on Path-goal theory of 
leadership (House, 1971; House & Mitchell, 1975). Stimulus labels were used, 
with minor additional comments to fit the propositions. This resulted in a 
categorization scheme of role elements (Table II:24) that was used to identify 
similarities and dissimilarities in the descriptions of the managers’ subjective 
role situations. The approach represented a mix of qualitative and quantitative 
categorizations, since frequencies were calculated. 
 
Variation in the judges’ use of role element categories. The judges’ 
descriptions of the managers’ subjective role situations showed both similarities 
and dissimilarities (Table II:25). Role element categories similar to stimuli used 
in the rational/cognitive studies are marked with an r, while those found only 
in Study 1-2 is marked with an s. The interrater reliability (Cohen’s kappa) was 
computed. The results varied from 0.30 to 0.90. This indicated high variation 
between judges, especially for some managers. Judge R-S showed the highest 
similarity over all managers, followed by judge S-T, while R-T differed most. 
The judges agreed most on manager D, followed by manager A, C, B, and E. 

The situational state, ‘organizational decisions/dealing with changes’ (S6), 
was present in all judges’ descriptions of the five managers’, as expected. All 
judges identified the manager (F1) as an important actor, and mentioned 
‘personal goals – managerial role’ (G1) and aspects related to the ‘personal 
aspects’ category (P1) for all managers. The use of personal aspects might 
emphasize the importance of individual’s capacities, characteristics and 
knowledge. However, it is consonant with their task of describing the 
managers’ situations, even though the use of personal aspects can be seen as a 
choice they based on the material and related questions.  

Another important actor that all judges mentioned (except judge R - manager 
E) was the ‘staff’. The judges identified the action strategies ‘communication 
and interaction with staff’ (A6) and ‘getting support and networking’ (A7) for 
most managers. 

In general, judge T used more categories than the other judges in her 
descriptions of the five managers (13-20). This was in line with her relatively 
longer verbal descriptions. Judge R used the least amount of categories (8-13), 
in line with her relatively shorter verbal descriptions. This aspect will affect the 
detected variation among managers. Judge T was the only one talking about 
‘fragmentation’ (S1), and ‘social opportunities’ (O2), while judge S was the only 
one describing ‘administrative demands’ (S5). ‘Future states/opportunities’ 
(G8) was a category mentioned only by judge R when referring to manager E, 
and ‘politicians’ (F10) only identified by judge T for manager C. 
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Table II:24. Categorization scheme for role elements used to identify similarities and 
dissimilarities in the managers’ subjective role situations 
 
SITUATIONS/EVENTS: Situational input  S= Threat O=Opportunity (past/present) 
S1 Fragmentation O1 Org. 
S2 Problem/conflicts among people/staff/parents/manager O2 Social 
S3 Subordinates’ absence from work/relocation of staff O3 Personal 
S4 Contact with field activities/staff   
S5 Administrative demands/fulfilling   
S6 Organizational decisions/dealing with changes   
S7 The manager’s own expectations on higher levels   
S8 Changes in managerial role/reemployment/new demands   
S9 Manager’s own support   
S10 Difficulties with role aspects   
ACTORS: R=Agents-recipients 
F1 Manager F6 District staff 
F2 Staff F7 Colleagues 
F3 Parents F8 Family - own 
F4 Children F9 Friends 
F5 Supervisors F10 Other 
PERSONAL ASPECTS: P= Capacities-characteristics-knowledge-emotions 
P1 Personal/ individual aspects 
ACTIONS/Action strategies: A= Action, strategies, plans (past/present/future) 
A1 Direct and influence 
A2 Delegate and let staff influence 
A3 Give support and help 
A4 Emphasize performance standard and goals 
A5 Structure and increase efficiency 
A6 Communication/interaction with staff 
A7 Get support - networking 
A8 Managerial role activities – general 
A9 Non-actions 
GOALS: G= Goal, end state (present/future) 
G1 Personal goals – managerial role 
G2 Goals concerning staff 
G3 Goals concerning childcare 
G4 Administrative goals 
G5 Official goals 
G6 Project goals 
G7 Future states/neutral 
G8 Future states/opportunities 
G9 Future states/treats 
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Table II:25. Managers’ (A-E) subjective role situations classified into role elements: threats 
(S), opportunities (O), goals (G), action/strategies (A), personal aspects (P) and actors (F) 
by the judges R, S, and T  
 

Manager A Manager B Manager C Manager D Manager E 
Judge: Judge: Judge: Judge: Judge: 

n= 
15 

r=r/c 
s=sc 

R S  T  R S T R  S  T  R S  T R S T Σ 
S1 r,s   1            1 2 
S2 r,s 1  1  1 1  1 1   1    7 
S3 r,s    1  1  1    1  1 1 6 
S4 r,s 1  1  1      1   1 1 6 
S5 r,s              1  1 
S6 r,s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
S7 r,s 1 1 1 1 1 1        1 1 8 
S8 s 1   1  1 1      1 1  6 
S9 s 1 1 1             3 
S10s   1      1    1  1 4 
O1 s                0 
O2 s      1   1       2 
O3 s  1   1   1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 
F1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
F2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 14 
F3 1  1  1 1   1 1 1    1 8 
F4 1    1 1 1   1 1    1 7 
F5 1 1 1   1      1  1 1 7 
F6    1 1 1        1 1 5 
F7 1     1 1 1 1  1 1  1 1 9 
F8        1 1    1 1 1 5 
F9        1 1       2 
F10         1*       1 
P1 s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
A1 r,s  1 1   1    1 1 1  1  6 
A2 r,s  1 1   1   1 1  1   1 7 
A3 r,s 1     1  1 1  1   1 1 7 
A4 r,s   1*      1  1 1   1 5 
A5 s 1  1   1   1 1  1  1 1 8 
A6 s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1  1 1 13 
A7 s 1  1 1  1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 12 
A8 s  1 1 1 1 1 1       1  7 
A9 s  1 1  1 1  1 1     1 1 8 
G1 r,s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
G2 r,s 1 1 1     1   1   1 1 7 
G3 r,s                0 
G4 r,s                0 
G5 s 1  1  1 1   1  1    1 7 
G6 s    1 1 1 1     1  1 1 7 
G7 s      1     1     2 
G8 s             1   1 
G9 s   1 1  1    1 1     5 
Σ N=42  20 15 24 14 17 27 12 15 22 13 19 17 10 24 27  
Mean  19.7 19.3 16.3 16.3 20.3  
SD 4.51 6.81 5.13 3.06 9.07  
Interrater reliability Cohen’s kappa (K)  M 
R-S 0.82 0.85 0.84 0.70 0.38 .72 
R-T 0.81 0.44 0.53 0.80 0.30 .58 
S-T 0.59 0.55 0.67 0.90 0.86 .71 
M 0.74 0.61 0.68 0.80 0.51  

*=politicians  
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In Figure II:9 the number of role elements used to describe the five managers 
show the variation over both managers and judges. An analysis of variance 
showed that main effect for judges was significant, F (2,8) = 6.73, p<0.05, 
while the variation among managers was not. This indicates that the judges 
varied more in their use of the number of role elements for describing the 
managers than the variation in number of role elements between the 
managers. However, a judge’s use of more role elements can indicate a more 
detailed judgment, and this word bias has to be corrected for. To use the 
amount of equivalent categorizations for each manager will provide more 
information. 

Number of role elements used by the judges (R, S, T) 
in their subjective role descriptions of the five 
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Figure II:9. The number of role elements used in subjective role situation descriptions 
of the five managers. 
 
Computing the relative frequency p of common role elements for managers 
and judges is one way of characterizing variation between judges and 
managers. Role elements judged by all judges to be common to all managers 
were excluded, as well as role elements that were not used by any judge. This 
resulted in N≤35 role elements for categorizing the five managers. Table II:25 
shows the set or total number, nj, of role elements for each judge j, which was 
used to calculate the similarity indicator p in the main matrix diagonal as well 
as in the diagonals of the other 10 sub-matrices of Table II:26. The off-
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diagonal relative frequencies, including pairs of judges, were calculated by 
using the union of the sets of role elements for pairs of judges in the 
denominator. Table II:26 shows the proportions of equivalent categorizations, 
which is an inverse indicator of variation or dissimilarity. 
 
Table II:26. Proportions of the judges’ equivalent categorizations of role elements in the five 
managers’ subjective role situation (N=35), including the means of equivalent 
categorizations for each manager  
 
Manager A B C D E 
Judge  N=35   
          N/judge= 

R S T R S T R S T R S T R S T 

R  16 .46 .17 .29 .18 .23 .34 .22 .17 .26 .18 .29 .20 .07 .31 .37 
S 11  .31 .29  .20 .23  .13 .14  .20 .17  .30 .23 

A 
M= 
13.0 T 20   .57   .44   .34   .28   .47 

R 10    .29 .17 .23 .22 .09 .09 .11 .11 .14 .07 .26 .20 
S 13     .37 .31  .13 .20  .23 .14  .30 .31 

B 
M= 
13.0 T 23      .66   .38   .34   .50 

R 8       .23 .09 .11 .11 .14 .14 .07 .20 .17 
S 11        .31 .26  .20 .17  .30 .26 

C 
M= 
9.3 T 18         .51   .28   .44 

R 9          .26 .20 .17 .04 .14 .20 
S 15           .43 .20  .30 .34 

D 
M= 
10.7 T 13            .37   .34 

R 6             .17 .11 .11 
S 20              .57 .46 

E 
M= 
11.3 T 23               .66 
Mpb  B .27     
  C .21 .18    
  D .22 .18 .17   
  E .29 .27 .24 .23  

 
Thus, low proportions indicate high variation between or within the factors. 
The main diagonal shows the variation between judges for each manager in 
terms of the proportion of role elements used by each judge. In the other cells 
in the matrix, the similarities between managers, as well as the similarities 
between the judges, are compared in terms of the number of equivalent 
categorizations for each judge and manager, respectively. Table II:27 shows 
the mean proportions of equivalent categorizations for managers and judges, 
indicating the similarity of judges (within-factor) and of managers (between-
factor), respectively. Thus, the managers can be judged as different (low mean 
p, Table II:26) or similar (high mean p, Table II:26), and the judges can agree 
more or less on this (s2

w, Table II:27). The mean proportions showed that the 
variance between the judges was larger than between the managers.  

The judges agreed more on managers A, B, and E, while they differed more 
on manager C and D. Judge T indicated most similarity between the managers, 
followed by Judge S and Judge R. Table II:26 shows that judges S-T were most 
similar, while judge R had most in common with judge T. Manager A-E (.29), 
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A-B (.27) and B-E (.27) showed the highest similarity, while manager C 
differed most from the other managers.  

The between-manager-variance was also estimated by calculating the 
variance of the similarity indices for the 10 pairs of managers. This was done 
separately for each judge, giving three estimates of between-variance. The 
within-judge-variance was estimated by calculating the variance of the 
similarity indices for the 3 pairs of judges, separately for each of the five 
managers, yielding five similarity estimates. Table II:27 contains the variance 
estimates and the mean estimates of s2

b and s2
w. 

 
Table II:27. The between-manager-variance (R-T) and the within-judge-variance (A-E) 
 
Managers A B C D E Mean 

estim
-ates 

Judges R S T Mean 
estim
-ates 

Mean within 
similarity of 
judges pw 

 
 
.25 

 
 
.24 

 
 
.15 

 
 
.19 

 
 
.23 

 
 
.21 

Mean between 
similarity of 
managers pb 

 
 
.13 

 
 
.23 

 
 
.38 

 
 
.25 

s2w  
.0048 

 
.0049 

 
.0086 

 
.0003 

 
.0408 

.0119 s2b  
.0045 

 
.0047 

 
.0060 

.0051 

 
Manager E deviated from the others, but this result is biased from one 
comparison (Judge S-T). Using the median instead gives a value of .0049. 
Thus, the result shows that the variation between the managers was either 
smaller than or equal to the variance between the judges. Thus, the judges 
introduced a large proportion of variance in the results. This has 
methodological implications. 
 
Variation among the managers’ subjective role situations. The limit for 
further uses of a role element category as data to describe variation among 
managers was set to two judges agreeing on the existence of a role element 
category (Table II:25).  The amount of similar role elements in the subjective 
role situations can aid a comparison between the managers (Table II:28).  
 
Table II:28. Proportion of similarities in the managers’ role situations based on the amount 
of role elements used by at least two judges (N=27). Number of equivalent categorization 
between two managers is presented within parenthesis 
 

Manager     
         n=27 

A 
12 

B 
12 

C 
7 

D 
9 

E 
15 

A   .18  (5) .07  (2) .11 (3) .22  (6) 
B    .07  (2) .11 (3) .22  (6) 
C     .07 (2) .18  (5) 
D      .11  (3) 

 
Role elements judged to be common to all managers were excluded, as well as 
role elements not used by two judges. This resulted in N=27 role elements for 
categorizing the five managers. Results showed the highest similarity for 
managers A-E and B-E (22%), followed by A-B and C-E (18%). In general 
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manager C differed more from the other managers. However, the results were 
influenced by the amount of role elements used for each manager, and this is 
not an optimal measure of variation.  

Based on the proposition content in categories the similarities and 
dissimilarities between managers can be described in qualitative terms. 

SITUATIONS/EVENTS: Threats. All managers were affected by 
‘organizational changes’ (S6). In the initial change period they were concerned 
about strengthening or keeping their own support channels (A7) and about 
their ongoing and future communication and interaction with staff (A6). No 
one talked about ‘administrative demands’ (S5) (only judge S commented on 
this for manager E). Managers A, B, and C had recently experienced problems 
and conflicts with staff and/or parents (S2). Managers B and E talked about 
problems concerning re-location of staff (S3). Managers A, B, and E discussed 
unfulfilled expectations on higher levels, mainly concerning their two district 
supervisors, but also with regard to the district’s personnel assistant. Managers 
B and E were concerned about the changes in their role, manager B mainly 
about the handling of re-employment of managers and manager E about being 
able to handle the new demands. Manager A was lonely and felt she lacked 
support (S9), while manager E saw problems and a risk for overload, working 
overtime and on weekends. Opportunity. Managers C, D, and E were all 
described as having opportunities based on their personal attributes and/or 
expressions. 

ACTORS Agents/recipients. All managers discussed their own situation as 
managers and their staff’s situation. Managers A, B and E involved parents, 
while B and D mentioned children. Managers A and E commented their 
supervisors, while B and E mentioned district staff, mainly the personnel 
assistant. Managers C and E talked about their own families, while C 
mentioned a friend. 

PERSONAL ASPECTS Capacities/characteristics/knowledge/emotions. All 
descriptions of the managers contained aspects from this category (P1). A 
more detailed investigation into the content showed both similarities and 
dissimilarities, among managers and among the judges’ description of the same 
manager.   

ACTIONS/ACTION STRATEGIES. All managers’ descriptions contained 
actions or plans concerning communication and interaction with staff (A6), 
which seemed to be an important tool for the performance of managerial tasks 
within childcare. Managers B, C, D, and E used a strategy of networking and 
getting support (A7), while all except D had examples of non-actions and a 
wait and see strategy. Manager C had the highest amount of comments in this 
category. Manager A, D, and E tried or planned to structure and increase 
efficiency in their units (A5), but manager A and D talked about delegating 
and giving staff opportunities to influence (A2). Manager C and E had 
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strategies to give help and support (A3), while D wanted to supervise and 
influence (A1) and emphasize performance standards and goals (A4). 

GOALS. All managers discussed personal goals related to their managerial 
role (G1), while managers A and E also discussed goals related to staff (G2). 
No manager expressed any specific goals for childcare (G3), but in official 
goals (G5), expressed by A and B, the core of childcare work is involved. 
There is an overlap of these categories and one category is probably enough. 
No administrative goals (G4) were discussed. Administrative demands (S5) 
and goals did, however, show up in interviews three, five and ten months after 
the implementation of the structural re-organization (Study 4). Managers B 
and E expressed project related goals (G6), while B and D saw future threats 
(G9), mainly connected to the present organizational changes. 

There were several role categories that did not get any support. 
Fragmentation (S1), administrative demands (S5) and administrative goals (G4) 
were not highlighted in the beginning of the change period, but might be a 
future consequence of the changes in the managerial role. Opportunities (O1-
2) were not emphasized, which is consequent with the managers’ focus on 
situational inputs perceived as threats, and a focus on opportunities only on a 
personal level. This is strengthened by the future states, which also were 
perceived as threats, and not as neutral states (G7) or as opportunities (G8). 

The subjective role situations gave more details for comparison than role 
projects, but the higher similarity between manager B-E and A-B, and the low 
similarity between manager C and the other managers were results also found 
in the subjective role projects (Table II:23).  
 
The role project-construction process. Differences among the managers’ 
role projects and strategies during a change period can have an effect on the 
social and organizational role context. Hosking and Morley stressed that it is 
important for managers to possess skilful organizing processes, and they even 
defined leadership as “a more or less skilful process of organizing, achieved 
through negotiation, to achieve acceptable influence over the description and 
handling of issues within and between groups” (1991, p. 250). Thereby they 
highlight the importance of being skilful when forming role projects and 
choosing action strategies for implementation. If one combines Hosking and 
Morley’s ideas with the present role project approach, one can draw the 
conclusion that a manager skilful in organizing processes should: 

• be involved in networking, mobilizing and building relationships i.e. be 
able to get support and use influence when needed 

• know what they themselves are trying to protect and promote i.e. have 
clear role projects 

• know when, how, and why to negotiate i.e. have clear action strategies 
• have issue-specific and process knowledge (for example: knowing who 

to contact in order to build understandings, through whom to mobilize 
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influence, and why negotiation is important in the process) i.e. have 
personal aspects and action strategies that express this kind of knowledge. 

• have capacities that are tied to the demands of their tasks, i.e. have 
personal aspects and action strategies that contain these capacities. 

 
Thus, the final analyses combined data from the two earlier analyses and 
classified them according to the components of the Hosking and Morley 
model, expressed in the skilful organizing processes above.  

The results, based on all propositions in role projects and role situations, 
indicated that manager D and E had the clearest projects and actions 
strategies, followed by A and B, while manager C expressed more uncertainty. 
Being able to get support from a network of people using political and social 
processes was an option all managers discussed. For example, manager A 
lacked support but planned to get support from colleagues and supervisors 
and to investigate staffs’ thoughts, wishes and demands, while manager E 
searched and got support from the personnel assistant, colleagues, staff and 
family. She planned regular communication with her staff and to have an 
introduction-day where she would bring in a consultant to help facilitate the 
change process. 

No one said that they had clear support from their supervisors; only 
manager A talked about seeking her supervisors’ support, while manager B 
tried to influence them. The reasons for these results are indicated by the 
critique and the unfulfilled expectations concerning district-level staff and 
supervisors, expressed by manager A, B and E. Within an organizational 
system it should be important to be supported by supervisors with more 
power and influence. Instead colleagues seemed to be the support option for 
these managers. 

Networking with and getting support from staff were other important 
aspects of social and political processes expressed in relation to the managers’ 
handling of organizational change on a unit level. Manager B had talked to 
some staff concerning relocation, while Manager A planned to investigate their 
views. Managers D and E had an advantage, since they had discussed and 
already received support from their staff. Manager C did not mention this in 
relation to her actions, but expressed the goal of having a dialogue with her 
staff.  

Issue-specific knowledge and process-knowledge concerned projects, threats 
and opportunities. Some of the managers were probably helped in pursuing 
their role projects by knowing the background of the organizational change, 
and by having previous experiences of organizational changes, working with 
many units, of handling social aspects, and by having some knowledge of one’s 
own role during a change period. Some of this knowledge is indicated in the 
results, since all managers had more or less elaborated ideas on action 
strategies. For example, manager A had many ideas about how to deal with the 
change situation but was unclear about the limits of her role and had 
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difficulties dealing with conflict. Manager B knew how organizational 
decisions were made and had experience working with larger units, but found 
relocation of staff and knowing how to answer their questions about 
relocation difficult. Manager C was aware of role demands from politicians 
and parents, and was used to dealing with changes, but did not really grasp 
what her managerial tasks would be after the re-organization. Manager D knew 
that re-organization decisions came from politicians and higher officials in 
order to increase efficiency and he had a lot of ideas. He looked into the 
sensitive interpersonal issues, listened and organized, but was afraid of losing 
control. Manager E knew the changes concerned money, had considerable 
experience and enjoyed having responsibility, but she did not like 
administrative tasks and had difficulties to keep a distance to her job.  

According to the results, managers D and E seemed to show the highest 
skillfulness in organizing processes during the initial change period, 4-6 weeks 
before implementation. They had more clearly formed their up-coming role 
projects and were more pro-active in their choice of action strategies for 
implementation. However, this could easily change with time, as the new role 
projects become clearer to managers A, B, and C.  

 
Overview of role aspects involved in the role project construction 
process. Detailed role element categories from the managers’ subjective role 
situation can be fitted within the role project construction process earlier 
discussed. A model will highlight a qualitative description of the variation 
among managers. A process model of subjective role projects was proposed 
(Figure II:10). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:10. Model of the role project construction process, with the role 
elements for Manager E. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Personal aspects: P1 Goals: G1 G2 G6
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Phase 1          Phase 2         Phase 3
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                     Structure        Project 
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It is an input-output model with the dynamic perspective of the project 
construction process, combined with the role element categorization scheme.  
Manager E’s subjective role situation is presented in model terms and serves as 
an example. In the model reflection, sense-making, and construction processes 
used in the phases are complemented with specific role elements. Specific 
action strategies, actors, and goals will eventually form the subjective role 
project, triggered by situations, mainly perceived as threats. An overview of the 
variation of role element categories in the managers’ project construction 
processes is presented in Figure II:11.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:11. Overview over role aspects involved in the subjective role 
construction process of the five managers. 
 
Summary of variation between managers. In Table II:29 the three highest 
ranked pairs of managers are presented for subjective role projects and 
strategies (Table II:23) and role situations (Table II:27, II:29). Manager A-B, 
B-E and A-E showed the highest similarity, while manager C’s role 
descriptions had least in common with the other managers. 
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O= Situation - opportunity  
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Table II:29. The highest ranked similarities between managers based on results on role 
projects and strategies from Table II:23, and role situations from Tables II:27and II:29 (1-
3, 1 indicates the highest similarity) 

 
Manager A B C D 
 Proj. 

II:23 
Role. 
sit 
II:27 

Role. 
sit 
II:29 

Proj. 
II:23 

Role. 
sit 
II:27 

Role. 
sit 
II:29 

Proj. 
II:23 

Role. 
sit 
II:27 

Role. 
sit 
II:29 

Proj. 
II:23 

Role. 
sit 
II:27 

Role. 
sit 
II:29 

B 1 1 2         3 
C             
D 2  3 2  2       
E  3 1 2 2 1   2   3 

 
 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
Separating the managers’ between-variation from the judges’ within-
variation. Variation can be interpreted as expressions of the sensitivity in 
methods used or as variation in the judges’ views. The latter was indicated by 
the interrater reliability discussed in Study 1. Another methodological problem 
concerned how to separate variance between managers from the judges’ 
within-variation. The managers’ variation was described on four abstraction 
levels: as narrative descriptions, as differences in subjective role projects, 
including general strategies, as variation of detailed role aspects in managers’ 
subjective role situations and in relation to a model of the project construction 
process. They all have different methodological advantages and disadvantages.  

The judges’ narrative expressions of variation in the managers’ role situations 
showed the difficulties of an open approach, especially the free description 
without any restrictions on what to compare. The openness for subjective 
priorities and other biases was evident. One shortcoming of this approach was 
also the relatively short period for judges to reflect on and analyze the material. 
The advantage was that the influence from the interviewer questions is 
reduced to a minimum – it resembles the free conversation in the ethnologist 
tradition. The obvious conclusion was that subjective, qualitative data are 
more difficult to interpret than quantitative judgments, and that fewer 
response restrictions gave more opportunities for divergence in interpretation 
of the same material. Assessing variance was then especially difficult. 

Describing variation between managers by comparing the reduced 
information in subjective role projects was easier. However, this gave only limited 
information of the variation between managers. One difficulty with the simple 
project structure involved the identification of potential relations among 
propositions. To describe detailed variation and test more advanced 
hypotheses, for example dynamic changes in the role, this analytical model was 
too simple. More advanced structures were needed, and the project approach 
does not exclude uses of more advanced models.  
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Variation could best be described using subjective role situations. The variation in 
the three judges’ use of role element categories was first addressed in 
quantitative terms. The interrater reliability indicated variation between judges 
(0.30-0.90) and managers (0.51-0.80). Judges S-T showed the highest similarity 
for all managers (0.72), followed by judge R-T (0.71).  The variation based on 
the numbers of used role element categories between judges was significant, 
while the variance between managers was not. But this frequency count did not 
consider the judges’ common categorizations for each manager, only the 
amount of used categories. The results based on the proportions of equal 
categorizations of role elements gave more adequate information, and here two 
different indicators on between-manager-variance and within-judge-variance 
were calculated. The results showed that the variance between judges was 
larger than or equal to the variance between managers. This was an anticipated 
outcome of the approach. The question is whether the judge variance contains 
valid qualitative information on the judge-manager-interaction.  

However, a frequency count does not capture how many propositions each 
role component category contained for each judge, just how frequently the 
judge used the category over all managers. It was also influenced by how many 
words the judges used in their summaries; the longer the description the higher 
the frequency of propositions, and the higher the probability to use more 
proposition categories. Also the length of the proposition is disregarded; it can 
vary, and the same amount of information could be interpreted as one or more 
propositions. Another aspect is that all qualitative variance within each 
proposition category is missing. Thus, the interpretations of frequency counts 
are limited, since they contain biases, mainly related to the judges’ different use 
of the natural language. These and other differences among judges will be 
further addressed in Study 3. To increase the reliability for the description of 
managerial variation only role element categories used by at least two judges 
were further used.  

The use of a model of the project-construction process provided some possible 
explanations of the differences between the managers. The schemes and 
models used were not exhaustive, and there are of course other possibilities to 
describe the content in role projects, project strategies, and project 
construction processes. However, the choices made were part of the research 
strategy and connected to the focus on dynamic subjective projects. It followed 
the traditional bottom-up approaches, where schemes and models mainly 
emerge in the analysis phase, while they are introduced at an early stage in a 
top-down approach, connected to the choices of constructs and theories.  

The weakness of using qualitative, verbal data for assessing variation among 
individuals concerns the difficulty of assessing reliability in natural language 
data, which is related to the categorization procedure. Verbal statements can 
be interpreted differently and thereby introduce different categories depending 
on the analyst. In Study 1 two independent classifiers first classified 
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propositions into personal aspects, social relations and organizational aspects. 
In Study 2 proposition content was further categorized into role element 
categories for distinguishing the variation in the managers’ subjective roles.  
Interpretation of qualitative verbal data can always be criticized for containing 
subjective biases. One way of coping with this criticism was to fully present 
the suggested propositions and categories, which was done in Study 1. 
Separating between-manager-variance from within-judge-variance posed some 
difficulties. Frequencies of role element categories were used, but they had 
limitations and a lot of information was lost. It was also difficult to separate 
variation that stems from the sensitivity in categorization procedures from the 
variation between the judges’ views. A solution was to use a construction 
approach and disentangle the differences among judges. In Study 3 variation in 
the construction process between the three judges will be examined. 
 
Qualitative descriptions of variation in the managers’ role projects and 
strategies. One purpose of Study 2 was to describe variance between the 
managers, based on a role project approach. In order to describe the variance 
based on the qualitative database, it was necessary to construct categorization 
schemes and models and four levels of analyses were used.  

In the interviews (narratives), the similarities among the managers concerned 
political and economical causes to the re-organization and a belief that general 
goals would not be affected.  

In a second step, indications of role projects and project strategies were identified 
and labeled. All managers pursued two role projects, except manager C with 
only one. They were connected to the ongoing organizational changes, with 
one major project concerning how to handle the new situation, and a second 
project concerning effects of the changes. Three managers shared a rational 
structuring aspect in their general project strategies. The identified strategies 
were: manager A - rational structuring and finding social support, manager B - 
rational structuring and influencing people, manager C - check current status 
and wait and see, manager D - rational structuring, planning and controlling, 
and manager E - delegating and an intensive personal interaction. The 
strategies were in line with the two approaches assumptions on goals – a 
proactive or reactive strategy, and on an individual and/or a social focus. 
These results then supported the general strategy of the thesis. 

According to the more detailed analyses of subjective role situations, all managers 
seemed to perceive the organizational changes mainly as threats. In this initial 
organizational change phase all managers experienced some degree of 
insecurity, as their role was about to change, introducing new demands, 
problems and dilemmas. All managers discussed their own personal goals in 
relation to the managerial role, and all had action strategies involving 
communication and interaction with staff and getting support through 
networking activities. All managers involved themselves and their staff as 
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actors. Thus, all analyses mainly produced information about the managers’ 
work related role projects in the beginning of an organizational change process, 
rather than about strict personal projects (cf. the alternative view of Hosking 
and Morley, 1991). 

A model of the role project construction process with three phases: 1) recognition 
phase, 2) structure and analysis phase, and 3) project initiating phase, was 
suggested. In the model reflection, sense-making, and construction processes 
used during the phases were complemented with detailed role element 
categories from the managers’ subjective role situations. Specific action 
strategies, actors, and goals will eventually form the subjective role project, 
triggered by situational characteristics, mainly threats. Within the process the 
managers appeared to be in different phases. Manager C was in the beginning 
of the process (Phase 1), managers D and E more or less in the initiating 
project phase (Phase 3), while managers A and B were in Phase 2. The process 
model highlighted the kind of sense-making or issue structuring that the 
managers focused on during the initial change period. The hypotheses about 
the differences concerned the managers’ experiences of changes, the time at 
their disposal (which differed for manager D), and the use of proactive or 
reactive strategies when dealing with the new situation.  

Thus, variation was easier to detect and describe on the more abstract levels, 
and the results showed that managers A-E, B-E, A-B and C-E were most 
similar, while manager C differed most from the other. The suggested model 
gave a dynamic description, rich in details, of supposedly experienced role 
problems and planned action strategies during the change process.  
 
The socially constructed managerial roles and organizational role 
theory. The results indicated a strong influence from organizational terms, in 
this case organizational changes, on the managers’ subjective roles. During this 
initial period the managers’ knowledge of the organizational changes and their 
effect on the work situation seemed vague and the role ambiguity (Kahn et. al., 
1964) among the managers was high. They reported task ambiguity, regarding 
what was required of a manager and whose expectations that had to be met. 
The managers’ concern over their own ability to meet staff demands can be 
related to the socio-emotional type of ambiguity, regarding consequences of 
role behavior. The future oriented focus of subjective role projects and the 
managers’ concern about their ability to handle the new situation were 
examples of future ambiguity. A concern for the uncertain future, whether it 
concerned their own role, the staff’s situation or childcare in general, was also 
present in the managers’ descriptions.  

The childcare managers tried to meet the new ambiguous situation by 
seeking social support and building supportive networks. Thus, networking 
activities were a priority, especially since support from supervisors was perceived 
as missing. The managers searched for support elsewhere – from colleagues, 
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friends, husbands and staff. One manager (D) fought hard to remain in 
control, and research has indicated that individuals with high levels of 
perceived control has reported less stress during large-scale organizational 
changes, despite high levels of role ambiguity (Hansen, 2001). The managers 
also found themselves to some extent in a role negotiation phase (Graen & 
Cashman, 1975; Graen & Scandura, 1987), due to the insecurity of their own 
employment and placement.  

The anticipated connection between role ambiguity and stress highlights the 
importance of finding a strategy, individual as well as organizational, for 
handling insecurity during change processes. Research indicates that constant 
organizational changes leading to prolonged conflicts at work places can be 
primary causes to burn-out (Eriksson, Starrin & Janson, 2003) and ‘anxiety for 
reorganizations at the workplace’ was found to be the primary organizational 
factor explaining high rates of sick-leave for employees of municipalities in 
Sweden (Szücs, Hemström, & Marklund, 2003).  

The new organizational situation, perceived mainly as a threat, resulted in 
role stress and strain and this was especially evident in relation to ongoing 
structural effects, the re-employment of managers and the relocation and firing 
of employees. Threat appraisal is an important subjective aspect in the 
assessment of role stress (Siegall, 2000) and a potentially stressful situation or 
episode does not actually create distress, unless it is appraised as threatening 
(Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis & Gruen, 2000; Lazarus, 
DeLongis, Folkman, & Gruen 1985). The strong impact of the organizational 
changes on the subjective role projects was in line with organizational role 
theory, but how the actual situation was interpreted was very personal, 
stressing the benefits of using subjective data.  

The conclusion is that the concept of ‘subjective role projects’ can contribute 
to role theory by describing the detailed subjective role content in relation to a 
specific role context. A role project is a dynamic mental scheme that combines 
different aspects of role content. It acts as a mediator between the situations in 
the role context and the effects in the form of role problems, such as role 
conflict and role ambiguity. The role project approach can then be used to 
describe and understand how managers approach and make sense of a new 
situation, and thereby create an organizational awareness of potential role 
problems during change periods.  
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STUDY 3 – DESCRIBING INDIVIDUAL APPROACHES 

TO A JUDGMENT AND CONSTRUCTION PROCESS 
 
The purpose of Study 3 was to investigate the judgment processes underlying the reconstruction of role 
projects presented in Study 1-2, where three judges analyzed five managers’ subjective reports on their 
work role. Two main approaches were used: one objective approach, where the discourse was examined 
to find out how the interpretation progressed, and a subjective approach involving the judges’ meta-
cognitions. Two general questions were addressed concerning the relation between the judgment process 
and the role content: how was the variation between the judges connected to their processing of stimulus 
text (qualitative and quantitative aspects), and how was it connected to the highly abstracted content 
in terms of role project categories and role elements? Three female judges from different university 
departments (social welfare, anthropology, education) interpreted the transcribed interviews with five 
managers in order to arrive at a summary of their work situation, with special emphasis on subjective 
role projects.  During reading the judges were asked to stop when needed and mark in the text where 
they had stopped and record their questions and comments. This method resulted in segments of text 
and comments during the process. The comments were further classified into three form categories and 
compared with the judges’ final summaries. The results showed that the judgment and construction 
process could be described as a mixture of bottom-up and top-down cognitive processing, with a strong 
influence from text content. The variation among the judges concerned what type and amount of 
information they had reacted on and its relation to their earlier knowledge and experiences. The 
influence from the interview text was strong in the beginning of the process, but weakened as the 
reading went on, summaries were made, and hypotheses tested. A gender aspect was found in all three 
judges’ meta-comments. The existence of meta-hypotheses in summaries might be considered as bias or 
as support for a process of hypothesis testing during construction. The study suggests several sources for 
the individual variation in cognitive processing. To generalize them they have to be compared with 
other results and tested in future studies. However, the measurement design was functional for this 
investigation of the construction process and for assessing variation among judges. 
 
Study 1-2 was based on qualitative data and used a bottom-up approach 
influenced by a social constructivist perspective on the subjective managerial 
role.  Study 1 gave qualitative support for the existence of subjective role 
projects, while Study 2 investigated how sensitive the approach was to unravel 
the variation between managers, when controlling for the judgment variation. 
Though the existence of subjective role project descriptions, including limits 
for projects, were confirmed there were indications of significant dissimilarities 
between judges. The question is if this variation should be interpreted as 
methodological bias, or if it represents an interaction effect due to different 
perspectives on managers and their work roles? Thus, the variation between 
the judges could either be validated in accordance to social constructivist ideas 
or treated as bias.  

The purpose of Study 3 was to investigate whether and how the variation 
between the judges in the judgment process could be related to results 
presented in Study 1-2. Two main approaches were used: an objective 
approach, where the discourse was investigated to find out how interpretation 
progressed, and a subjective approach involving the judges’ meta-cognition. 
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Two general questions were addressed concerning the process and the role 
content:  

1) How is the variation between the judges connected to their processing of 
text (qualitative/quantitative aspects)? 

2) How is the variation between the judges connected to the abstracted 
content in terms of role project categories and role elements?  

In Study 3 there was also a shift toward a traditional cognitive analysis in 
order to investigate how the subjective data used in Study 1-2 was produced. 
Thus, the analysis of the process and the previous results used cognitive data 
for generating hypotheses about the construction process. Some cognitive 
concepts and theories were of special interest in this hypothesis generation. 

Perceptual processes used in a construction task can be affected by past 
knowledge and experience and/or sensory input, such as textual structure or 
stimulus content. Cognitive representations, such as knowledge structures 
(Champagne, Klopfer, Desena, & Squires, 1981) or mental models (van der 
Henst, 2000; Johnson-Laird, 1983, 2001), might affect information processing 
in a top-down fashion, more or less triggered by the contextual information in 
the text. Recent findings state that when people understand discourse they 
construct mental models of the relevant situations, and when they reason they 
seek to draw conclusions that are supported by these models. Thus, each 
model is an internal representation of a possibility (Johnson-Laird, 2001). This 
indicates a kind of hypothetical reasoning that might be present in a 
construction process.  

Mental schemas vary in the kind of information they contain, from simple to 
very complex. They are often hierarchically organized and operate in a top-
down or conceptually driven fashion. These top-down processes may interact 
in complex ways with bottom-up or stimulus-driven processes to provide an 
adequate interpretation of our environment (Rumelhart & Norman, 1983). 
Rationalization error can occur when we try to make the story more 
conventional or similar to existing mental schemas (Bartlett, 1932). However, it 
is difficult to identify characteristics of schemas with any precision (Eysenck & 
Keane, 1992). 

When we ask someone to tell us about something they have read, they 
typically refer to the major events and themes of the story and leave out the 
minor details. This kind of description is found to be highly selective and 
determined by its meaning (Eysenck & Keane, 1992). In story processing, 
readers initially make elaborative inferences in order to fill gaps in the 
information presented in the text, followed by reductive interference, which 
reduce the text to its essential macrostructure, according to Van Dijk & 
Kintsch (1983). In their study the first produced text summaries that subjects 
were asked to do contained several elaborations and additions, while at a 
second attempt the elaborations tended to disappear together with most of the 
unimportant information, leaving only the macrostructure. Thus, one problem 
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is the individual differences in the kind of knowledge each subject brings to 
bear in a text, so the way in which the working buffer is used and the 
macrostructure is formed from a text will vary from one reader to another 
(Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). Thus, it is not possible to predict precisely how 
the comprehension process will operate for any specific individual. 

Meta-cognition concerns people’s understanding or control of their own 
thinking processes, during problem solving and/or decision-making 
(Sternberg, 1995). Meta-cognitive aspects involved in a construction process 
are connected to top-down processing and will be used in this study in a more 
limited way. It is assumed that meta-cognitive aspects will reveal themselves as 
either hypotheses, that are followed up during the interpretation process, or as 
comments produced by the judges. ‘Meta-hypotheses’ are defined as 
hypotheses not directly connected to the text presently processed and involve 
aspects from a person’s previous knowledge and experiences. ‘Meta reflections’ 
are defined as reflections and comments unrelated to the processed text, but 
connected to the person’s previous knowledge and experiences. 

Thus, there are several explanations, based on bottom-up, top-down 
processing or a mix between them, as to why judges may stop in the text to 
comment. Textual structure can exert influence, especially through the division 
of text into sections, as well as through the interviewer’s interposed questions. 
The judges may stop in order to test hypotheses related to their mental models 
or schemas, and this “test” might be a top-down process or triggered by 
information in text. The judges might also be guided by cognitive subroutines, 
like limits in working memory, sizes of natural processing units, established 
norms for pausing, or degree of magnification or details in the comments. 
Anticipated expectations from the researcher on task accomplishment can also 
exert influence on the judge.  

Since the study was explorative based on extensive quantitatively and 
qualitative material, the detailed analysis was restricted to two managers (A and 
B). The aim was to follow the judges’ responses from their first comments to 
their final summaries. In order to do so the judges were asked to stop 
whenever they needed to record thoughts and comments and mark in the text 
where they had stopped. These procedures yielded a segmentation of the text 
combined with a verbal think-aloud protocol. It was assumed to capture some 
of the judges’ thinking during the process. Think-aloud protocols have been 
used by social psychologists to obtain relevant data on cognitive processes 
(Schwarz & Sudman, 1996). The value of such measurements in cognitive 
psychology has been discussed and recognized (Ericsson & Simon, 1980, 1984; 
Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). 

Due to individual differences and the selection of judges from different 
scientific areas, their focus and methods were assumed to show some variation 
in a free construction task with few methodological restrictions. Segmentation 
combined with categorization of form and content in the comments could give 
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some indications on this. Form aspects included meta-reflections, from both 
comments and final summaries, and they were used to shed light on how the 
judges approached the task, and if the process could be described as mainly 
bottom-up, top-down, or as a mixture of the two. Some detailed questions will 
be discussed: 1) Are there variation in the sizes of segment in text and 
comments, and if so, what caused this variation? 2) Is there variation in the 
content of comments, and if so, what caused this variation? 3) How are form 
aspects in comments distributed and what influence did the text and meta-
aspects have on comments and summaries? Answer to these questions would 
indicate to what extent the judges were influenced by the stimulus text 
(bottom-up processing) and by the meta-cognition (top-down processing), and 
if the measurement design was useful for investigating and describing the 
construction process.  

 
Method 

 
General procedure for data collection. The same database was used as in 
Study 1. Thus, three female judges from different university departments 
(social welfare, ethnology, education) interpreted the transcribed interviews (1-
1,5 hour) with five childcare managers, one manager at a time, in order to 
arrive at a summary of their work situation, with a special emphasis on 
subjective role projects.  During the judgment process the judges were asked to 
stop and record comments whenever they chose. This procedure was assumed 
to reveal their line of thinking during the judgment process. For a detailed 
description of participants and procedure see Study 1. 
 
Empirical databases. Three basic categories of data were used: 
1) The judges’ marks in the text, where they had stopped to make a comment, 

segmented the original text. Segment size (based on signs and words) and 
position (rank order) in text were used in analyses.  

2) The judges’ verbal comments during the construction process were 
transcribed, and the sizes of comments based on number of signs and 
words computed. Comments were also classified according to three form 
categories.   

3) Subjective role projects, subjective role situations and meta-reflections (Study 1-2) 
were compared with meta-reflections in comments. 

Segmentation was compared with the size and content of related comments. 
Form categories will basically relate the content in comments to the text or the 
meta-reflections. The meta-reflections during the process were investigated and 
compared with meta-aspects in summaries, and finally with some basic results 
from Study 1-2. 
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Procedure – Content analyses of process comments. The judges’ 
comments were transcribed and classified by three independent classifiers into 
three form categories:  

1) Comments and reflections connected to local parts of the original text. (When 
the judges talked about aspects that could be found in the related text 
segment) 

2) The judges own values, judgments, and summaries connected to local parts 
in the text. (When the judges used their own views and valued, judged, 
or made general summaries in a way that could be clearly related to the 
associated text segment) 

3) Meta-reflections and comments. (When the judges’ comments 
contained aspects not clearly related to the text, for example comments on 
their own experiences or other areas) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure II:12. Overview of the databases, analyses and results in Study 3. 

 
Three classifiers, students with three years’ study in psychology (classifier 1, 2 
and 3), performed this classification. Their instruction was to go through all the 
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judges’ comments for manager A and B, compare each comment with the 
original text, and mark areas of the text belonging to the three form categories 
with different colors. This was done for each comment until all words were 
categorized. Verbal reports from another manager served as material for a 
training session, performed before the actual classification took place. 

For analyzing and identifying meta-hypotheses only those words were used that 
all three classifiers agreed on. Meta-hypotheses were proposed by the 
researcher and not further tested. For this reason the judges’ specific 
comments under each proposed meta-hypothesis is presented in full text. In 
Figure II:12 an overview of the empirical databases, the data analyses and 
results from Study 3 are presented. 

 
Results 

 
Variation in the judges’ segmentation of text and in the length of related 
comments. To investigate the relation between the segments of text and the 
judges’ related comments was one way to describe differences in text 
processing and the use of natural language. Tables II:30-31 show the 
differences in stops for recording comments and the concomitant sizes of 
segmented chunks of text. The number of signs and words are shown together 
with number of words in the comments related to each segment.  

The results show that judge R used fewer stops to record comments (21 and 
23) than judge S (37 and 29) and judge T (46 and 37). The variation in the 
number of words for each segment was large. For manager A’s text the ranges 
were 123-972 words (R), 34-443 (S), and 0-647 (T). For manager B the ranges 
were 101-947 (R), 47-618 (S) and 97-845 (T). Thus, the judges differed in how 
much text they processed before stopping and commenting; and both the 
within- and the between-variance were large. The length of the comments also 
differed, judge T produced the shortest comments followed by judge R and S. 

Table II:32 shows the variation among judges and conditions in terms of the 
average number of words across segments in the stimulus text. One question 
was if there existed any natural units (i.e. preferred length of processed units) 
for processing text and producing comments in this kind of construction task. 
There was no evidence of invariant mean length of the segments. The standard 
deviations were large, too, which contradicted any simple hypothesis of 
processing units of standard length. 
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 Table II:30. Number and sizes of judges R-T’s segments and comments for manager A 
 

MANAGER A 
Judge R - Social studies Judge S - Ethnology Judge T - Education 

Seg 
N=21 

Signs Words Words in 
com 

Seg 
N=37

Signs Words Words 
in com 

Seg 
N=
46 

Signs Words Words in 
com 

1 1166 284 49 1 1166 284 157 1 1465 282 264 
2 902 207 66 2 902 207 136 2 0 0 31 
3 2436 587 112 3 2436 587 270 3 811 183 231 
4 911 226 151 4 699 176 227 4 1028 241 244 
5 2273 535 96 5 212 50 89 5 0 0 222 
6 1313 295 147 6 1344 318 236 6 580 135 25 
7 518 123 86 7 451 108 116 7 505 133 33 
8 1171 297 107 8 478 109 94 8 2669 647 311 
9 2049 508 159 9 315 67 104 9 929 217 92 
10 1108 255 94 10 998 228 92 10 1313 295 155 
11 1520 361 97 11 518 123 23 11 518 123 25 
12 1179 310 129 12 680 170 257 12 212 51 88 
13 2051 506 139 13 814 213 96 13 142 38 15 
14 1654 417 108 14 991 226 235 14 817 208 11 
15 747 181 57 15 735 196 131 15 937 237 210 
16 1361 342 186 16 1108 255 188 16 377 75 50 
17 3354 809 95 17 735 174 194 17 735 196 70 
18 754 165 84 18 785 187 64 18 1108 255 69 
19 1183 291 84 19 1179 310 181 19 735 174 58 
20 3273 805 115 20 144 34 51 20 785 187 36 
21 3974 972 138 21 559 129 83 21 1179 310 177 
    22 1348 343 208 22 703 163 108 
    23 830 220 167 23 1348 343 164 
    24 1571 378 273 24 830 220 70 
    25 1361 342 236 25 516 117 57 
    26 1839 443 144 26 308 80 24 
    27 448 103 133 27 747 181 20 
    28 1067 263 242 28 1361 342 48 
    29 754 165 101 29 505 120 64 
    30 1183 291 138 30 527 129 20 
    31 899 238 143 31 424 95 137 
    32 560 127 255 32 383 99 68 
    33 1512 370 123 33 289 73 18 
    34 302 70 53 34 1226 293 65 
    35 1062 269 183 35 563 119 38 
    36 1054 269 84 36 191 46 9 
    37 1858 434 281 37 1769 451 47 
        38 313 78 11 
        39 560 127 51 
        40 983 252 60 
        41 529 118 2 
        42 302 70 15 
        43 855 210 11 
        44 606 164 40 
        45 655 165 10 
        46 1858 434 68 
Σ 
M  
s 

34 897 
1662 
940,2 

8476 
404 
230,5 

 
 
 

2299 
110 
35 

 34 897 
918 
494,1 

8476 
229 
120,8 

5788 
156 
71,8 

 34 
897 
759 
516,3 

8476 
184 
124,8 

3642 
79 
78,2 
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Table II:31. Number and sizes of judges R-T’s segments and comments for manager B 
 

MANAGER B 
Judge R - Social studies Judge S - Ethnology Judge T - Education 
Seg 
N=23. 

Signs Words Words 
in com 

Seg.  
N=29 

Signs Words Words in 
com 

Seg  
N=37

Signs Words Words 
in com 

1 2795 632 123 1 1727 302 105 1 511 97 17 
2 2299 521 182 2 2152 482 137 2 2284 535 102 
3 927 209 65 3 1239 293 82 3 1847 414 103 
4 2831 642 105 4 927 209 255 4 452 107 34 
5 2232 509 196 5 1377 321 231 5 927 209 16 
6 4067 947 116 6 1454 321 115 6 1377 321 31 
7 1648 398 148 7 2232 509 195 7 1454 321 51 
8 1615 382 71 8 2136 500 244 8 2232 509 64 
9 1687 351 68 9 1931 447 57 9 1109 280 65 
10 452 101 49 10 250 47 39 10 1027 220 51 
11 2035 476 82 11 1997 499 335 11 3579 845 71 
12 1611 346 123 12 1016 234 138 12 599 148 26 
13 1861 422 70 13 878 189 85 13 1279 288 50 
14 1191 272 61 14 809 162 105 14 615 135 28 
15 2663 583 88 15 2486 577 133 15 1261 263 15 
16 2412 531 124 16 573 124 60 16 700 164 14 
17 1208 283 104 17 1038 222 170 17 445 109 28 
18 2598 615 65 18 1360 321 169 18 1463 327 43 
19 652 137 87 19 1248 273 104 19 1038 222 45 
20 702 156 107 20 444 100 67 20 1861 422 41 
21 998 217 64 21 2663 583 150 21 1191 272 25 
22 2170 494 107 22 2206 486 130 22 1707 364 57 
23 4643 1065 102 23 2621 614 104 23 956 219 39 
    24 1391 329 195 24 743 158 24 
    25 1195 255 258 25 1463 328 50 
    26 2789 618 169 26 1414 328 54 
    27 2204 496 166 27 1207 386 101 
    28 1241 281 219 28 1391 329 93 
    29 1736 409 212 29 652 237 31 
        30 702 156 59 
        31 1807 405 60 
        32 1361 306 23 
        33 1666 365 112 
        34 1241 281 55 
        35 462 104 42 
        36 629 143 67 
        37 645 162 61 
Σ 
M  
s 

45 297 
1969 
1035,2 

10297 
448 
239,8 

2307 
100 
37,9 

 45 297 
1562 
695,6 

10297 
355 
161,7 

4429 
153 
71,1 

 45 297 
1224 
637,3 

10297 
278 
147,7 

1848 
50 
26,4 
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Table II:32. Mean, standard deviation and range for the number of words in segments of 
text and comments for judge R-T 
 

Segmentation – Number of words 
TEXT (T) COMMENTS (C) 

 Man A  Man B  Man A Man B 
 M s range M s range M s range M s range 

 
M: 

R 404 230.5 123- 
972 

448 239.8 101- 
947 

110 35 49- 
186 

100 37.9 49- 
196 

266 

S 229 120.8 34- 
443 

355 161.7 47-
618 

156 71.8 23-
281 

153 71.1 39-
335 

223 

T 184 124.8 0-
647 

278 147.7 97-
845 

79 78.2 2-
264 

50 26.4 14-
112 

148 

M: 272  0-
972 

360  47-
947 

115  2-
264 

101  14-
335 

 

 
Figure II:12 shows that there is a variation between judges as well as between 
conditions (texts for manager A and B) in mean number of words. Judge R 
processed larger segments of text than S and T, while judge S produced longer 
comments than R and T.  
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Figure II:12. Judges R-T’s mean number of words in text and comment for 
manager A and B. 
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In general the segments were larger for manager B than for A when processing 
text. This indicates that shorter segments were processed in the beginning of 
the test session. On the contrary, the comments in terms of mean number of 
words were larger for manager A than for B. The contrast between the 
conditions could be due to a difference in semantic content of the texts or an 
order effect. To answer the question if there were any relation between length 
of processed text and the amount of comments, the correlation between text 
and comment size was computed (Table II:33). The correlations were low in 
general, highest for judge S/manager A (.59) and judge T/manager B (.54), and 
there was a weak tendency towards positive relations between text and 
comments. 
 
Table II:33. Pearson’s product-moment correlations between number of words in each 
segment of processed text and in the related comments 
 

 Correlation between text and comment 
Judge R – Manager A .30 
Judge R – Manager B .32 
Judge S – Manager A .59 
Judge S – Manager B .31 
Judge T – Manager A .46 
Judge T – Manager B .54 

 
Text-segmentation process. Were there any indications of trends or 
systematic variation among judges when processing text over time within and 
between each session with the two conditions? Figures II:13-14 present the 
number of words in segmented text chunks for manager A and B, along with 
cumulative frequency and regression analyses.  

One possible hypothesis is that the chunks would increase as more 
information was presented and possibly repeated. If the information is 
consistent with the judges’ emerging representation one can expect that longer 
chunks would be processed at the end of the sessions. 

The results indicate a linear trend for judge R to process larger and larger 
segments (i.e. number of words) over time, when processing manager A’s text. 
On the other hand, judge R tended to process shorter and shorter segments of 
text during the process for manager B. Influence from the text content might 
provide an explanation. Thus, judge S and T seemed to perform the task of 
segmenting text more similar for manager A and B, while R showed a large 
difference in segmentation between manager A and B in terms of trend. No 
strong support for a similar way to segment text among the judges was found. 
However, there is a non-linear trend for all judges indicating that the judges 
read longer segments of text in the end of the sessions. 



 

 137

Judge R/Man A/Segm - Regression

0
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900

1000
1100

0 10 20 30 40 50
Segments

N
o 

of
 w

or
ds

Y

Est. Y

r=.42

 

 

 
Cumulative frequency - Manager A

0
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900

1000
1100

0 10 20 30 40 50
Segments

N
o 

of
 w

or
ds

J udge  R

J udge  S

J udge  T

 
 

Figure II:13. Segmentation of text (size and segments) and analyses of linear 
trends in the judges’ segmentation process for manager A.  
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Judge R/Man B/Segm - Regression
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Figure II:14. Segmentation of text (size and segments) and analyses of linear 
trends in the judges’ segmentation process for manager B.  
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The process of producing comments. Were there any indications of trends 
or systematic variation among the judges in their comments over time, within 
and between each session with the two manager texts? In Figure II:15-16 data 
on number of words in comments for manager A and B are graphically 
presented along with cumulative frequencies and regression analyses.  

The result indicated a linear trend for judge T to use shorter and shorter 
comments for manager A, as the session progressed. The same linear trend 
existed for judge R’s comments over time on manager B. Judge S was thereby 
the one with the least variability in performance over the two sessions, while 
no regular patterns could be found for judge R and T.  

Again one can suspect that the content in text or the judges’ test of mental 
models exerted influence on length of comments. It is possible that the length 
of comments decreases as more information is presented and repeated. If the 
information was consistent with the judges’ emerging representations one can 
assume shorter comments at the end of the sessions. Another possibility is that 
more questions and ideas will be generated in the beginning and thus generate 
longer comments. Variation in the judges’ verbal capacity and communicative 
skills or different norms could also have influenced the length of comments. 
However, no clear patterns could be found in results based on the amount of 
words in segmented text or comments that could explain why the judges 
stopped at certain places in the text, or why the length of their comments 
differed.  
 
Segmentation and influence from the textual structure. Another reason 
for the judges to stop in the text could be influence from textual structure, 
such as the division of the text and the interval of interviewer’s questions. In 
Table II:34 we can see that a large proportion of segmentations occurred next 
to either interview questions or divisions of text into sections and paragraphs. 

Thus, the influence from textual structure seems strong. Judge R followed 
textual structure more (90-100%) than S (76-90%) and T (56-89%). Notable is 
that this ranking is related to the average number of segments used by the 
judges. One possible interpretation is that a use of many segments is related to 
less influence from textual structure and more influence from the content or 
the judge’s mental model, as would be the case for judge T. Even so, the 
division of text into sections has a natural connection to content, indicating 
that textual structures mixed with textual content are two strong factors 
influencing the construction process. 
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Figure II:15. Number of words in the judges’ comments in each segment and 
analyses of linear trends for manager A.  
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Figure II:16. Number of words in the judges’ comments in each segment and 
analyses of linear trends for manager B.  
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Table II:34. Percentage of judge R, S and T's segmentation that occurred next to the 
division of text into sections or in connection with interview questions 
 

 Judge R n Judge S n Judge T n 
Manager A 90% 21 76% 37 56% 46 
Manager B 100% 23 90% 29 89% 37 

 
Conclusions – Segmentation of text and length of related comments.  
No support was found for any “natural units” when processing text or 
producing comments. Judge R produced the fewest segments of text, followed 
by judge S and T. The length of comments also differed, with judge T 
producing the shortest comments followed by R and S. The sizes of segments 
in the processed text and produced comments differed, which may indicate 
differences in processing when performing these two tasks. On the average, 
the judges processed larger chunks of text than produced length of comments. 
This is not very surprising and is also in line with the task of reducing text into 
a shorter verbal summary.  

Segments of processed text were smaller for manager A than for B, while 
comments were longer for manager A than B. This can be explained by an 
influence from task design, e.g. a learning effect, or it can depend on a 
difference in information content between the conditions. Within the process 
of segmentation and commenting on each manager, the judges differed both 
between each other and conditions (A and B). The causes of variation among 
judges could be individual differences in cognitive processing, e.g. influence 
from cognitive subroutines, such as limits of working memory or adherence to 
established norms, like rules for pausing, degrees of magnification and amount 
of details in comments. Other factors, such as reading skills, use of language 
when thinking aloud and/or expectations on task accomplishment might also 
have affected their performance, but reliable data on this was both difficult to 
obtain and to interpret. The variation found within the judges’ performance on 
conditions A and B indicates that content can have strong influence on 
segmentation and comments. The textual structure (division of text and 
interviewer questions) also exerts a strong influence on segmentation. 
However, textual structure is related to content, so this influence is difficult to 
isolate.  

 
Segmentation versus content in the judges’ comments 

 
Segmentation versus content in comments. We have seen that judges 
differed in the number and size of segments and length of comments. Did the 
content in their comments also differ, and how can the process of 
segmentation be described in relation to the content in comments? To 
categorize content we used the proposition categories described in Study 1 
(Table II:12-13). We can then follow the content of comments during the 
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construction process segment by segment (Table II:35-40) and assess some of 
the variation in the construction process. 
 
Table II:35. Manager A - Judge R. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 
S1 1             
S2 1 2            
S3  2 3 4          
S4    4 5         
S5      6        
S6       7 8      
S7        8      
S8        8      
S9     5         
S10 1             
S11         9     
S12       7       
S13          10    
S14       7       
S15           11   
S16         9  11   
S17        8   11   
S18            12  
S19       7       
S20             13 
S21    4   7 8      
∑ 3 2 1 3 2 1 5 5 2 1 3 1 1 

 
P1 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P2 Problems in one of the wards 
P3 Problems with a family – family on the run 
P4 Support from supervisors 
P5 Re-employment of managers – competition 
P6 Contacts with staff 
P7 Organizational change –specific 
P8 Loosing a colleague who has been a support  - 
need for support 
P9 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P10 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P11 Difficulties in the role as a manager – 
organize 

P12 The role of supervisors 
P13 The manager’s own tasks/mission  
P14 Problems with a family – sexual offence 
P15 Organizational communication and decision making 
P16 Temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for 
another unit 
P17 Goals for childcare – working with goals setting (a) 
P18 How the manager has dealt with previous changes in 
the work situation 
P19 The manager’s emotions 
P20 Rivalry between wards 
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Table II:36. Manager A - Judge S. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 
S1 1 11                
S2 1  2 4              
S3   2 4 14 3            
S4       7 5          
S5        5          
S6         12         
S7          6        
S8          6        
S9           15       
S10            8      
S11            8      
S12        5   15 8      
S13         12   8      
S14        5   15       
S15       7 5          
S16 1                 
S17             16     
S18             16     
S19       7           
S20              10    
S21              10    
S22              10    
S23 1      7           
S24  11  4   7           
S25       7        9   
S26               9 17  
S27  11                
S28       7     8      
S29         12      9   
S30 1                18 
S31 1              9   
S32          6       18 
S33           15      18 
S34 1                 
S35  11  4              
S36         12         
S37 1 11  4        8      
∑ 8 5 2 5 1 1 7 5 4 3 4 6 2 3 4 1 3 

 
P1 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P2 Problems in one of the wards 
P3 Problems with a family – family on the run 
P4 Support from supervisors 
P5 Re-employment of managers – competition 
P6 Contacts with staff 
P7 Organizational change –specific 
P8 Loosing a colleague who has been a support  - 
need for support 
P9 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P10 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P11 Difficulties in the role as a manager – 
organize 

P12 The role of supervisors 
P13 The manager’s own tasks/mission  
P14 Problems with a family – sexual offence 
P15 Organizational communication and decision making 
P16 Temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for 
another unit 
P17 Goals for childcare – working with goals setting (a) 
P18 How the manager has dealt with previous changes in 
the work situation 
P19 The manager’s emotions 
P20 Rivalry between wards 
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Table II:37. Manager A - Judge T. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 P17 
S1 1 13 11     5          
S2 1  11               
S3   11 2 4             
S4    2 4 14            
S5    2  14            
S6      14            
S7     4  3           
S8   11     5  7        
S9         6         
S10          7 8       
S11           8 19      
S12        5   8       
S13            19      
S14           8       
S15        5   8       
S16        5          
S17        5          
S18  13                
S19          7        
S20          7        
S21          7        
S22          7        
S23  13                
S24             20     
S25          7        
S26          7        
S27   11               
S28          7        
S29 1                 
S30           8       
S31              17a    
S32              17a    
S33            19      
S34          7 8       
S35               12   
S36               12   
S37                18  
S38                18 9 
S39                  
S40               12   
S41                 9 
S42  13                
S43   11               
S44   11            12   
S45               12   
S46           8 19   12   
∑ 3 4 7 3 3 3 1 6 1 10 8 4 1 2 6 2 2 

 
P1 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P2 Problems in one of the wards 
P3 Problems with a family – family on the run 
P4 Support from supervisors 
P5 Re-employment of managers – competition 
P6 Contacts with staff 
P7 Organizational change –specific 
P8 Loosing a colleague who has been a support  - 
need for support 
P9 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P10 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P11 Difficulties in the role as a manager – 
organize 

P12 The role of supervisors 
P13 The manager’s own tasks/mission  
P14 Problems with a family – sexual offence 
P15 Organizational communication and decision making 
P16 Temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for 
another unit 
P17 Goals for childcare – working with goals setting (a) 
P18 How the manager has dealt with previous changes in 
the work situation 
P19 The manager’s emotions 
P20 Rivalry between wards 
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There were similarities in the judges’ construction and judgment processes for 
manager A. They all started with a description of the manager’s own goals and 
priorities (P1). All judges commented on P2-P7 (the first 20%), while judge S 
and T included P11 and P14. At the end the judges differed more, but all of 
them mentioned personal aspects (P9) and difficulties in the managerial role 
(P11) at the end of the process (the last 20%). Judge R and S talked about the 
staff’s view on the managerial role (P10), while judge T did not. Judge S and T 
referred to how the manager had dealt with earlier changes at work (P18) and 
to goals for childcare (P17), while R did not. Judge R and T talked about 
support from supervisors (P4), which also B did, but to a lesser extent. Judge S 
was the only one mentioning a temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility 
for another ward (P16), and judge T the only one talking about rivalry between 
wards (P20) and the manager's emotions (P19). 
 
Table II:38. Manager B - Judge R. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 
S1 1 2 3          
S2   3 4 5        
S3   3          
S4     5 6       
S5    4         
S6     5 6       
S7     5        
S8 1      7      
S9       7      
S10       7      
S11        8     
S12         9    
S13 1            
S14          10   
S15   3          
S16           11  
S17     5        
S18           11  
S19           11  
S20   3    7      
S21         9    
S22     5       12 
S23            12 
∑ 3 1 5 2 6 2 4 1 2 1 3 2 

 
P1 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P2 Important components of work 
P3 Organizational change - specific 
P4 Re-employment of managers-competition 
P5 Re-organization and movement of staff 
P6 The closing down of one unit 
P7 The manager's own support  
P8 The manager's own tasks/mission 
P9 Decision-making – the managers own 

P10 The manager's own view on changes 
P11 Future difficulties 
P12 Conflicts involving staff  (a) and/or parents (b) 
P13 Contacts with staff 
P 14 How to deal with new, geographically separate unit 
P15 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P16 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P17 Goals for childcare 
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Table II:39. Manager B - Judge S. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 P14 P15 P16 
S1 1 3               
S2 1 3 4              
S3    5             
S4  3  5 6 9 2          
S5  3  5             
S6     6 9           
S7   4              
S8     6 9           
S9      9           
S10 1 3               
S11 1   5             
S12        7         
S13        7         
S14        7         
S15         8        
S16      9           
S17 1 3               
S18          13       
S19  3               
S20  3               
S21 1        8        
S22           11      
S23 1        8   14     
S24            14     
S25  3        13       
S26             12a    
S27             12b    
S28              15   
S29               16 17 
∑ 7 9 2 4 3 5 1 3 3 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 

 
P1 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P2 Important components of work 
P3 Organizational change - specific 
P4 Re-employment of managers-competition 
P5 Re-organization and movement of staff 
P6 The closing down of one unit 
P7 The manager's own support  
P8 The manager's own tasks/mission 
P9 Decision-making – the managers own 

P10 The manager's own view on changes 
P11 Future difficulties 
P12 Conflicts involving staff  (a) and/or parents (b) 
P13 Contacts with staff 
P 14 How to deal with new, geographically separate unit 
P15 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P16 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P17 Goals for childcare 
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Table II:40. Manager B - Judge T. Categorized propositions (P) in the segment sequence 
(S) 
 

 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 
S1 2          
S2 2 1 9 3       
S3     5 4     
S4     5      
S5    3       
S6     5      
S7    3       
S8      4     
S9      4     
S10    3 5      
S11     5      
S12   9        
S13       7    
S14       7    
S15       7    
S16   9        
S17        8   
S18        8   
S19    3       
S20    3       
S21    3       
S22    3       
S23    3       
S24    3       
S25    3       
S26    3       
S27  1         
S28    3       
S29 2          
S30    3       
S31     5    12b  
S32         12b  
S33         12b  
S34        8   
S35        8   
S36        8   
S37          17 
∑ 3 2 3 14 5 3 3 5 3 1 

 
P1 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P2 Important components of work 
P3 Organizational change - specific 
P4 Re-employment of managers-competition 
P5 Re-organization and movement of staff 
P6 The closing down of one unit 
P7 The manager's own support  
P8 The manager's own tasks/mission 
P9 Decision-making – the managers own  

P10 The manager's own view on changes 
P11 Future difficulties 
P12 Conflicts involving staff  (a) and/or parents (b) 
P13 Contacts with staff 
P 14 How to deal with new, geographically separate unit 
P15 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P16 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P17 Goals for childcare 

 
There were similarities in the judges’ construction processes for manager B. 
They all commented on P1-6 in the beginning of the process (the first 20%), 
while judge S and T also involved decision-making (P9). At the end (the last 
20%) the judges differed more, but they all mentioned organizational change 
(P3) and conflicts (P12 staff/parents). Judge R was the only one mentioning 
the manager’s own views on changes (P10), and judge S the single one using 
P14-P16. 
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If we concentrate on the last 20 % of segments in the process, we find that 41-
54% of the used categories are commented upon at this stage in the process, 
indicating a tendency to use more proposition categories at the end of the 
process. This might be due to the accumulation of information at this stage, 
giving room for reflections over several content categories and/or a tendency 
to test or sum up opinions. It is apparent that even though the judges started 
with commenting on similar proposition categories, they did not reflect on 
similar aspects in the end of the process, suggesting potential influence from 
top-down processes. An overview over the judges use of proposition in the 
first and second half of the session is given in Table II:41. 

 
Table II:41. The judges’ use of proposition categories in the first and second parts of the 
sessions for manager A and B 

 
Prop. in the second part of the session 

YES NO 
 

Judge R Judge S Judge T Judge R Judge S Judge T 
Sim R-T 
first part 

Man 
A 

P 4, 7, 8 P 1, 4, 6, 
7, 8, 11, 
12, 15 

P 1, 7, 11, 
13, 19 

P 1, 2, 3, 
5, 6,  

P 2, 3, 5, 
12, 14, 16 

P 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 8, 14 

P 2, 3, 5, 
7 

 
 
YES 
 Man 

B 
P 1, 3, 5, 7 P 1, 3, 9 P 1, 2, 3, 5, 

8 
P 2, 4, 6, 8 P 2, 4, 5, 6, 

7 
P 4, 7, 9 P 1, 3, 4 

Sim R-T 
second 
part 

Man 
A 

P 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13 

P 9, 10, 17, 
18 

P 9, 12, 
17, 18, 20 

P 14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, 
19, 20 
covered 
65% 

P 13, 19, 
20  
 
covered 
85% 

P 10, 15, 
16 
 
covered 
85% 

P 7, 9 

Prop. 
in the 
first 
part 
of  
the 
ses-
sion 

 
 
NO 
 

Man 
B 

P 9, 10, 11, 
12 

P 8, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 
16, 17 

P 12, 17 P 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17 
 
covered 
71% 

P 10 
 
 
covered 
94% 

P 6, 10, 11, 
13, 14, 15, 
16 
covered 
59% 

P 1, 3, 12 

 
These results indicate the same trend of escalating differences in content over 
time. However it is attenuated, since the material is divided in half, including 
the more mixed middle part. Judge S covered the most of the proposition 
categories (85 and 94%), followed by T (59 and 85%) and R (65 and 71%). 
Judge S and T were most similar in their use of proposition categories, closely 
followed by judge R and S. 

Thus, we have concluded that the judges differed more on the commented 
content as the process went on. But how much and concerning what aspects 
did the content in their comments differ? In Table II:42-43 the amount of 
comments in each proposition category are shown for manager A and B. As 
we have already seen, there were large variation in length of recorded 
comments (Table II:30-31).  
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Table II:42. The amount of the judges’ comments in each proposition category for manager 
A  
 

Judge R  Soc. welfare Judge S Ethnology   Judge T Education Man A 
No % No % No % 

Σ 

P1 3 10  8* 12.5  3 4.5  14 
P2 2 6.8  2 3.1  3 4.5  7 
P3 1 3.3  1 1.6  1 1.5  3 
P4 3 10  5 7.8  3 4.5  11 
P5 2 6.8  5 7.8  6 9.1  13 
P6 1 3.3  3 4.7  1 1.5  5 
P7 5*   16.7  7* 10.9  10* 15.2  22* 
P8 5*   16.7  6* 9.4  8* 12.1  19* 
P9 2 6.8  4 6.2  2 3.0  8 
P10 1 3.3  3 4.7  0  4 
P11 3 10  5 7.8  7* 10.6  15* 
P12 1 3.3  4 6.2  6 9.1  11 
P13 1 3.3  0  4 6.1  5 
P14 0  1 1.6  3 4.5  4 
P15 0  4 6.2  0  4 
P16 0  2 3.1  0  2 
P17 0  1 1.6  2 3.0  3 
P18 0  3 4.7  2 3.0  5 
P19 0  0  4 6.1  4 
P20 0  0  1 1.5  1 
Σ 30 64 66 160 

             *Highest frequency 
 
P1 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P2 Problems in one of the wards 
P3 Problems with a family – family on the run 
P4 Support from supervisors 
P5 Re-employment of managers – competition 
P6 Contacts with staff 
P7 Organizational change –specific 
P8 Loosing a colleague who has been a support  - need 
for support 
P9 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P10 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P11 Difficulties in the role as a manager – organize 

P12 The role of supervisors 
P13 The manager’s own tasks/mission  
P14 Problems with a family – sexual offence 
P15 Organizational communication and decision making 
P16 Temporary, earlier enlargement of responsibility for 
another unit 
P17 Goals for childcare – working with goals setting (a) 
P18 How the manager has dealt with previous changes in 
the work situation 
P19 The manager’s emotions 
P20 Rivalry between wards 

 
Ongoing organizational change (P7) and loosing a colleague who had been a 
support (P8) received most comments by all judges. They all commented on 
propositions 1-9 and 11-12, which indicates a higher reliability for their 
existence in the text. Judge S talked more about the manager’s own goals and 
priorities (P1), while judge T discussed difficulties in the managerial role (P11). 
The Pearson product-moment correlations between judges was computed and 
showed moderate to high correlations (R/S 0.78, R/T 0.75, S/T 0.51). 
Otherwise, there was variation among the judges as to what they commented 
on. Judge R used fewer proposition categories than the other judges. 
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Table II:43. The amount of the judges’ comments in each proposition category for manager 
B 
 

Man B Judge R Soc. welfare  Judge S Ethnology Judge T Education 
 No % No % No % 

Σ 

P1 3 9.4  7* 14.9  1 2.4  11* 
P2 1 3.1  1 2.1  3 7.1  5 
P3 5* 15.5  9* 19.2  14* 33.3  28*  
P4 2 6.25  2 4.3  3 7.1  7 
P5 6* 18.8  4 8.5  5* 11.9  15* 
P6 2 6.25  3 6.4  0  5 
P7 4* 12.5  3 6.4  3   7.1  10 
P8 1 3.1  3 6.4  5* 11.9  9 
P9 2 6.25  5*  10.6  3 7.1  10 
P10 1 3.1  0  0  1 
P11 3 9.4  1 2.1  0  4 
P12 2 6.25  2 4.3  0  4 
P13 0  2 4.3  3 7.1  5 
P14 0  2 4.3  0  2 
P15 0  1 2.1  0  1 
P16 0  1 2.1  0  1 
P17 0  1 2.1  1 2.4  2 
Σ 32 47 42 121 

        *Highest frequency 
 
P1 Personal aspects concerning the manager 
P2 Important components of work 
P3 Organizational change - specific 
P4 Re-employment of managers-competition 
P5 Re-organization and movement of staff 
P6 The closing down of one unit 
P7 The manager's own support  
P8 The manager's own tasks/mission 
P9 Decision-making – the managers own  

P10 The manager's own view on changes 
P11 Future difficulties 
P12 Conflicts involving staff  (a) and/or parents (b) 
P13 Contacts with staff 
P 14 How to deal with new, geographically separate unit 
P15 Staff’ view on the manager’s role 
P16 The manager’s own goals and priorities 
P17 Goals for childcare 

 
Also for manager B the ongoing organizational changes (P3) received the most 
comments from all judges together with re-organization and movement of staff 
(P5). All judges commented on propositions 1-5 and 7-9, indicating high 
reliability on their existence in the text. Judge R commented slightly more on 
the manager’s own support (P7), judge S on personal aspects (P1) and judge T 
on the manager’s own task and mission (P8). Judge T used fewer proposition 
categories than the others, while judge S used most of the proposition 
categories. The Pearson product-moment correlations between judges was 
computed and showed slightly lower correlations than for manager A (R/S 
0.64, R/T 0.57, S/T 0.72). In Figure II:16 the judges’ use of propositions is 
graphically represented. 
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Figure II:16. The three judges’ use of proposition categories for manager A-B. 
 
In general, 55% of the proposition categories for manager A and 47% for 
manager B were commented on by all judges. The rest included 25 % for A 
and 29 % for B by two judges, and 20% for A and 24% for B by only one 
judge. This gives us an idea of how reliably the judges’ comments reflected the 
original subjective reports of the two managers, if treated as three independent 
observers. Judge R and S had the highest correlation (0.78) between the 
amounts of comments in the proposition categories for manager A, followed 
by judge R and T (0.75) and S and T (0.51). For manager B the pattern was 
different with the highest correlation between judge S and T (0.72), followed 
by R and S (0.64) and R and T (0.57). These correlations were quite high and 
indicate similarities between the judges’ use of comments for the two 
managers.  
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Text areas versus proposition categories. We have seen that the judges 
showed both similarities and dissimilarities in the descriptions and use of 
propositions during the judgment process. In order to find out if they talked 
about similar aspects when processing approximately the same text areas, we 
need to consider differences in segmentation. By comparing where 
segmentation took place in the text with the comments recorded in relation to 
those particular segments this can be assessed. An example of comparison 
between Judge R and S for the text of Manager A is given in Figure II:17 and 
in Table II:47 Here we can see which comments that belonged to the same text 
area for the two persons.  
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Figure II:17. Similarities in segmentation between judge R and S for manager A. 
 
The specific proposition categories the judges covered when processing the 
same textual area are presented in Table II:44. The results show that the text 
area to some extent influenced judges to cover similar propositions. 53% of 
judge R’s comments for manager A were similar to judge S’s, while only 29% 
of judge S’s comments concerned similar content as judge R. The results for 
all judges confirm the tendency to discuss similar content in the beginning of 
the process and an increased diversity of content in comments towards the 
end. The judges’ comments and propositions differed as they focused and 
reflected on somewhat different aspects of the text. This caused them to cover 
somewhat different propositions and talk about different things while 
processing the same segments of text. This method was used to confirm 
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trends earlier found and was not further elaborated. It can be used for getting 
more detailed information about individual variation in cognitive processing of 
identical information.  
 
Table II:44. Proposition (numbers) in the same text area for judge R and S and manager 
A 
  

 Judge R n=30 Judge S n=69 
 Similar Dissimilar  Similar Dissimilar 
S1 1  S1 1 11 
S2 1,2  S2 1,2 4 
S3 2,3,4  S3 2,3,4 14 
S4 5 4 S4 5 7 
S5  6 S5-6  5,12 
S6  7,8 S7-9  6,6,15 
S7 8  S10 8  
S8 8  S11-12 8,8 5,15 
S9 5  S12-14 5,5 8,8,12,15,15 
S10  1 S15  5,7 
S11  9 S16-17  1,16 
S12  7 S18  16 
S13 10  S19-21 10,10 7 
S14 7  S22-23 7 1,10 
S15  11 S23  1,7  
S16 11 9 S24 11 4,7 
S17 11 8 S25-27 11 7,9,9.17 
S18  12 S28  7,8 
S19  7 S29  9,12 
S20  13 S30-33  1,1,6,9,15,18,18,18  
S21 4,8 7 S34-37 4,4,8 1,1,11,11,12 
Σ 16 = 53% 14=47%  20=29% 49= 71% 

S=text segment 
 

Form categories used in the judges’ comments 
 
Form categories. Did the judges’ questions and remarks emerge in a bottom-
up fashion connected to textual aspects, or were they connected to their earlier 
knowledge and experience or both?  These questions concern if and to what 
extent the judges differed due to personal characteristics, scientific 
backgrounds or experiences. For this purpose the judges’ comments were 
classified (full text was marked in different colors) by three independent 
classifiers into three form categories:  

1) Comments and reflections connected to the original text  
2) The judges’ own values, judgments, and summaries connected to local 

parts in the text 
3) Meta-reflections and comments  
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Table II:45. The percentage of words classified into the three categories by three classifiers(C) 
and the interrater reliability of their classifications.  
 

Judge R  Judge S  Judge T  range              
      Cat Cl C2 C3 M: s: C1 C2 C3 M: s: C1 C2 C3 M: s: mean 

1 56 57 45 53 6,7 60 55 57 57 2,5 45 46 46 46 0,6 46-57   
A 2 28 35 34 32 3,8 17 23 22 21 3,2 24 40 30 31 8,0 21-32 
 3 16 8 21 15 6,6 23 22 21 22 1,0 31 14 24 23 8,5 15-23 

1 46 52 47 48 3,2 66 76 61 68 7,6 61 66 61 63 2,8 48-68  
B 2 27 39 26 31 7,2 15 20 20 18 2,8 23 26 27 25 2,0 18-31 
 3 27 9 27 21 10 19 4 19 14 8,6 16 8 12 12 3,0 12-21 
Interrater reliability Cohen’s kappa (K) 
C1- C2 0.84 0.86 0.84  
C1- C3 0.96 0.94 0.93  
C2- C3 0.75 0.89 0.90  

 
Table II:46. The variation between-judges (sd) compared to the variation within-classifiers 
 

Manager/          
Class 

Judges 
s  (S2B ) 

Classifiers 
s  (S2W ) 

S2B/S2W >1 

A  1 5.6 3.3 1.7 
 2 6.1 5 1.22 
 3 4.4 5.4 0.8 
B 1 10.4 4.5 2.3 
 2 6.5 4 1.6 
 3 4.7 7.2 0.6 

 
Interrater reliability (Cohen’s kappa) was computed (Table II:45) and found to 
be reasonably high (0.71-0.96) considering the difficulty of the task. The 
highest agreements were found between classifier 1 and 3 (0.93-0.96). The 
categorization of text showed the highest agreements among classifiers in 
category 1 (s=0,6-7,6) and 2 (s=2,0-8,0) and lowest in category 3 (s=1,0-10). 
The variation between-judges was also higher than within-classifiers (Table 
II:46) for category 1-2 but not for category 3. This indicates difficulties 
separating classes and the classifiers’ use of different standards, especially for 
category 3 and but also for category 2. Stricter definitions of categories might 
have improved consensus, but defining these categories is difficult due to the 
complex nature of natural language. However, reliability was high enough, but 
for further analyses of meta-reflections and comments in category 3 only the 
words all classifiers agreed on were used, reducing the amount of meta-
reflections identified by different raters.  

The classifiers showed less variation (s) for judge T (4.15) than R (6.25) and S 
(4.28) and for manager A (4.6) than for manager B (5.2). Judge S had the 
highest amount of words in comments related to text (62.5%), while all judges 
were comparable in percentage of words used in meta-reflections (17-18%). 
The largest portion of the three judges' comments, 45-76%, contained 
comments and reflections connected to original text (C1). This part represents 
a bottom-up process. Then 15-40% of the comments represented the judges' 
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own values, judgments, and summaries connected to local areas in the text 
(C2). Finally, 4-31% consisted of meta-reflections and comments (C 3).  

The result indicates that the judges were mainly guided by the text during 
their construction process, basically a bottom-up process. Even so, a large part 
also consisted of the judges’ own values, judgments, and testing of hypotheses 
connected to their mental models in what can be described as a mixed bottom-
up and top-down process.  

 
The judges’ meta-reflections during the construction process 

 
Meta-hypotheses. It was assumed that the judges would test their mental 
schemes and related meta-hypotheses during the process, and Form category 3 
should include indications of such mental hypothesis testing. The text could 
trigger meta-hypotheses that constrain and direct search and interpretation in a 
top-down fashion. In the subjective role situations based on summaries (Study 
1-2) the judges’ reflections and comments that clearly were unrelated to the 
text were identified and excluded.  
 
Table II:47. The judges' meta-hypotheses for manager A and B 
 

Meta hypotheses – Manager A 
Judge R H1 

H2 
H3 

- She has lost her support? 
- She is insecure? 
- Uncertain over her supervisor’s tasks/responsibilities? 

Judge S H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 
H6 

- Lack of support from organization/supervisors?  Is she lonely? 
- She is not prejudiced? 
- She is not affected by gender perspective? 
- Her communication with staff is poor?  
- No organizational information on responsibility for decisions?  
- A positive, humble person and a creative problem solver? 

Judge T H1 
H2 
 
H3 
H4 
H5 

- No support from supervisors? District supervisor uncertain of his role? 
- She has not been able to set limits, take actions and managerial responsibility in case of sexual 
offence?  

- No knowledge of current pedagogical concept/ regulations? 
- Her situation is affected by her gender? 
- Staff gets more responsibility, less resources and support for pedagogical development? 

Meta hypotheses – Manager B 
Judge R H1 

H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 

- He is calm, stable, secure, independent, doesn’t need support? Because he is male? 
- He doesn't want responsibility? 
- He is positive towards ongoing organizational changes? 
- He has strategies regarding organizational changes? 
- He gives promises he cannot keep? 

Judge S H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 

- He is structured, self confident, calm, responsible, doesn't worry, likes to talk? 
- Communication with his staff is poor? 
- He is concerned about staff and parents? 
- He is clear over his managerial role? 

Judge T H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 

- He is clear, well organized, and has no emphatic ability? 
- Is there a gender aspect? 
- He talks but doesn’t know? 
- He doesn't emphasize pedagogical development? 
- His managerial role contains acting as a resource person in wards? 

 
Here the content of the judges’ meta-reflections during the construction 
process will be examined and later compared with results from the judges’ 
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summaries. Only meta-hypotheses (Table II:47) that all  three classifiers agreed 
on were used. The judges’ specific comments under each proposed meta-
hypothesis are presented in Table II:49-53. 
 
Table II:48. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge R for manager A  
 

Judge R - Manager A 
H1-She has lost her 
support? 

8) What kind of person is she searching for? Well, someone who can listen. Maybe it is a way 
to work through this, the loss of the first person 

H2-She is insecure? 12) I think this is rooted in her own views on this. Insecurity, because it will be more work 
16) And here she sounds fairly tough compared to the beginning 17) At the same time I feel 
that she is restrained. 

H3-Uncertain over 
supervisor’s tasks/ 
responsibilities? 

18) It's a bit confusing, terrifying, that she doesn't know their tasks, mission or 
responsibilities. 

 
Table II:49. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge S for manager A 
 

Judge S – Manager A 
H1-Lack of support 
from organization 
/supervisors?  
Is she lonely? 

1) I think it seems strange that no one can go in and help when it becomes so chaotic as it seems to 
have been here. 24) I wonder if she gets any help from anywhere at all or if she’s supposed to 
handle this all by herself? It seems very strange if you enter a new work situation There should be a 
kind of mentor or something during this process. Maybe there is? 28) In the time period she is in 
she feels quite left out and lonely, I think. 36) Of course she feels that she has no one to turn to for 
help if she has these experiences. 37) It doesn’t seem as if her supervisors take her seriously. She 
feels left out and lonely even though she fights and wants a lot to happen. It’s a lonely job. 

H2-She is not 
prejudiced? 

3) I find it interesting that she doesn’t "culturalize" these people. I think this is a strength she has. 
It’s easy to do, blame people’s ethnic background if there are any problems. 

H3-She is not 
affected by gender 
perspective? 

5) It’s interesting when she says –What do you do when you are 50 and without a job? She does 
not connect to gender. It is so common to hear –What do you do when you are female and 
unemployed? 
32) It’s fun or interesting what she says about the men. And this is a well-known understanding in 
society or in many contexts. So it might be easy to say without really thinking if this really is the 
fact. There are norms for how to tell things. 

H4-Her communi-
cation with staff is 
poor? 

7) I don’t know how communication with her staff works. This I wonder about. 19) Doesn’t she 
have time to communicate with her staff? She doesn’t know. It seems odd because she meets them 
quite often. So maybe it’s just her way of expressing herself that sounds insecure. 32) Some 
paradoxes, even though she says it is important to discuss with staff she still hasn’t got good insight 
into her staff’s opinions 

H5- No org. 
information on 
respons-ibility for 
decisions? 

9) Doesn’t managers get any information? Don’t they get informed about who is responsible for all 
the changes? I think this is suspect. 
13) Here again criticism about the way it has been implemented. 
14) Again lack of insight into decision-making. I don’t know how the information is communicated 
about these questions. But this lack of insight is very clear and I think it seems odd. 

H6-A pos-itive, 
humble person, a 
creative pro-blem 
solver? 

25) I think she is a responsible manager with good ambitions, yes positive. 26) Her positive side 
keep shining through here 
29) She seems to be a creative person with ideas and solutions for different problems 31) She 
seems humble. And this is a good characteristic if you work as a childcare manager or a manager. 
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Table II:50. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge T for manager A  
 

Judge T - Manager A 
H1-No support 
from supervisors? 
District supervisor 
uncertain of his role? 

3) The supervisor can think everything is clear. You have to do a self-reflection and the risk is that 
this reflection doesn't provide help. You have support behind you but this support is only verbal 
and help might not be there when you really need it. That's my reflection. 4) She asked her super-
visor for help and he said - Do what you think is best. And then he has handed over his 
responsibility. 7) It is her role I should look into but the district supervisor has also lost his role 
here. 10) Instead they (managers) have not had any supervisor who has taken managerial 
responsibility for them. They had the safety in their own network. 45) Old time job descriptions, 
they just send the ball back to you, the new time. 

H2-Has not been 
able to set limits, 
take actions and 
managerial 
responsibility in case 
of sexual offence? 

4) My own reflection and according to §71 she shall immediately report if there is any suspicion. So 
she has lost her managerial role and taken over the role of police and social services. 5) I feel that 
she hasn't been able to set limits. And should have had someone that would have taken managerial 
responsibility. But it's gone. The question is if she should have fixed it, I don't think so. She has 
functioned like a mother. She has no managerial responsibility. 8) And then they lose, when one 
family leaves. You should have contact with the municipality where they will go so their social 
service can take over. There is no, I miss an action plan. 

H3-No knowledge 
about current ped. 
concept/regulations? 

5) What does it say, day care centers, it's called pre schools today. 31) It is the same with the 
pedagogical program, but that is new, the pedagogical program is gone and the new is a frame law 
which one has to follow. These people don't seem to have kept up with the development. 

H4-Her situation 
affected by her 
gender? 

8) I see it from a female perspective. It might not have been the same if she had been a man. 
Maybe then experiences had counted differently. But I think a gender perspective comes through 
here.  
17) I like to look at it from a gender perspective. I wonder if a man would have felt the same. I 
don't think so. 39) The gender perspective again. You have to make men believe that they are 
steering and acting when it comes to changes. And that is nothing new. 

H5 -Staff gets more 
responsibility, less 
resources and 
support for 
pedagogical 
development? 

9) I think in her role she hasn't been noticed as a manager. She has not had time and they have not 
had a leader. And you can ask if anyone in the ward has taken over the responsibility, because 
everything has worked. 20) The feeling I get is that there might not be much development going 
on for the other workers 21) And resources, it is the staff that lacks this, and they will not get more 
time. 21) But unit operations are shrinking all the time even if she delegates more work. They get 
more tasks but she gets nothing back. 29) And I wonder what the pedagogical support contains? 
Since she has not elucidated and worked through values and the view on humans before they start 
to work. I think the pedagogical support is to get everything practical to function, schemes and 
extra staff. There is no pedagogical support and staff is pretty self-managing. 

 
Table II:51. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge R for manager B 
 

Judge R - Manager B 
H1-He is calm, 
stable, secure, 
independent, doesn’t 
need support? 
Because he is male? 

1) Manager B gives a calm and stable impression at the prospect of this change. 2) I don't 
understand. He expresses that he is sure that he will get the job but also sees it as a problem. 5) If 
he will get the job or not. I don't know if this is typically male but he seems cool and calm during 
this time. 8) I don't understand. He expresses that he is sure that he will get the job but also sees it 
as a problem. 9) He gives an impression of being very confident and calm, not so much in need of 
contact with others or support. 10) It would have been interesting to know more what kind of 
experience the district personnel consultant should have had. 13) So this reflects his way of looking 
at this task and it probably is transferred over to the staff. 20) He gives a secretive impression when 
he is questioned about whom he talks to, if there is anyone. 

H2-Doesn't want 
responsibility? 

12) You can like this more or less but it concerned closing down or a large organizational change 
so he is very happy not to take responsibility. Here the "small man" comes forward. 

H3-Positive towards 
org. changes? 

12) There is also the "great man" who sees incredible possibilities for power in decision making, 
responsibilities, and different tasks 14) Here I get more confirmation that he is positive towards the 
changes. 

H4-Has strategies 
regarding org. 
changes? 

15) So this is in a way his strategies, how to deal with this. 18) A hint of a way to make things come 
together I can see here. 19) He does not mention if the staff, for example, cannot deal with this or 
thinks the demand is too much and will affect the children. 20) And this is a strategy when you get 
many units. 

H5-Gives promises 
he cannot keep? 

7) This is how I interpret it, and then of course people get disappointed. You can comprehend 
things different and then things should be done in that way but it does not happen. 17) It is very 
strange when he gives the impression he can promise things that he does not know if he can keep 
or not. This authority that he can promise things. If they don't come true it will again cause 
disappointment. 
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Table II:52. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge S for manager B  
 

Judge S - Manager B 
H1-Structured, 
self-confidant, 
calm, responsible, 
doesn't worry, 
and likes to talk? 

1) Already from the beginning I notice that this is a very structured person. 2) He seems pretty sure of 
himself I think. 10) Short and precise answers here. There are no hesitations at all here. 11) On the 
question if there is anything more he answers No but still keeps talking. He seems to like to talk, I 
think. He seems like a talkative person. 17) He gives a calm and coherent impression here. 21) He 
seems to take it easy; he does not worry particularly much here. He takes it easy, doesn't worry or at 
least doesn't express any worry and he seems to take this calmly. 22) I still think he doesn't seem to 
worry much 23) He keeps being calm and not particularly worried. 

H2-Comm-
unication with his 
staff is poor? 

11) When things take a long time it is easy to speculate and people will create their own picture. 15) 
He seems to miss the dimension of talking to the staff or he doesn't express this. 18) He doesn't seem 
to have any good contact with his staff. He doesn't seem to have any dialogue with them about their 
worries. 28) As I see it he doesn't seem to have much communication and dialogue wit the staff. In 
spite of that he thinks they want a manager whom is clear. I can't be such big problem to find out 
how staff wants a manager to be. 

H3-Concerned 
about staff and 
parents? 

26) He seems to take his task seriously. He takes a lot of responsibility for staff and parents I think. 
27) One fear he expresses for the autumn is the larger groups of children. But he doesn't seem to 
worry about the children at all. It is the parents. It will be difficult with the parents, not the children. 

H4-Clear over his 
man. role? 

28) He seems to give a very clear impression as a manager. 29) He knows what kind of role he has; he 
is a very clear and unambiguous manager. He confirms it here when he tells this stuff. 

 
Table II:53. Meta-hypotheses (H) expressed by judge T for manager B  
 

Judge T - Manager B 
H1-Clear, well 
organized, no 
emphatic ability? 

1) This is a person who is very clear, at least here in the beginning 4) I start to think that he has no 
empathy. It is my own reflection. 9) Well I get a reflection that he wouldn't have eased way for 
anyone coming after him 27) And then I wonder: is it coincidence or has he been well organized? 
28) Incredible, this about structuring the day, he uses this word spontaneously several times. 

H2-Gender aspect? 3) I see the gender perspective again. He probably has been “sitting still” in his role and not had 
the difficulties as many of them, the women, has gone through. 26) And I see again, is this a way, 
he precedes the events all the time. I wonder if a woman would have done the same. 

H3-He talks but 
doesn’t know? 

23) He has thoughts but has not thought about much. 27) And he has not time and then blames 
coincidences but he still think it has been directed by the staff. I think that he does not know. 29) 
Here he tries and believes, believes, believes. 

H4-Doesn’t 
emphasize ped. 
development? 

34) Nothing about pedagogical development. I don't find that or values or clarify expectations on 
each other. It is nowhere to be found. 37) But they have changed staff, so they ought to be 
different all the time, I think. But it is not clarified here. I miss pedagogical linking. 

H5-Man.role- a 
resource person? 

23) He changes role here suddenly. 36) And he means as a resource person, as he used it before. 
My thought is then that you lose your role as a manager when you go in as a resource person. 
Difficulties there. 

 
For manager A, the only meta-hypothesis common to all three judges 
concerned her lack of received support, mainly from her supervisors. For 
manager B, all judges discussed his personal characteristics: being secure, self 
confident and clear, aspects that can be regarded as fairly similar. Gender 
aspects were present for both manager A (S-H3, T-H4) and B (R-H1). All 
judges mentioned personal characteristics and different actions or action 
strategies.  
 
The occurrence of the meta-reflections in the process. Both the content 
and the amount of meta-reflections differed among the judges and between the 
conditions (4-31%, see Table II:45). Where in the process did the meta-
reflections occur? In Table II:54 the locations of the meta-reflections and 
meta-hypotheses for each judge and manager are presented. In Figure II:18 the 
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distribution of meta-hypotheses over classes of segments (5) for judges and 
managers is displayed. 
 
Table II:54. Distribution of meta-reflections and meta-hypotheses across segments in the 
construction process 
 

 Judge R Judge S Judge T  
Segm Man A Man B Man A Man B Man A Man B Σ  H 
1  1/H1 1/H1 1/H1  1/H1 4 
2  1/H1  1/H1   2 
3   1/H2  1/H1 1/H2 3 
4     1/H1/H2 1/H1 3 
5  1/H1 1/H3  1/H2/H3  4 
6       0 
7  1/H5 1/H4  1/H1  3 
8  1/H1 1/H1   1/H2/H4  4 
9  1/H1 1/H5  1/H5 1/H1 4 
10  1/H1  1/H1 1/H1  3 
11    1/H1/H2   2 
12  1/H2 1/H2/H3     3 
13  1/H1 1/H5    2 
14  1/H3 1/H5    2 
15  1/H4  1/H2   2 
16 1/H2      1 
17 1/H2 1/H5  1/H1 1/H4  4 
18 1/H3 1/H4  1/H2   3 
19  1/H4 1/H4    2 
20  1/H1/H4   1/H5  3 
21    1/H1 1/H5  2 
22    1/H1   1 
23    1/H1  1/H3 2 
24   1/H1    1 
25   1/H6    1 
26   1/H6 1/H3  1/H2/H5 4 
27    1/H3  1/H1/H3 3 
28   1/H1 1/H2/H4  1/H1 4 
29   1/H6 1/1H4 1/H5 1/H3 4 
30       0 
31   1/H6  1/H3  2 
32   1/H3/H4    2 
33       0 
34      1/H4 1 
35       0 
36   1/H1   1/H5 2 
37   1/H1   1/H4 2 
38       0 
39     1/H4  1 
40       0 
41       0 
42       0 
43       0 
44       0 
45     1/H1  1 
46       0 
Σ 5 15 17 14 14 12  
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Figure II:18. The distribution of the judges’ meta-hypotheses across segments 
(classes) for manager A and B.  
 
One can expect that there would be more ideas and hypotheses to test in the 
beginning or at the end of the construction process. But the results indicate no 
regular pattern, as comments were evenly spread over the whole process and 
the judges’ differed in how they reflected on manager A and B. However, if we 
compare the first and second parts of the session we can see that more meta-
reflections occurred in the second half of the session, with the exception of 
judge T/manager A. There was also a tendency for meta-reflections to occur in 
clusters of two or more comments. If we also consider the meta-hypotheses, 
we can see that they are sometimes clustered together and related to other 
hypotheses in the sense that they appear in the same or near-by segments. 
However, more extensive data are needed to shed light on these processes.  
 

Meta-reflections versus results in final summaries 
 
The meta-reflections in the final summaries. Meta-reflections in the final 
summaries were assumed to reflect some of the meta-reflections and 
comments produced during the construction process.  New aspects could also 
arise when the judges verbally summarized the manager’s situations, as 
reflections still could take place. A form categorization of narrative summaries 
was performed in Study 1 where parts of the text adhering to Category 3, 
meta-comments and reflections, were selected. In the further content analysis 
the researcher labeled classes of meta-reflection propositions, resulting in the 
following eight categories:  
1. Comments on method/procedure 
2. Insecurity comments 
3. Comments on and/or appraisal of the managers situation/role 
4. Gender perspective 
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5. Ethnicity perspective 
6. Speculations on future effects 
7. Speculations on causes 
8. Other 

The first two categories concerned the construction task and the judges’ 
insecurity on how to interpret the text material, something they all commented 
on but not concerning the same managers. The final category, (8) ‘Other’, was 
a rest category, which contained just a few comments like “childcare inspector, 
it sounds like a military” and “here he says something funny or good” (Table 
II:55).  
 
Table II:55. Categories and number of meta-comments and reflections in the judges’ final 
narrative summaries 
 

Judge R Judge S Judge T   
        Manager:  
Meta-category  in 
summaries:             

A B C D E A B C D E A B C D E 
∑ 

1.Comments on 
method/ procedure  

2 2 1 1 1 1 5 2 4 5  1  4 4 33 

2.Insecurity 
comments 

3 1     2  1 3  5    15 

3.Comments/ 
appraisal of 
manager’s sit/role 

 1 1 5  2 4 4 2 8 7 17 11 10 11 83 

4.Gender 
perspective 

 1    1 1  2  6 3  3  17 

5.Ethnicity 
perspective 

     2          2 

6.Speculations -
Future effects 

    1 1         4 6 

7.Speculations – 
Causes 

      1  4   2  2  9 

8.Other 
 

 1        2      3 

∑ 5 6 2 6 2 7 13 6 13 18 13 28 11 19 19 
∑  Comments 21 57 90 
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The results indicate a tendency to produce more meta-comments concerning 
the male managers, B and D, with some exceptions. Judge S had more 
comments concerning manager E, but at that time her comments on 
method/procedure contained repetitive comments on her getting tired and 
loosing concentration (which led to a few shorter pauses). The judges differed 
in amount of produced meta-comments, judge R had fewest comments, 21, 
while judge S had 57, and judge T the highest amount, 90 meta-comments. All 
judges commented on method and/or task procedure and insecurity aspects, 
but not for every manager. Their largest amount of comments concerned (3) 
‘comments on or appraisal of the manager’s task or role’. Here the judges took 
on a “staff perspective”, clearest found in judge T’s comments, a “parent 
perspective”, clearest in judge S’s comments and/or put themselves in the 
“manager’s situation”, clearest in judge R and S’s comments. All judges had 
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comments from a gender perspective, judge S and T had more and longer 
gender comments than R’s single comment. Judge S, being an ethnologist, had 
one comment concerning ethnicity. All judges speculated about the future, 
while only judge R and T speculated about causes to situations and aspects 
described. These results indicate differences in approaching the judgment task, 
but also similarity in content. 
 
Comparing the construction process and summary data. Two things will 
be achieved by comparing the meta-reflections during the construction 
process with meta-reflections in the judges’ final summaries and finally with 
data on subjective role projects. First, the content in meta-reflections from the 
process and the final statements will be compared in order to describe the 
judges’ mental schemes and their influence on the final summaries. Secondly, 
by comparing meta-reflections during the process with results of the subjective 
role content, one can hopefully assess influence from other sources than the 
text alone, for example personal biases influencing the judges’ objectivity. 
Table II:56-57 shows the correspondence between meta-aspects in comments 
and summaries, when the detailed content is compared. 
 
Table II:56. Correspondence between the contents in judge R, S and T’s meta-hypotheses in 
comments (H) and meta-categories in summaries for manager A  
 

MANAGER A 
 Meta hypothesis - comments Meta category - summaries 
R H1 She has lost her support? - 
 H2 She is insecure? - 
 H3 Uncertain over her supervisor’s 

tasks/responsibilities? 
- 

S H1 Lack of support from organization/supervisors?  
Is she lonely? 

3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H2 She is not prejudiced? 5.Etnicity perspective 
 H3 She is not affected by gender perspective? 4.Gender perspective 
 H4 Her communication with staff is poor? - 
 H5 No organizational information on responsibility 

for decisions? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H6 A positive, humble person and a creative problem 
solver? 

- 

T H1 No support from supervisors? District supervisor 
uncertain of his role? 

- 

 H2 She has not been able to set limits, take actions and 
managerial responsibility in case of sexual offence? 

3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H3 No knowledge of current pedagogical concept/ 
regulations? 

3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H4 Her situation affected by her gender? 4.Gender perspective 
 H5 Staff gets more responsibility, less resources and 

support for pedagogical development? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 
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Table II:57. Correspondence between contents in judge R, S, T’s meta-hypotheses in 
comments (H) and meta-categories in summaries for manager B  
 
 MANAGER B 
 Meta hypothesis - comments Meta category - summaries 
R H1 He is calm, stable, secure, independent, doesn’t 

need support? Because he is male? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 
4.Gender perspective 

 H2 He doesn't want responsibility? - 
 H3 He is positive towards ongoing organizational 

changes? 
- 

 H4 He has strategies regarding organizational changes? - 
 H5 He gives promises he cannot keep? - 
S H1 He is structured, self confident, calm, responsible, 

doesn't worry, likes to talk? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H2 Communication with his staff is poor? 3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 
 H3 He is concerned about staff and parents? - 
 H4 He is clear over his managerial role? - 
T H1 He is clear, well organized, and has no emphatic 

ability? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 H2 Is there a gender aspect? 4.Gender perspective 
 H3 He talks but doesn’t know? 3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 
 H4 He doesn't emphasize pedagogical development? 3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 
 H5 His managerial role contains acting as a resource 

person in wards? 
3.Comments/ appraisal of manager’s sit/ role 

 
A high amount of content in meta-hypotheses was also found in the final 
summaries for manager A and B (50-100%). This indicates that the meta-
hypotheses were long-lived and endured long enough to influence the 
summaries. Judge R shared less meta-aspects in comments and summaries. 
One reason might be that Judge R’s meta-reflections in summaries to a higher 
proportion concerned comments on method, procedure and insecurity, or 
included comments later confirmed by the text and not expressed as meta-
reflections in the summary. Judge R also had fewer meta-aspects than the 
other judges, both in comments and in the final summary.  

There were also indications that the construction process continued during 
the summaries, because speculations on causes (7) and future effects (8) 
appeared only in summaries. Task-related aspects (1, 2) were commented on in 
final summaries, but not during the process. Therefore they are not presented 
in Table II:57-58. Investigating meta-hypotheses can shed some light on when 
and to what extent mental models are involved in construction and judgment 
processes, even though the sample should be larger in order to draw more 
extensive conclusions.  

Meta-reflections in the summaries were excluded from the analyses of 
subjective managerial role (Study 1-2). However, different classifiers were used 
for the data on comment and on summaries and only the meta-category was 
used in the summaries. Therefore, it might have been a variation in the criteria 
and strictness of categorization, which is a possible source of bias when 
comparing meta-hypotheses with the final summaries (Table II:58).  

There were some overlaps in meta-aspects in the construction process, in 
the final summaries and the subjective role projects and situations. However, 
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this overlap was not perfect. Some of the meta-hypotheses that the judges 
worked with during the construction process received less attention in 
summaries. For example, judge S had a meta-hypothesis that manager A was 
positive, humble and a creative problem solver. That she was humble and 
positive was mentioned in the summary, but not that she was a creative 
problem solver. Judge T’s comments on gender did appear in the summaries, 
but not in the subjective role results. Judge R’s hypothesis number 5, where 
manager B gives promises he cannot keep, was not found in the meta-
reflections in the summaries or in the subjective role situation. However, it 
was mentioned in the projects, because they were based on all judges’ 
summaries where judge T commented on this aspect.  
 
Table II:58. Correspondence between the content in meta-hypotheses (comments) and meta-
reflections (summaries), subjective role situations and projects for manager A and B 
 
 
Man A 

Meta hypotheses (H) 
-comments  

Meta category  – 
summaries  

Subjective role sit. Subj role projects (P) -
all judges 

Judge R H1 
H2 
H3 

- 
- 
- 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 1 
H3 – 0,5  

P2 Social support 
P2 
P2 

Judge S H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 
H6 

3 
5 
4 
- 
3 
- 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 0 
H3 – 1 
H4 – 0,5 
H5 – 1 
H6 – 0,5 

P2 Social support 
- 
- 
- 
P1 Org. change 
P1 

Judge T H1 
H2  
H3 
H4 
H5 

- 
3 
3 
4 
3 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 1 
H3 – 0,5 
H4 – 0,5 
H5 – 0,5 

P2 Social support 
P2 
- 
- 
P1 Org. change 

Man B     
Judge R H1 

H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 

3/4 
- 
- 
- 
- 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 1 
H3 – 1 
H4 – 0,5 
H5 – 0 

P1 Org. change 
P1 
P1 
P1 
P2 Employment 

Judge S H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 

3 
3 
- 
- 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 1 
H3 – 0,5 
H4 – 1 

P1 Org. change 
P1 
P1 
P1 

Judge T H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
H5 

3 
4 
3 
3 
3 

H1 – 1 
H2 – 0 
H3 – 0 
H4 – 0,5 
H5 – 1 

P2 Employment 
- 
- 
- 
P1 Org. change 

1=mentioned, 0,5= partly mentioned, 0= not mentioned 
 
New reflections also appeared during the narrative summaries, for example 
speculations about causes and future effects. More connections between meta-
reflections in process and summaries were to be expected, since they are based 
on the same form category (3), while subjective role projects and subjective 
role situations are based on form categories 1 and 2. However, this was not the 
case, and one can suspect that meta-hypotheses were confirmed and 
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incorporated in the final summaries more as “facts”. Finding aspects of meta-
hypotheses in the summary data might be considered as bias, but also as 
indication of a confirmation of meta-hypotheses during the process. If so, the 
evidence supporting this assumption might be found in the managers’ original 
verbal reports.  
 

Summary of variation in the judges’ approaches to the 
judgment and construction task 

 
Segmentation, content of comments, form categories and meta-reflections 
were aspects used for investigating the construction process and describing 
similarities among the three judges’ approaches. A summary of the variation 
among judges is presented in Table II:59. 
 
Table II:59. Overview of the variation in the judges’ results in Study 3 
 

Judge R Judge S Judge T 
MA 
21 
404 
110 

MB 
23 
448 
100 

MA 
37 
229 
156 

MB 
29 
355 
153 

MA 
46 
184 
79 

MB 
37 
278 
50 

 
Segmentation  
-chunks (number of) 
-words per chunk (M): 
-words in comments (M): 
-influence from textual 
structure 90% 100% 76% 90% 56% 89% 

Content 
-Prop. categories Man A 
-Prop. categories Man B 

 
P1-13 
P1-12 

 
P1-12, 14-18 
P1-9, 11-17 

 
P1-9, 11-14, 17-20 
P1-5, 7-9, 13, 17 

Form  
-Cat. 1 -text 
-Cat. 2 -values txt  
-Cat. 3 -meta refl. 

 
M: 50.5% 
M: 31.5% 
M: 18% 

 
M: 62.5% 
M: 19.5% 
M: 18% 

 
M: 54.2% 
M: 28.3% 
M: 17.5% 

Meta hypotheses 
-Amount (comments) 

 
3  

 
5 

 
6 

 
4 

 
5  

 
5 

Meta reflections 
-Amount (summary) 
-Categories used 

 
21 
method 
insecurity 
manager’s sit. 
gender 
speculat. future 

 
57 
method 
insecurity 
manager’s sit. 
gender 
speculat. future 
speculat. cause 
ethnicity 

 
90 
method 
insecurity 
manager’s sit. 
gender 
speculat. future 
speculat. cause 

Correspondence 
-Meta hyp. (no of hyp.) vs 
results in summaries (subj. 
role sit ) 

N=8  
5 – yes       62.5% 
2 – partly   25% 
1 – no       12.5% 

N=10 
6 – yes         60% 
3 – partly     30% 
1 – no          10% 

N=10 
4 – yes         40% 
4 – partly     40% 
2 – no          20% 

 
Segmentation and content. Judge R produced fewer comments mainly guided by 
textual structure, while S and T produced more comments less guided by 
textual structure. ‘Ongoing organizational change’ (P7) and ‘loosing a 
colleague’ (P8) received most comments by all judges for manager A. All 
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judges commented on propositions 1-9 and 11-12, which indicates higher 
reliability for these propositions. Also for manager B ‘ongoing organizational 
changes’ (P3) received most comments in addition to ‘re-organization and 
movement of staff’ (P5). All judges commented on propositions 1-5 and 7-9. 
Judge T used fewer proposition categories while judge S used most of the 
proposition categories.  

All judges covered 47-55% of the proposition categories, another 25-29% 
were covered by two judges, and only 20-24% were acknowledge by only one 
judge. This gives us an idea of how reliably the judges’ comments reflected the 
original subjective reports, in terms of three independent observers. 

The correlations between the amounts of comments in the proposition 
categories for manager A and B were also quite high (0,52-0,78) and indicate 
the similarities in the judges’ use of proposition in comments. Judge R-S and 
R-T showed the highest similarity in judgments for manager A, judge S-T and 
R-S for manager B. 

There was a tendency for judges to start the process by commenting on the 
same content categories, but as the process went on they differed more and 
more, suggesting influence from top-down processes. Another trend was to 
use more categories at the end of the session as 41-54% of the used categories 
were commented on at this stage. This might be due to access to more 
information giving room for more reflections and/or a tendency to test or 
sum up ones opinion.  

Further analyses were performed to find out if judges discussed similar 
content when processing the same text area. The same tendency of similarity 
of content in the beginning and an increased variation at the end of the 
process was found. This method can be further elaborated in future studies. 
Thus, content in the text exerts a strong influence, especially in the beginning 
of the process. But as the process continues the focus is diverging due to 
individual differences.  

Form. The highest proportion of comments was related to text (1) or 
concerned the judges’ own values, judgments, and summaries connected to 
local parts in the text (2). A small proportion was categorized as meta-
reflections (3) that had no obvious connection to content in original text. This 
overall pattern indicates that judges were mainly guided by text during their 
construction process, basically a bottom-up process. Even so, 17-18% 
consisted of the judges’ own values, judgments, and testing of hypotheses 
connected to mental models in what can be described as a mixed bottom-up 
and top-down process. This process is consistent with research on reading 
comprehension (Rumelhart & Norman, 1983). The results indicate limits for 
agreement among judges, which may be interpreted as a serious approach to 
the construction task. However, reliability was fundamental for using their 
results in Study 1-2.  
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Meta-reflections during the construction process.  Judge R produced the lowest amount 
of meta-reflections and comments in the final summary (21), less than 25% of 
judge T’s comments (90), while judge S was in between (57). This could 
indicate more top-down processing and possibly more speculations not directly 
connected to text for judge S and T. However, this might be somewhat 
affected by the categorization of the qualitative material. 

The meta-hypotheses differed between judges and managers. Some 
similarities were found for manager A concerning her own support in relation 
to her supervisors. For manager B all judges discussed his personal 
characteristics: being secure, self confident and clear, aspects regarded as fairly 
similar. A gender aspect was found in all judges’ comments and all mentioned 
personal characteristics and different actions/action strategies. 

More meta-reflections seem to occur in the second half of the process, and 
there was a tendency for reflections to occur in clusters, even though more 
data would be needed for a reliable conclusion. No reliability test was 
performed on categories of meta-hypotheses and other interpretations are 
possible. For this reason all data were presented to the reader. 

Meta reflections and final summaries. The meta-reflections in the summaries 
contained categories related to procedure and method, judges’ insecurity, the 
managers’ situation, ethnicity, gender, speculations on causes and future 
effects. Judge R had the fewest comments (21), judge S more (57) and judge T 
produced most meta-comments (90). Comments on or appraisal of the 
manager’s task or role were most frequent, and judge R mainly commented 
from a “managerial” and sometimes from a “staff perspective”, judge S altered 
between “staff and parent/customer perspective”, and judge T adopted mainly 
a “staff perspective”, both in summaries and during the process. All judges had 
comments concerning method and procedure, insecurity, gender and 
speculations on the future. There was a weak tendency to produce more meta-
comments for male managers. 

The influence from meta-reflections in the construction process on the final 
summaries varied. For judge R 25% of meta-hypotheses were mentioned in 
the summaries, for judge S 60% and for judge T 90% (manager A-B). Thus, 
judge R had fewer meta-aspects, both in comments and in final summary and 
with less overlap.  

These results indicates how strict the judges followed their initial hypotheses 
and ideas to the end and that some meta-hypotheses endured long enough to 
influence the summaries One can also guess that if hypotheses were 
strengthen by data in the text they would persist and be found in final 
summaries. There were also indications that the construction processes 
continued during summaries, as speculations on causes and future effects 
appeared in summaries only. Aspects related to judges’ construction task were 
found in final summaries but not during the process. However, there are large 
methodological difficulties trying to assess this cognitive process in the 
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construction phase, so the results are discussed as mere indications or 
hypotheses for further investigations. 
 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
The cognitive construction process. The relatively free construction and 
judgment process can be described as a mixture of both bottom-up and top-
down cognitive processing, with a strong influence from content in text. The 
influence from the text content was strong in the beginning of the process, but 
weakened as the process went on, summaries were made and hypotheses 
tested. This indicates slightly more influence from bottom-up processes early 
in the session. The number of meta-hypotheses discussed in the last part of 
the session also tended to be higher than in the beginning. Using only the 
simple stimulus measures of text and comments was not enough to 
understand influences on the construction process. They had to be 
complemented with different measures of content. 

In Study 3 the correlations in the judges’ use of proposition categories to 
describe manager A-B were strongest between judges R-S for manager A, and 
judges S-T for manager B, the same results as in Study 1 (Figure II:6). In Study 
2, the results showed that the highest interrater reliability in subjective role 
situations were found between judge S-T and R-T (Table II:25). These 
differences might be explained by differences in the judges’ use of comments 
and summaries, since judge R processed larger segments of text than S and T, 
while judge S produced longer comments than R and T. A reason for the 
differences between the studies might be the restrained use of only manager A 
and B in Study 3.  

The results are compatible with the social constructivist view of individuals 
constructing their own representation, more or less different from other 
individuals. Especially the meta-comments revealed the influence of top-down 
processing. This makes it somewhat difficult to know if the resulting 
summaries stems mainly from basic text data or is constructed and influenced 
by the individual judge’s experiences, preferences and mental models. In the 
meta-hypotheses for example, the judges’ background and experiences can 
explain some differences, even though all judges used gender aspects. It also 
seems as if a few meta-reflections (mainly personal characteristics of the 
manager and comments on the managerial role) were transformed into more 
or less adequate “facts” in final summaries. This methodological bias is open 
to criticism of the social constructivist approach, especially if the design relies 
on one person to collect and interpret verbal data. The judges also took on 
different perspectives (parent, staff, manager), which make it even more 
difficult to regard them as “objective observers”, a common assumption in a 
cognitive/rational perspective. Thus, normal cognitive biases affected the 
judges when interpreting “data” in the form of verbal reports, stressing both 
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the advantage and disadvantage of using several “interpreters”. In comparison 
with a single person analyzing the extensive, verbal material, the design with 
multiple judges should increase the reliability if only commonly detected 
aspects are used. The use of form categorizations, such as meta-reflections and 
comments, will also describe the subjective ambiguity in interpretations of 
comments and summaries, especially if the aim is to increase “the objectivity”.  

Another question concerns how cognitive processes relate to content. In 
Study 1 the detailed role elements found in the judges’ process comments were 
compared to results in summaries (Table II:15).  The results showed that the 
judges both added new aspects in summaries and lost information during the 
construction process. The same conclusion can be drawn regarding meta-
comments, where information was lost and comments added. These results are 
consonant with research on story processing (Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983).  

In general a construction process leaves much room for influence from 
different individuals’ experiences and preferences, which in this case, and 
especially from a rational/cognitive view, would be a threat to both the 
reliability and the validity of the result. Especially if no other reliability check is 
done or no other interpretation is tested. Thus, the interrater reliability 
deserves extra attention, and the variance between judges/interpreters should 
be separated from variance in the basic results also in social constructivist 
studies.  This also points to the need for a focus on the construction process 
per se.  
 
Methodological aspects. The design of the study showed itself to be useful 
for following a construction, judgment or sense-making process. It captured 
the individual variation, and examples of extended data analyses were given. 
They can be complemented with measurement of time spent on different parts 
of the process. A method for tracing meta-related aspects in the process to 
their influence on final summaries was also provided. Meta-reflections in the 
summaries were excluded from the analyses of the subjective managerial role 
in Study 1-2. However, since different classifiers were used for comments and 
summaries and only meta-reflections were singled out in summaries there 
could be some variation in the strictness of the categorization procedure. This 
is a possible source of bias when comparing meta-hypotheses with final 
summaries. The existence of meta-hypotheses in summary data might be 
considered as bias or as support for a hypothesis confirmation process during 
the construction. Investigating meta-hypotheses in this way seems to shed 
some light on when and to what extent mental models are involved in 
construction and judgment processes. However, the sample should be 
enlarged in order to draw more extensive conclusions. Methods, especially for 
categorizing, can be improved. 

Using segmentation, form and content to capture and describe construction 
processes provided a contrast between quantitative and qualitative data. We 
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need both, in order to understand these complex cognitive processes. Analyses 
will be improved if the quantitative aspects are complemented with qualitative 
data, such as the think-aloud protocols. 

The use of transcribed verbal reports instead of observation of a real life 
interview was aimed at reducing the impact of social perception biases, and to 
“standardize” and control the input into the process. Instead, there is a risk 
that some important signals (voice or visual) cannot be used, and that the 
transcription process distorted data in some way. The general task design, also 
aimed at producing results in order to infer subjective role projects (Study 1-2), 
somewhat reduced the methodological degrees of freedom in Study 3. 
However, the procedure intended to make it possible to follow the judges’ 
interpretation process, which was easier using text with less informational cues 
than, for example videotapes. 

Classifying form categories, especially separating meta-reflections from more 
general comments related to specific text areas, was especially difficult. To 
ensure higher reliability three independent classifiers were used. Using only the 
words all three classifiers agreed on limited the material that was used for 
further analyses, with the risk of overlooking important information. 
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PART III - THE PURPOSIVE, RATIONAL SUBJECTIVE 

ROLE 
 

Influences from cognitive psychology 
 
Investigating the subjective role in order to test hypotheses of subjective role 
structures and processes from a rational/cognitive approach requires the use 
of adequate cognitive concepts and rational models. Thus, a selection of 
appropriate role related cognitive concepts and models, is needed. 

A manager's job involves analyzing and evaluating situations, and then 
deciding what actions to take. Judgment and decision-making are important 
areas within cognitive psychology. Rational choice theory, in which rationality 
is expressed as internal coherence and logical consistency within a system of 
beliefs and preferences, has dominated research. However, the recent debate 
has been concerned with the need to modify the theory (Meller, Schwartz & 
Cooke, 1998). Assumptions of rationality hold that the decision-maker has a 
perfect understanding of the decision problem, and is able to select the course 
of action among several possible actions that will lead to his/her goal. This 
implies that decisions will mirror decision-makers motives, and the decisions 
actually made endorse the consequences that the person intended (Brehmer, 
1992). Goals are assumed to be set in advance and available for conscious 
reflection.  

Decision errors within rational choice theory are usually based on three 
assumptions: there is a correct response, correct responses can be expressed as 
coherence in the system of preferences and beliefs, and the subject and the 
experimenter agree on what constitutes a correct response. However, research 
in the area has demonstrated frequent violations of the theory and its 
assumptions (see for example Birnbaum, 1983; Frisch & Clemen, 1994; 
Girgerenzer, 1991, 1996; Hammond 1996). Alternative frameworks to the 
rational view have been proposed. One example is "rule following", where we 
base our decisions on rules or heuristics, which contain information of who 
we are and how we interact with people (Meller et al., 1998). These rules may 
express habits, but also personal, moral, and social identity (Fiske, 1992; Prelec 
& Herrnstein, 1991). Sometimes the rules do not apply and decision makers 
may search for reason or emotion to guide their choice (Bar-Hillel & Neter, 
1996; Hogarth & Kunreuther, 1995; Pennington & Hastie, 1992; Ritov & 
Baron, 1990; Tversky & Shafir, 1992; Zeelenberg, Beattie, van der Plight & de 
Vries, 1996). Meller et al (1998) see the future of judgment and decision 
making research as dependent on the development of other frameworks that 
can connect research on emotional, cognitive, social, and institutional factors. 
This view is similar to the previous role theoretical discussion on the influence 
of subjective, social, and organizational factors on the role. The connection 
between a managerial role and decision-making is also strong. The need for a 
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framework that connects the individual with social and structural factors is in 
line with the earlier discussion in this thesis. 

Goals are by social constructivist seen as retrospective, while goals from a 
rational/cognitive view are seen as prospective. Goals and motivation have 
also been of interest in cognitive research, especially related to organizational 
performance. There is an extensive literature on goal setting, which connects 
goals to behavior. According to Lewin (1935, 1951), individuals are motivated 
to develop strategies and to invest effort in the pursuit of their goals. 
Behavioral choices, effort and persistence at tasks are all affected by goals 
(Locke & Latham 1990). Simon asserted that "thinking begins with goals and 
cannot move without them" (1994, p. 19). One proposal connected to goal 
setting is that moderately difficult goals motivate high performance (Locke & 
Latham 1990). However, intentions do not always get translated into 
behaviors (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Goals may also differ on several 
dimensions like difficulty and specificity (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 
1981), self-set, assigned, or participatory, proximal or distal goals (Karniol & 
Ross, 1996), performance goals or learning goals (Dweick, 1990; Dweick & 
Leggett, 1988). The concept of goal and goal-directed behavior is widely 
accepted in cognitive psychology as well as in organizational research. 

Other aspects related to the subjective role and role projects are cognitive 
structures and mental representations. These aspects have been extensively 
examined and discussed from different angles and under different names like 
scripts (Shank & Abelson, 1977), schemas (Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977), plans 
(Miller, Galanter & Pribham, 1960), knowledge structures (Champagne, 
Klopfer, Desena, & Squires, 1981), mental models (Johnson-Laird, 1983, 
2001), images (Kosslyn, Ball & Reiser, 1978; Paivo, 1971; 1986, Shepard, 1978), 
and propositions (Johnson-Laird, 1983; Mani & Johnson-Laird, 1982).  

There has been a special interest in investigations of managers’ mental 
models or cognitive maps (see for example Calori, Johnson & Sarnin, 1992, 
1994; Daniels, Johnson & de Chernatony, 1994, 2002; Greve, 1998; 
Hodgkinson, 2001; Johnson, Daniels & Asch, 1998; Walsh, 1995). There is still 
a controversy in the psychological field about how these mental structures 
should be represented. By the increased focus on frames, schemata, and 
scripts, cognitive psychologists have found ways to include the context in their 
explanations of cognitive operations. There is also considerable evidence in 
several different areas for the operation of schema-like knowledge structures 
(Alba & Hasher, 1983; Anderson & Pichert, 1978; Bransford & Johnson, 1972; 
Graesser, Woll, Kowalski & Smith, 1980). A manager’s role can consist of 
many scripts and plans for how to behave under different circumstances. 
These schemes can be interpreted as action strategies that have emerged from 
previous role project experiences. 

When we observe peoples’ behavior, including our own actions, we attempt 
to find explanations to why specific actions occurred. Reasons for behavior are 
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attributed to external or internal causes (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1972a, 1972b). 
We may also try to understand other aspects of peoples’ behavior. If the 
behavior is a result of stable or unstable causes, or addressing reasons for the 
behavioral variation over situations, time, targets and people. In these causal 
schemata we will try to get a consistent representation of people and situations 
that will help us predict other peoples’ behavior and plan our own actions. 

This search for consistency and stability may also have other effects. Stable 
and enduring mental models or schemas have been found to contribute to 
reactions to change (e.g. Bartunek & Moch 1987). The fundamental influence 
of an actor’s knowledge in processes of change has been described in several 
constructivist studies (see for example March & Olsen, 1976; Weick, 1977). 
Lau and Woodman (1995) identified three features of schemas pertinent for 
change: causality (attributions used to understand causes of change), valence 
(meaning and significance), and inferences (predictions of future outcomes). 
Accordingly, organizational commitment is related to these features of change 
schemas, consistent with the argument that a fundamental realignment in how 
people understand the organization is needed to foster organizational change. 
There is a demand for more organizational studies that incorporate cognitive 
models, on individual and group-level, as well as studies that searches for 
relations between cognitive models and organizational behavior (Johnson, 
1988). For future studies of strategic changes and other complex organizational 
phenomena the importance of methodological triangulation is emphasized. 
Thus, the concept of mental models has been related to both organizational 
change processes and social constructivist approaches. 

A recent metaphor in cognitive social psychology, the person as a motivated 
tactician (Fiske & Taylor 1991), can be used to describe the role of a social 
actor. “The motivated tactician is viewed as having multiple information 
processing strategies available, selecting among them on the basis of goals, 
motives, needs, and forces in the environment. As such, “the motivated 
tactician” exemplifies the pragmatic tradition in social psychology” (p. 75).  
The same assumptions can be made concerning an individual’s action 
strategies. This metaphor promises to replace its predecessors, which captured 
earlier research themes by portraying persons either as consistency seekers, 
wishful thinkers, lay scientists, or cognitive misers, by suggesting that all of 
them apply under some specific conditions (Schwarz, 1998). Thus, the 
conditions under which individuals seek cognitive consistency in their mental 
models are an empirical question. 

The role incumbent as a consistency seeker implies that the aim of the role 
incumbent is to attain a consistent cognitive structure, free from conflict and 
ambiguity. This fundamental issue in social psychology has been exemplified in 
various cognitive consistency models (see Abelson, Aronson, McGuire, 
Newcomb, Rosenberg & Tannenbaum, 1968, for a review). Festinger’s (1957) 
theory of cognitive dissonance stated that when people find themselves 
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behaving in a manner that is inconsistent with their attitudes, they experience 
tension and will attempt to reduce the tension. The objective is to become 
cognitively consistent, either by changing behavior or attitudes. This strategy 
applies to periods when the role is formed, stabilized or changed. The 
motivation for actions and behavioral changes will be influenced by perceived 
inconsistency among important factors in the role. The 'cognitive conflict' 
experienced by the individual manager will then reveal role conflicts and role 
ambiguities, and the important issue is how the individual handles this 
cognitive conflict. 

Social constructivists argue for the need to include ongoing, dynamic social 
processes for understanding socially constructed subjective views. The risks of 
investigating the role phenomenon from a cognitive/rational perspective 
involve overlooking or de-emphasizing external factors, both organizational 
and social, due to the cognitive focus. The rational view of the individual 
might also be an “oversimplification”. Many cognitive researchers argue that 
people often act in "irrational ways" guided by emotions and/or 
“unconscious” thoughts. They do not often search through all alternatives and 
weight them according to some logical criteria when they have to decide on 
which actions to take. Other priorities than logical arguments influences 
peoples’ decisions and goals can also act as retrospective explanations instead 
of future ideal states to strive for.   

The computer metaphor, around which models of information processing 
are built, has been criticized for constraining the range of phenomena 
addressed by cognitive social psychologists. For example, it has been criticized 
for not easily lending itself to investigations of emotional and motivational 
influences on human cognition and behavior (Schwarz, 1998). The complex 
treatment of the perceivers’ goals and needs that characterized Bruner’s work 
(1957), has been reduced to simpler processing goals, such as forming an 
accurate impression versus remembering material presented in an experiment 
(e.g. Hamilton, Katz, & Leirer, 1980). The role of affective states in cognition 
has also been largely ignored (Zajonc 1980). Reliance on a guiding framework 
based on the computer metaphor has fostered an exclusive concentration on 
individuals as isolated information processors, thereby neglecting the social 
context (Schwarz, 1998). However, researchers have tried to explore socially 
situated cognition (for a review, see Levine & Resnick, 1993). 

Thus, a cognitive structure or mental model of the subjective role should 
include significant factors such as the role incumbent and his/her goals, 
planned and executed action strategies and actions, other actors and their 
behavior, and all kinds of contextual situations. Relations among these role 
components should include causality attribution, when analyzing the contextual 
processes, and means-end relations when planning actions. The aim of the role 
incumbent is to achieve cognitive consistency and avoid negative discrepancies. 
This is done by rationally trying to choose, decide, and execute corrective 
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actions of various kinds, depending on the specific situation and the degree of 
inconsistency. In this way some main aspects of the ‘Interpersonal role-making 
model’ (Kahn et al. 1964, Katz & Kahn, 1978) can be included (role 
incumbent, role senders, role behavior, organizational, interpersonal, and 
personal factors). The manager’s perceptions of role demands and of 
expectations from other actors in different contextual situations can then be 
revealed in this subjective structure. 

To continue we need a model that can incorporate these cognitive aspects, 
with a focus on experienced difficulties in the managerial role, related to the 
important role concepts of role stress, role conflict, and role ambiguity. The 
assumption is that role problems and difficulties have a stronger impact on 
both perceived needs for actions and actions per se, and thus to a larger extent 
occupy the manager’s thoughts. This is congruent with the results from Study 
1-2, where situations perceived as threats (problems) were connected to all role 
projects and to a large extent present in the managers’ subjective role 
situations. The question is if there is a rational/cognitive model that can 
incorporate all these aspects, and if so if it is compatible with the project 
approach on the subjective managerial role? 
 

A control theoretical approach on the subjective managerial 
role 

 
The anticipated mental role representation is assumed to contain role elements 
and relations that can be more or less specified. Subjective role problems and 
role conflicts are here described as the perceived cognitive inconsistencies 
among role elements. A control model will form the hypothetical scheme of 
the cognitive role representation by translating role conflict into control model 
terms. The model will be used to generate hypotheses of form and content of 
the subjective role structure and the stimuli for the judgment of role conflicts. 
The chosen model is rationally mechanistic and many cognitive researchers 
believe that humans function in a more irrational or quasi-rational way. 
However, a fairly simple process model is required if it shall be used for 
different role incumbents and role contexts. If individual definitions of role 
components are allowed, it will insure that some of the variance is captured. 

Control theory has been around for some time as a useful framework for 
theoretical development in many fields (Carver & Scheier, 1981), including 
organizational studies (Campion & Lord, 1982; Hollenbeck & Brief, 1988; 
Taylor, Fisher & Ilgen, 1984). According to the cybernetic hypothesis (Wiener, 
1948) a feedback loop is a fundamental aspect of action. The simplest model 
consists of four elements: a referent standard or goal, a sensor or input 
function, a comparator, and an effector or output function (Figure III:1). If the 
perceptual signal, when tested against the standard in the comparator, reveals 
some discrepancy, an error signal is generated and the system takes some 
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actions, via the effector, to reduce the discrepancy. Hierarchies of feedback 
loops can explain more complex behavior, where the means to reduce 
discrepancies in higher order loops will become standard of lower order loops 
(Lichtenstein & Brewer, 1980; Powers, 1973). The output signal of one 
feedback loop might consist of a string of other loops, which in turn can 
consist of another string of loops and so on (Miller, Galanter & Pribram, 
1960).  

Klein (1994) proposed a control theory model of motivation, incorporating 
feedback, goal setting, expectancy, and attribution theories, as a meta-theory 
for guidance of future theoretical and empirical efforts. The primary difference 
between his model and other uses of control theory (Campion & Lord, 1982; 
Carver & Scheier, 1981, 1982; Hollenbeck & Brief, 1988; Hollenbeck & 
Williams, 1987; Lord & Hanges, 1987; Taylor et al., 1984) is the inclusion of 
several cognitive processes between the comparator and the effector. These 
additional processes indicate that the sensor, the standard and the effector are 
not necessarily fixed standards in the human system (Klein, 1994). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure III:1. The simple feedback loop in traditional control theory. 
 
According to control theory and in line with cognitive consistency theories, 
action initiates from perceived discrepancies and directs interest towards 
perceived role incongruence, role problems, and conflicts. There are other 
similarities between the 'Interpersonal role making model' (Kahn et al. 1964, 
Katz & Kahn, 1978) and Klein's control theory of motivation. In both models 
expectations and feedback are included, attribution, goal, and perception-
processes assumed, and communicative actions taken. Katz and Kahn’s model 
contain additional aspects, such as personal attributes, interpersonal, and 
organizational factors. 

A proposed basic scheme of the cognitive role representation can serve as a 
structural model that will aid a categorization of role problems (Figure III:2). 
The scheme involves perceived external situations and events, which include 
actors and activities. These situation/events contain personal attributes of 
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other actors and interpersonal factors. They involve the manager’s role context 
on both higher organizational levels and on unit level. According to control 
theory, the manager has three important functions in the control loop: to 
monitor, to compare and decide, and then to act and correct. The manager 
receives signals, reflects over them in comparison to goals, and plans action 
strategies, in order to attain cognitive consistency between contextual factors and 
goals. 

The three basic role components can be elaborated and organized in detail or 
they can be vague or a preliminary idea on how to proceed. The events and 
situations can be familiar, because of extensive experience, or they can be new 
and unknown. The manager’s values, attitudes, traits, and previous experiences 
are cognitive factors that will influence goals, strategies, perceptions, and 
diagnoses of situations. Perception, evaluation, attribution, judgment, and 
decision-making are cognitive processes that are active in the feedback loop.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure III:2. A control model of the subjective managerial role.  
 
Testing hypotheses of form and content in the subjective role requires specific 
instructions, tasks, and stimuli. Since the control model is so general, we must 
first find appropriate ways to gather specific individual descriptions of 
components in the cognitive role structure. Then, potential inconsistency 
relations among role components can be established.  

Thus, the control model scheme (Figure III:2) of cognitive role 
representation was used as the basic core in the rational/cognitive investigation 
of the subjective managerial role. The managers’ reactions, when they were 
asked to specify role elements according to their own comprehension and 
experience would ultimately confirm or discard the usefulness of the scheme. 
Measurement procedures had to be designed to reveal individual differences 
among managers, as well as norms and shared structures, comparable to the 
"bodies of thought or causal schemas" that Weick (1979b) saw as the core of 
an organization. However, the important elements in the control scheme, 
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situations/events, goals, actions/action strategies, are broad categories in need 
of further elaboration. 
 

Components in a control model representation of the 
subjective managerial role 

 
Situations and events. Problematic situations/events are of interest from the 
role perspective as well as from the control theory perspective. In control 
theory action is initiated from perceived discrepancies in the feedback loop. 
Discrepancies in role expectations and role performances affect behavior and 
can cause role conflicts and role stress. Problematic situations/events are 
experienced by the individual and must be chosen and described by the 
managers themselves. They encounter many complex situations in their daily 
work. Personal experiences will affect the perception, the diagnoses, and the 
choices of relevant events. Since work in childcare to a large extent concerns 
people, there will be social situations as well as events that reveal structural and 
other properties of the organization. Co-operation and communication among 
organizational members demand, at least partly, common conceptions. In that 
sense organizational members, and especially managers, must have similar 
mental representations of important organizational aspects. Furthermore, their 
representations will include the whole organization, not just the immediate 
surroundings (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). A strong probability is that the 
chosen events will contain classical management functions and roles described 
in previous studies (Fayol, 1949; Kotter, 1982; Luthans, Rosencrantz & 
Hennessey 1985; Luthans, Hodgetts & Rosencrantz 1988; Mintzberg, 1973, 
1975). Consequences of managerial actions will appear as situational outcomes 
to be compared with the manager’s goals. When there is incongruence between 
goals and outcomes, the situation becomes highlighted and new actions are 
planned and executed in order to reduce inconsistencies. Therefore, it is likely 
that events are closely intertwined with goals and actions. 
 
Goals. Outcomes of actions, revealed in situational consequences, are 
compared with the manager’s goals or ideal states. The aim is a situation 
consistent with goals/standards. If discrepancies are found, new actions and 
corrections of current status are required. Goal-categories used in the 
rational/cognitive studies were chosen to reflect responsibilities of the 
manager. They were related to personal preferences (personal goals), staff 
responsibilities (goals concerning staff), the task of childcare (goals concerning 
childcare work) and administration (administrative goals).  
 
Actions and action strategies. A basic, theoretical model for categorizing 
actions can aid the interpretation of managers’ action strategies in the scheme.  
In Study 4-5 the 'Path-goal theory of leadership' was used (House 1971; House 
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& Mitchell 1975). According to House and Mitchell the most important 
function of a leader is to motivate followers to invest effort in achievement of 
organizational goals. A leader can decide to use one or more out of four 
dimensions of leadership behavior, all depending on his/her diagnosis of the 
situation. The dimensions of leadership behavior comprise four orientations: 
directing, supporting, participation, and achievement. Directive leadership 
occurs when a manager tells subordinates exactly what to do. Supportive 
leadership involves leader behavior that shows concern for subordinate's 
wellbeing and their personal needs. Participative leadership occurs when the 
leader consults with his/her subordinate about decisions, and achievement-
oriented leadership when the leader sets clear and challenging goals for 
subordinates, stresses high quality performance and improvement of current 
standards. These four types of leader behavior reflect behavior that every 
leader is able to adopt, depending on the situation. The four types are not 
considered to be personality traits. Research on these four leadership 
dimensions has generally supported several of the model’s predictions, 
especially regarding the connection with job satisfaction (Daft, 1994). The four 
action strategies were further divided into private and social contexts, since a 
manager’s job involves working both in privacy in the office and upholding 
social contacts. These aspects were assumed to reflect different sides of the 
manager’s work situation. 
 
The present approach. In Study 1-2, the subjective managerial role was 
described in terms of dynamic role projects, related mainly to perceived threats 
in the organizational and social context. Managers struggled with sense making 
and analyses of a new situation with new demands. Their constructed role 
projects showed more or less clarity, depending on where the managers were in 
the sense making process. The most obvious role problem during this phase 
was role ambiguity, particularly future ambiguity. The bottom-up role project 
approach was adequate to investigate the sense making processes in a vague 
and information scarce situation in the beginning of the change process.  

The rational/cognitive approach focuses on managerial role conflicts during 
the whole organizational change period. It is also possible that role conflicts 
can represent the incongruence among role projects and/or elements within a 
role project. The two models also share the individual, social, and 
organizational levels together with some concepts (situations, action strategies, 
goals, and actors), which make a comparison possible. 

The cognitive theory driven approach in this study will try to anchor role 
aspects and stimuli in the role environment by gathering examples of 
experienced situations, giving opportunities to infer behavioral explanations 
connected to organizational functioning. This connection can be helpful for 
deciding on organizational actions. The cognitive model can therefore deal 
with both stable and instable situations that can be generalized to the control 
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model. It also points towards managerial actions and behavior and involves 
some explanations of managerial decision-making processes. On the other 
hand, it tests only one hypothetical control model perspective, despite any 
number of observers, with the risk of one-sidedness. Focus is on experienced 
role conflicts and their relations with situation/events, goals, and action 
strategies. The subjective role involves cognitive mechanisms and focuses on 
forms and processes and not so much on specific role content. It includes a 
process model, with cause-effect and means-end relations limiting description 
of role content and relations between role elements.  

In general, research based on a rational/cognitive top-down approach has 
stricter demands on theoretical connections and methodology than studies 
influenced by social constructivism or traditional bottom-up approaches. 
These demands will influence the measurement design in several ways. 
Representing and assessing structural knowledge can be seen as a three stage 
process: first to elicit the knowledge from the respondent using different 
methods, then to represent structural aspects in a model, and finally to 
compare knowledge representations between persons (Jonassen, Beissner & 
Yacci, 1993). The general requirement of the measurement procedure was a 
capability to reveal unique individual characteristics and make comparisons 
between individuals possible.  

First, definitions of the general role components are required and then 
measurements of relations, in this case inconsistency or conflict between role 
components, can be determined. In Study 3 the benefit of using both 
quantitative and qualitative data when studying judgment processes was 
discussed. An approach with convergent measurements will also be applied in 
the rational/cognitive studies. The measurement procedure was carried out in 
several steps. First, sampling and definition of situations/events called for the 
use of qualitative methods, interviews, where additional questions could be 
asked for an optimal explanation and understanding. This produced individual 
verbal descriptions of relevant events, but to be able to compare managers 
these events had to be categorized. The same problem occurred for goals and 
action strategies, but they were categorized according to some general 
managerial work areas (goals) and theoretical considerations (action strategies). 
Without a general scheme of the role structure individual variation in verbal 
descriptions might produce such large dissimilarities that a comparison could 
be impossible. Reliability of event/situational categories was tested in two 
ways, first against a situation diary that managers kept over two week period, 
then in a dialogue with each manager.  

Secondly, describing relations between role components can be done using 
verbal reports and quantitative judgment of perceived incongruity or conflict, 
as was done in Study 4-5. Previous to this judgment the managers individually 
defined the content of all stimuli (general role components), including events. 
The use of both quantitative and qualitative methods is desirable and a 
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combination should give a rich and detailed description of role conflicts and 
discrepancies in the subjective managerial role.  

There is a need for obtaining relevant “process data” in social cognition 
research and social psychologists nowadays include think-aloud protocols and 
similar measures in their experiments (Schwarz, 1998; Schwarz & Sudman 
1996), even though introspection have been suspect as data since the era of 
behaviorism. The arguments of Nisbett and Wilson (1977) and evidence from 
neuropsychology have indicated the value of such measures. Ericsson and 
Simon (1980, 1984) has claimed that verbal reports are data, and the use 
requires explication of the mechanisms by which they are generated and the 
ways in which they are sensitive to experimental factors, such as instruction 
and task. Verbalizing information affects cognitive processes only if 
instructions require verbalization of information that otherwise would not be 
attended to. Ericsson and Simon proposed criteria for valid uses of 
introspection: to obtain reports during performance rather than retrospectively, 
to ask subjects to describe what they are attending to or thinking about rather 
than asking them to interpret or speculate about the situation, and to realize 
that people cannot usefully introspect about certain kinds of processes (e.g. 
neural events, recognition processes). In the study, conflict ratings were used 
to obtain quantitative data that would make it easier to compare individuals, 
while verbal protocols were used during the judgment task to gather qualitative 
information concerning perceived relations and conflicts. 

The study of the subjective managerial role with a top-down approach has 
clear descriptive aims, but it can also be explanatory, which requires a model 
that ideally can build on the project approach used in Study 1-2. A theory 
driven approach can be complemented with the use of different data models. 
Thus, two types of quantitative data models were used for interpreting role 
conflict data (Study 4 and 5). 

Study 4 comprises two steps. First, there was a sampling procedure and a test 
of the empirical usefulness of the role components (Study 4a). Secondly, the 
control model and its usefulness for describing role conflicts were tested 
(Study 4b). The fundamental control model approach includes organizational 
levels and focuses on symbols and a general model rather than on detailed 
content as in the social constructivist studies. Qualitative and quantitative data 
are represented in control model terms, and unlike a strict conventional 
approach, individual representations complement the group results.  

In Study 5 quantitative conflict data were analyzed and reduced using two 
data models in order to describe conflict patterns and general conflict 
dimensions. In this interpretation the aim was to identify interpretable 
indicators on cognitive representations with a “bottom-up” procedure. 
Individual data are presented and compared with group data. The results from 
this approach will indicate how useful these data models were for reducing data 
and describing the subjective role conflicts, in comparison with Study 4. 
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STUDY 4 – A CONTROL MODEL REPRESENTATION OF 

EXPERIENCED MANAGERIAL ROLE PROBLEMS  
 
The main purpose was to test if a control model representation was applicable to subjective data on 
managerial role problems. Multiple case studies of five childcare managers formed the database. Three 
basic role components were used in the model: problematic situations/events, goals, and action 
strategies. Repeated interviews identified seven problematic events. Goals were divided into four work-
related aspects. Action strategies were derived from the four behavior dimensions in House and 
Mitchell’s (1975) Path-goal theory of leadership and further divided into social and private situations. 
These role components produced a list of 19 stimuli, first individually defined by the managers and 
then used in a conflict-rating task combined with think-aloud protocols. The role component 
definitions were tested against the control model structure. Problematic events could be described in 
control model terms and events and goals had more psychological validity than action strategies. 
Conflict ratings and verbal protocols were used to analyze possible conflict relations between basic role 
component categories and to describe similarities in the managers’ perceptions of subjective role 
conflicts. Finally, individual role conflict profiles were formed that identified the individual manager’s 
role conflicts in great detail, categorized as ‘external’ or ‘internal conflicts’. The conclusion is that the 
event role component represented important subjective role constructs of these managers, including both 
goals and action strategies. However, the separate action strategy components used did not fit the 
control model representation very well. The conclusion is that the model was a suitable representation 
of individual subjective role aspects, but less so of data on the group level.  
 
If organizational role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978) shall be useful as an 
explanation of role behavior, it is reasonable to assume an existing cognitive 
representation of role expectations, role sending and receiving, role behavior, 
personal attributes, interpersonal and organizational factors. In order to 
investigate the subjective side of the managerial role a control model 
representation (Figure III:2) was used to map organizational role theory onto a 
cognitive role structure.  

The purpose of the study was to test if the control model representation was 
applicable to subjective data on managerial role problems. The study focused 
on role stress and role conflicts, and it was assumed that the cognitive 
consistency in the mental representation of the role was important for avoiding 
negative role effects. Thus, role problems were defined as inconsistencies 
between different components in the role. Perceived inconsistencies or 
conflicts among role components would trigger the need for corrective actions, 
behavioral or cognitive, in order to avoid role stress. This process might 
explain some of the role incumbent’s behavior and/or reasoning about the 
role. Inconsistencies or conflicts can exist among the three basic role 
component categories (situation/events, goals and action strategies), or in the 
content within each role component category. 

Because of the individual focus and the complexity of the role, multiple case 
studies formed the base of the study. Comparing individual managers from a 
cognitive/rational perspective requires the use of the same basic structure and 
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measurement procedure for all cases, stressing the demands for the use of 
similar role components and stimuli. The use of replication logic in a multiple-
case study (i.e. striving to generalize a particular set of results to some broader 
theory and rely on analytical generalization) became the tentative solution to 
the problem of external validity (Yin, 2003).  

Study 4 was carried out in two steps. The first (Study 4a) involved sampling 
and definitions of role components and their content, testing the hypothetical 
role component categories. In the second part (Study 4b) role conflict patterns 
were investigated on both group and individual levels. 
 

General methodological aspects  
 
Subjects. The research design included five empirical case studies in field 
settings. Five managers, male and females, from a municipality’s childcare units 
in Sweden participated. The managers were responsible for units ranging from 
five to six smaller "nurseries", which each comprised 3-4 staff members and 
15-18 children. The total number of subordinates varied between 22 and 32. 
All managers had long experience of childcare (15-20 years), and of supervision 
(7-17 years). The major differences in experiences concerned the longevity of 
work and/or supervision, sizes of the units they had encountered, and the total 
number of staff in those units. Data concerning their work situation were 
collected over a period of sixteen months. 
 
Procedure. In order to find out if the model was useful for the investigation 
of the subjective managerial role we first had to get information on the three 
basic components, problematic situations/events, goals, and action strategies. 
This explorative first phase is presented in Study 4a. The resulting event 
categories were used to form a list of role components, later used as stimuli in 
a conflict rating procedure (Study 4b). 

 
Study 4a – Definition and characteristics of role components  

 
The first step was to establish if the hypothetical role components of 
situations/events could be supported empirically, and if the content of this 
category was similar enough for all managers to form stimulus categories. The 
goal and action categories were also tested, when managers were asked to 
individually define them.  
 

Method 
 
Step 1: Interviews, situation diary, classification of interview data, and validation. In the 
first part of Study 4 managers were repeatedly interviewed about current and 
difficult situations/events they encountered in their work, and how they 
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interpreted and dealt with them. This was done in three open interviews, Type 
II interviews (Bouchard, 1976), to reduce influence from the researcher on the 
managers’ choices of situations/events. The first interview (also used in Study 
1-2) was a free description of the current situation, while the managers in the 
following interviews were asked two general questions: what important events 
and what difficult events have you encountered during the past months? 
Follow-up questions were related to causality (causes-effects), goals (means-
end), actions, and temporal aspects (past, future). After the three interviews, 
completed over a period of seven months, problematic situations/events were 
classified into seven categories by the researcher. The managers validated the 
whole coverage and the content of the classified categories in two ways. First, 
by the use of a "situation-diary", where difficult situations were sampled during 
a period of approximately 14 days and compared with the event categories. 
Then by a short interview that succeeded the diary task, where managers were 
asked if they recognized the categorized events, whether some category or 
problem was missing, and if they had experienced events from these categories. 
All attendants confirmed the categories and nothing was added. The diary 
consisted of some of the events but not all. Generating components in this 
way was aimed at producing relevant and "domain-specific" items for the 
application scheme. This procedure is of vital importance, because the results 
from the first part of the investigation were tested and validated as the study 
continued.  
Step 2: Stimulus definition. Managers were asked individually to define 
problematic events, action strategies, and goals verbally (Table III:1). Their 
definitions were recorded and transcribed. The analysis of role component 
definitions was carried out in two steps. First, goals and action strategies were 
examined to find out how difficult it was for the managers to use these 
categories. In the second step the derived situation/event categories were 
analyzed in connection to control model hypotheses. 
 

Results 
 

The obtained situational categories had different characteristics. Most of them 
concerned specific role expectations and functions. Others, especially 1) 
'fragmentation of work', were more general, since this problem interfered with 
many other events. The managers’ descriptions of events differed; some were 
detailed and contained actors, actions, consequences and goals, while others 
used fewer words and details. Events were also perceived as more or less 
relevant and/or problematic, depending on the individual’s experiences. All 
events included some examples of experienced role conflicts.  
 
Problematic events. The categorized problematic events were assumed to 
comprise critical aspects of the managerial job and can be compared with 
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results from other managerial and role related studies. Individual aspects were 
present in event descriptions, showing differences in perceptions, descriptions, 
behavior and experiences. General features in experiences of problematic 
events were also found. The examples, described under each event, mainly 
came from individual definitions, but some additional information from the 
first three interviews was also used to confirm the interpretations of each 
category. 
 
1.'Fragmentation of work'   
This was a phenomenon present when the managers performed many different 
tasks and is in line with Mintzberg's (1973, 1975) findings of the managerial job 
as a series of disjointed episodes. Fragmentation was mainly connected with 
‘private situations’, which were interrupted by social interactions, where current 
tasks had to be put aside when new situations demanded action. Interruptions 
occurred either as personal face-to-face contacts or as telephone calls. This 
problem was connected to time pressure and was regarded by the managers as 
especially frustrating and difficult to manage or "solve". This conflict is an 
expression of role overload (Kahn et al., 1964). Some examples mentioned by 
the managers were:  
-The telephone keeps ringing all the time and people want an answer right away. -I am 
working with something and they phone from the other unit and say: You have to come over!  
There is a crisis! -And I can't finish what I'm doing. Instead I leave for the other unit. -
When you are at work you should be accessible, so it is expected of you to talk to people when 
they come to see you. I close the door and work with..., it is reporting before a certain time 
limit.  -I don't want to close the door. It is hard to say to people that you don't have time. I 
want to get to know people, but it is difficult to work when people are running around all the 
time. And it is not only administration. It can also be to think and to find solutions to 
different problems. - I'm working with invoices and the telephone rings and then a member of 
the staff enters the room, and the telephone rings again, and after that something concerning 
the kitchen. It is small episodes like this all the time. 
 
2. 'Problems and conflicts among people'  
This aspect concerned the manager's role as a disturbance-handler (Mintzberg, 
1973, 1975). Managing conflicts is also part of human resource management 
(HRM), another important managerial activity (Luthans et al., 1985, 1988). The 
different problems were a mixture of role overload, intra-sender, inter-sender, 
inter-role, and person-role conflicts (Kahn et al., 1964), related to members 
and groups in the manager's role set. Dealing with problems and conflicts 
concerning people is an important factor in managerial work, especially in 
sectors involving a large amount of social interaction. Examples of conflicts 
among staff and groups were:  
-Different methods used in the job. -Different views of the job and what it contains. -Inability 
to carry out the job. -If someone receives a message for another person and does not deliver it. 
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Conflicts between staff and parents: -The parents are irritated over something that has 
happened. Things like lost clothes, sending staff on a one-day course, or closing the unit for 
planning activities. -If staff doesn't feel that they have satisfying contact with some parents. -
When staff and parents have divergent opinions concerning the children's need for different 
activities. Conflicts between staff and manager: -If I deny their application concerning 
leave of absence. -They can be irritated if I'm not in my office. They think that I have a 
simple job because I don't have to work with the children, which is a job that gets harder and 
harder. -When there isn't enough staff. When we have different opinions, concerning the age 
and gender structure in the groups of children. 
 
3. 'Subordinates' absence from work'  
The manager as a disturbance handler (Mintzberg, 1973, 1975), dealing with 
absence, sickness, rehabilitation, turnover, and relocation of individuals, was 
yet another type of problematic event. It can be connected to HRM activities, 
especially the relocation of staff. The problem concerned planning and 
organizing work, dealing with different peoples’ needs and expectations, and at 
the same time upholding quality of work outcomes. The conflict involves inter-
sender, person-role and inter-role conflicts (Kahn et al., 1964). Examples of 
this event were:  
-High absence rate because their own children are sick and staffs are fed up, burnt out. It is 
difficult to organize leave of absence, holidays and to find substitutes, - This concerns getting a 
system to work properly, and to make sure that staff makes the right judgment of whether 
there is a need for finding a substitute or not. And this doesn't work, some say that they need 
more staff all the time. - Relocation of staff is difficult to handle, because there are people that 
are left over from earlier structural changes in the district. - It is like piecing together a puzzle 
all the time. To make sure there are people that can work during the different shifts - 
Rehabilitation of staff. - I try to have a good personnel-policy, so staff will feel that I'm trying 
my best for them. So they can have some leave of absence when they want to. - Getting hold of 
substitutes, helping each other across the groups. Planning for the holiday period and planning 
for sending people on short-term courses. 
 
4. 'Contact with field activities'  
To uphold regular and sufficient contact with people in the social context of 
work is part of the manager's informational roles, which include monitoring 
activities in the field (Mintzberg, 1973, 1975) and controlling outcomes of 
work (Fayol, 1949). Gathering and giving information are also part of the 
manager's communication activities and network building (Kotter, 1982; 
Luthans et al., 1985, 1988). The problem of upholding enough contact with 
field activities seemed to be a mixture of role conflicts combined with role 
overload (Kahn et al., 1964). Examples of the managers' statements were:  
-If you work in just one unit you can have this contact, but if your time has to be divided 
between two units you can't have this kind of contact. By contact I mean to be physically 
present, to be able to solve things that turn up, small things. If they are left unsolved by me 
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they cause accumulated irritation among the staff. -Information, one can never receive as much 
information as when you work with only one unit. -Shortage of time due to administration. I 
can't get enough information of what is going on in the different groups, information about 
daily work, staff, situations and children. To be able to get a feeling for what the staff 
considers important at the moment. This is vital, together with giving advice and support. -It 
is difficult to get the time, to check what is working and not working. -It would be desirable 
to have opportunities to spend some time in the different groups within the unit, to see the 
actual childcare work, the children and the interaction between staff and children. -Right now 
I would like to spend some time in one of the groups where I know there are some problems. I 
also want to get to know the staff, the way they work and their tasks. To be able to 
understand their situation so we can communicate and have a dialogue. -Because of the high 
absence rate my time is spent organizing work and making sure there is enough staff. Then 
the telephone rings and all this make it impossible to have as much contact as I would like to 
have.  
 
5. 'Administrative demands'  
This event concerned different administrative expectations, mainly from higher 
organizational levels, versus the staffs’ and managers’ expectations. Inter-
sender conflicts, where different expectations clashed, and quantitative and 
qualitative role overload (Kahn et al., 1964), were present in this problematic 
event. This problem concerns a manager’s boundary role. Examples provided 
by the managers were:  
-Wages, organizing and planning staff's holiday, reporting absence, annual reports, long term 
plans, budget. To have the time to read and to understand everything. -Finances, follow-up on 
the budget, routines for purchasing items for the unit. Some deadlines are hard to meet. There 
are certain dates every month, for example reporting information that will affect staff wages 
and payment of bills. Making sure there aren't any vacancies to fill in the nursery groups. -
The internal control. One drowns in paper work. There is just more and more paper to fill in 
and questions to be answered. This is something that I personally find very hard. I just use 
the computer as a typewriter. Computer knowledge, finances, planning and following up the 
unit's budget are not my strong sides. -All the administration we do, paying invoices, 
reporting, filling in questionnaires and such things. They take up too much time. They say 
that we must make priorities because we have so much more to do. Delegate and give 
priorities to certain things. But you can't put these things aside, even if that is what you want, 
in order to spend more time supporting and helping staff. -This is the most time-consuming 
activity. Many small, frequent, administrative tasks, concerning information required by other 
administrators.   
 
6. 'Organizational decisions'  
Organizing and implementing plans and decisions originating from higher 
levels caused problems, in which the manager was subjected to inter-sender 
conflict (Kahn et al., 1964). The managers’ supervisors and the organizational 
board had views and opinions that were not in line with those of the field-
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organization, including the manager’s own goals, plans, and values. In this 
situation the manager had to handle different expectations and act as a "buffer 
zone". This is a problem connected to the manager’s boundary role. In the 
managers’ descriptions there was also a component of future role ambiguity 
(French & Caplan, 1973; Kahn, 1980; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992) that concerned 
the manager's own role and the future quality of childcare. Examples 
mentioned were:  
-This concerns periodic blocking of new employment, reduction of finances, and the merging of 
several units. And this has caused problems with staff. -Size of the groups of children in 
childcare units. Financial constraints, size of unit, unification of units. -The number of 
children, organizational change, and the municipality’s cost reductions and savings. Closing 
down childcare units. The amount of staff working with a group of children. Having the 
economy based on a price per child. -More children, larger units. -More children in the groups, 
less staff, less money. These are the decisions, and for me it is just to implement them. We do 
not participate in decisions. 
 
7. 'The manager’s own expectations on higher levels' 
The managers described unfulfilled expectations, mainly on the childcare 
inspector and the district supervisor. Giving more support and understanding, 
having a long-range perspective, and coming up with creative new ideas, were 
some expectations the managers had on their supervisors. Incongruence 
between the manager's role expectations on higher levels and the actual 
behavioral outcomes was an example of performance discrepancy (Kahn et al., 
1964). In a dynamic perspective the two organizational levels are in a role-
making phase (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and have not yet come to an 
agreement on how the exchange should function to satisfy both parties. 
Examples from the managers’ descriptions were:  
-My expectations' concerning my supervisor is that she should be some kind of a visionary 
and a guiding star for me. But I don't think that the inspector fulfils this demand. I should 
get some kind of mentor or someone to test ideas on, someone who is not at the same level as 
me. I need someone who can see a bit further than we can at this level, and with whom I can 
discuss ideas. -I demand a functional budget system. We should know what our finances are. 
The last years this did not function properly. We haven't received this information until June 
or August. I also think that my supervisors should show more interest for the work we 
perform. -I need advice and support concerning rehabilitation of staff. We lack that support.  
-The childcare inspector could be more... could "fill up my bag-pack with knowledge and 
ideas", sort of speak, and be more supportive. The district assistant working with children 
with special needs should have more knowledge about these children in general. -My 
supervisors should listen to me and understand why I feel the way I feel about things. They 
should realize that we all work for the best of the children and for the unit. They should give 
me support. -I have given up my attempts to demand things from my supervisor. If you don't 
expect anything then you won't be disappointed. They don't listen and they don't take any 
responsibility for the problems we present to them. 
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The seven problematic events can be represented in a control model structure 
(Figure III:3). All managers produced verbal statements that supported these 
interpretations of the events. Event number 1 can be seen as an overall effect 
of other events. Events 2-4 concerned the manager’s control functions 
directed towards the field. Events 5-6 mainly concerned organizational 
expectations on the manager’s role, from the district level or higher 
organizational levels. In event 6, expectations from the manager concerning 
influence and participation in decision-making were also involved. It was 
sometimes unclear exactly which level the managers meant and only event 7, 
concerning the manager’s own expectations on the district level, was specified. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure III:3. Problematic events (1-7) represented in a control model structure, 
with several organizational levels.  
 
Representing problematic situations and events connected to the 
organizational context can aid organizational planning and decision-making. 
The analysis also supported the assumption that problematic events were 
related to goals and action strategies.  

However, detailed connections between problematic event and control 
model aspects will need further investigation. Problematic events can also be 
compared with the situations/events in the social constructivist project 
approach in Study 1-2. Role ambiguity related to organizational decisions (6) is 
yet another connection between the two approaches’ results.  
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The managers’ definitions of role components related to a 

control model structure 
 

Analyses of manager’s verbal definitions of role categories were carried out in 
two steps. First, it was important so assess if the managers could understand, 
define and use the concepts. From this first step event categories were 
excluded, because they originated from the managers’ own descriptions and 
had been validated through situations diaries and interviews. In a second step a 
more thorough analysis of role components in relation to the control theory 
model was performed.  

Step 1. The goal category received support in the first analysis in the sense that 
the managers had no difficulty defining them. Goal-directed work is important 
in childcare and goals are present in many activities, from weekly planning at 
the unit, to plans and evaluations presented in annual reports. 

The category comprising action strategies was perceived as more abstract and 
difficult to independently define. Therefore there was no strong support for its 
existence as an independent psychological category. It was possible to connect 
action strategies to specific events, in which the managers had actually used 
them. Probably it is not very common to discuss and define general action 
strategies without connecting them to the relevant context or situation. The 
easiest strategies to define were directing and supporting. Giving the staff 
opportunities to participate was something more or less taken for granted. The 
most difficult action strategy to define was ‘emphasizing performance’. Some 
explanations to these results might be found in the organization’s culture and 
in the tools available for rewards and corrections. Working with social welfare 
entails mainly working in teams, where individual performance is less 
highlighted. A manager in this kind of public organization has few 
organizational means for punishing or rewarding staff and has to mainly rely 
on social and/or psychological means to motivate or correct subordinates’ 
behavior.  

In general, it was more difficult for managers to define private situations, as 
opposed to social situations. This result probably reflects the large amount of 
social interaction in managing childcare work. It might also be an artificial 
division of their work situation, and there is probably no need for this division 
of role components. The individual definitions were further used in the 
construction of individual profiles. 

Step 2. It was assumed that the more open category of situations/events would 
be intertwined with goals, actions, actors, and other events. To test if the event 
categories were described as parts of the control theory model (the feedback 
loop), a deeper analysis was performed, using the two independent raters’ 
categorization of the managers’ verbal definitions of role components.  
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1. 'Fragmentation' was considered a meta-category and as such it should express 
all attributes, including the dynamics, of the control system. Other components 
should thereby be present in the descriptions of this component  

The results supported these hypotheses, since the managers connected 
fragmentation with all other situation categories (Table III:1). Two managers 
expressed their daily encounter with this problem (C, E). All five managers 
connected this event with category 4 ‘contact with field activities' and 5 
'administrative demands', four of them with category 3 'subordinates absence 
from work', two with categories 2 'problems and conflicts among people' and 6  
with 'organizational decisions', and only one manager with 7 'the manager’s 
own expectations on higher levels'. The connection with categories 2 and 3 
concerned crises related to these staff areas, including the planning for staff’s 
vacation. ‘Organizational decisions’ mainly concerned the new situation with 
two units, and category 7 was connected to the childcare inspector proposing a 
solution of the problem (closing the door to the office), which was not 
accepted.  
 
Table III:1. Analysis of managers' (A-E) definitions of role component 1) 'Fragmentation' 
and its connection to other event categories (P2-P7).  
 
Problematic 
events 

S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 ∑  
n=35 

Mean 

S1 A,B A,B,D,E A,B,C,D,E A,B,C,D,E A,B,C,D,E A,E   
∑ n=5 2 4 5 5 5 2 23 3.29 
% 40 80 100 100 100 40   

 
Thus, ‘fragmentation’ was interpreted as a “meta-category” caused by the 
malfunctioning of other parts of the role, including the whole control system. 
 
2. ‘Problems and conflicts among people’ should be expressed as events/episodes 
and/or as a description of the content of the category. Thereby it expresses 
mainly activities and the important actors within the role context and should 
contain cause-effect relations  

The analyses supported these hypotheses, but there were mainly descriptions 
of content that concerned disturbances, irritation and crises in fieldwork 
activities. There were interpersonal conflicts or conflicts between staff and 
parents that demanded conflict management and problem-solving actions on 
behalf of the manager. All managers mentioned causes and specific actors, but 
only manager C used the whole spectrum in the definition (Table III:2). 
 
3. ‘Subordinates’ absence from work’. The same hypotheses as for category 2, 
concerning events, content, and cause-effect relations, is relevant. Parts of the 
role context should be represented in definitions. 

Again the result shows mainly a description of problems and content (Table 
III:2). The category concerned disturbances, irritation, and crises in fieldwork 
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activities that demanded problem solving by the manager. Lack of personnel 
resources caused complications in the field process when vacancies have to be 
filled due to sickness, education, maternity leave, and/or vacations. Scarce 
economical resources complicated the solution of crises, because there was not 
enough money to fulfill all vacancies. Fewer managers mentioned effects than 
causes, actors, and strategies, and Manager C described both content and 
episodes.  
Table III:2. Analysis of managers’ (A-E) definitions of role component S2-7 (Problematic 
events) related to control model terms describing: content (general, send, receive) causes, effects, 
actors, and action strategies 
 

Problem/content General 
  

 
 

 Send    Receive 

Causes Effects Actors Action 
strat. 

∑ 
n=35 

 
% 

M 

S2 A,B,C,D,E  
 

 
 

A,B,C,D,E C A,B,C,D,E C 17 49 2.43 

S3 A,B,C,D,E  
 

 
 

B,C,E C B,C,E B,C 14 40 2.00 

S4  info 
A,C,D,E 

info A,B, 
C,D,E 

A,C,D,E A,D,E A,B,C,D,E A,B,E 24 69 3.43 

S5  info A,B, 
C,D,E 

info A,B, 
C,D,E 

A,C,E D D A 16 46 2.29 

S6   info, im-
plement 
A,B,C,D,E 

- A,C,D - A 9 26 1.29 

S7  info, dem-
ands, exp 
A,B,C,D,E 

info/res-
pons A,B, 
C,D,E 

A,C D A,B,C,D,E C,D 20 57 2.86 

∑n=35 10  15 20 17 10 19 10    
% 28 43 57 49 28 54 28    
M 1.43 2.14 2.86 2.43 1.43 2.71 1.43    

 
4. 'Contact with field activities'. This category should contain a description of 
content and/or illustrative events. The hypotheses concerned the manager as a 
node in the organizational information system. Information exchange would 
be involved, mainly with the field, and the control of field activity one of the 
main managerial aspects.  

The definitions described an information exchange between the manager and 
the subordinates (Table III:2). The managers needed to be in contact with the 
wards to get information on their status, and to execute minor communicative 
actions to avoid irritation and development of more severe problems and 
conflicts. All categories were used by at least three managers and Manager E 
mentioned a short episode. 
 
5. 'Administrative demands' was also considered as a part of the organizational 
information system, mainly as interaction with higher organizational levels. 
These demands would be the higher organizational level’s means to control 
activities at the units. 

The definitions contained a problem description where higher organizational 
levels requested information from the managers on delegated tasks and 
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regularly control reports of unit functions (Table III:2). Information and 
reports were related to economy, budget, personnel, working environment, and 
performance. The managers were requested to perform many administrative 
routine tasks. Descriptions of the category contained sending and receiving 
information, with an emphasis on sending information. Causes were 
mentioned by three of the managers and effects, actors, and strategies by only 
one manager. Manager D described a short episode. 
 
6. 'Organizational decisions' is interpreted as a part of the organizational control 
system, involving power and communication when higher levels decide to take 
actions, and lower levels are expected to implement these decisions throughout 
the organization. Communication is an important aspect and the information 
flow between hierarchical levels can provide information about the grade of 
implementation success. The information flow is expected to be stronger from 
the higher levels towards the field. 

According to the managers’ definitions this category concerned decisions 
from higher organizational levels, already taken and not subject to any 
influence. These decisions had to be handled and implemented at the units by 
the managers. All managers described receiving information and expectations 
on implementation from higher levels that caused problems, described in more 
detail by manager A, C, and D (Table III:2).  
 
7. 'The manager’s own expectations on higher levels' should concern a part of the 
control model directed towards higher organizational levels. Managers send 
information about field activities and expect support and help from higher 
levels, if there are problems they cannot handle themselves. The manager is in 
the middle of the system, trying to cope with pressures from both lower and 
higher organizational levels by sending messages, requiring support and/or 
corrective actions. 

In the definitions this category concerned a support function for the 
managers, mainly from immediate supervisors. Expectations regarding 
treatment and interaction, expressed interest, advice, support, future visions, 
knowledge concerning a well functioning budget system, are all mentioned. 
Managers mentioned both sending information or demands and receiving 
response from specific actors. Two managers described causes and one 
manager described action strategies and effects (Table III:2). 

This analysis supported the idea that problematic events could be described 
in control model terms. Problematic events were connected to different parts 
of the control process, involving one or several organizational levels and in one 
case (‘fragmentation’) as an overall effect of the malfunctioning of other role 
components. They also contained connections to or parts of other role 
components. The problem with receiving role information was mentioned by 
more managers (57%) than sending information (43%), when they described 
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the content of problematic events. ‘Contact with field activities’ received 
comments by most managers (69%). 

 
Action strategies. A deeper analysis of action strategies showed a higher degree of 
episode description than for events. There was a total amount of 11 episodes 
(for all managers) in the definitions of the eight action strategies, compared to 
four in definitions of problematic events. Definitions of action strategies were 
mainly described in terms of examples of the occasion (during a staff meeting, 
when adjusting time schedules, when finding substitute staff, when planning 
vacations etc.), actors involved (staff, manager, children, parents), detailed 
actions, and reasons for taking that particular action. Action strategies thereby 
contained relations to causes and particular episodes, which in turn were 
connected to goals, events, and very detailed actions. The large amount of 
episodes connected to action strategies indicates that this category is not easy 
to separate from contextual information. It seemed to be used mainly in 
connection to particular events, where detailed actions could be described 
together with the reasons for taking those actions. The conclusion is that 
action strategies were not well suited for describing the managers’ work roles. 
The categories used were probably too simple to capture all potential actions 
and strategies, as was indicated in Study 1-2. To separate actions from events 
and goals might also be a way to force the managers to use an “artificial mental 
representation”, not in line with their way of thinking.  

Goals were descriptions of desired states for the manager, the staff, childcare 
work, and the administrative situation. Episodes were mainly described in 
administrative goals, and using the goal concept in connection with 
administration did not seem to be a natural way to talk about this aspect of the 
managerial job. 
 
Role category definitions in control model terms. Analysis of the 
managers’ definitions of problematic events strengthened the earlier conclusion 
that events could be described within the control model framework. Different 
parts of the control model were used to represent different events shedding 
more light on the nature of the problem in control model terms, including 
specific relations to the social and organizational role context. Goals were 
easier to describe, with the exception of administrative goals that did not seem 
to be a natural way of representing the administrative side of the managerial 
role. This could be due to less discussion and information on the 
organization’s administrative objectives. 

Action strategies were described more often as detailed actions in specific 
episodes and together with reasons for taking specific actions, which indicated 
that the category was not easy to separate from the context. Thus, in that sense 
action strategies showed less "psychological validity" than problematic events 
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and goals. Role components, events, goals and action strategies, were also 
verified in the content of role project categories in Study 1-2. 

 
STUDY 4b – Judgment of subjective role conflicts 

 
Role conflicts and role stress in the subjective role was assumed to be revealed 
by the perceived incongruence among role components. A combination of 
quantitative conflict ratings and verbal think-aloud protocols were used. This 
was thought to make individual comparison easier, without missing important 
qualitative information on the nature of the conflict. Forcing the managers to 
separate otherwise intertwined aspects of the role was assumed to make it 
easier to find and analyze conflict patterns in greater detail, and test if the 
control model approach could explain some of these role problems.  

The hypotheses concerned both conflicts between role component 
categories and within each category.  Events were assumed to be involved in 
most role conflicts, since they represented problematic situations and events. 
Events and goals should thereby be in conflict if the situation presented a 
threat to the fulfillment of the goal. Some events might also prevent preferred 
action strategies, but to a lesser extent than goals. Events in themselves 
probably clash, especially since they are assumed to be complex and involve 
parts of the other two role components. If goals are in conflict there might be 
a serious role problem, with a situation where managers are forced to make 
priorities. This is also the case if goals and means (action strategies) are in 
conflict. These latter examples will probably be an internal conflict, not easily 
spotted in overt role behavior, and thereby difficult for other actors to 
comprehend. It might also be possible to trace role ambiguity indirectly, if two 
role components are incongruent because one of them is unclear.  
 

Method 
 
Conflict ratings and think-aloud protocols – Step 2. Before the judgment procedure 
the managers individually defined problematic events, action strategies, and 
goals verbally. This session was recorded, transcribed, and analyzed in Study 
4a. A list of the role components (Table III:3) was then provided. Each 
manager was asked to read it through, verbally actualize, and increase their 
understanding of the concepts, and then to write some clarifying notes under 
each item on the provided list. The list was used as a memory support during 
the rating procedure. Interviews and verbal definitions were recorded and later 
transcribed into verbal protocols. 
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Table III:3. Stimuli used in judgment of conflict relations between role elements 
 
Problematic situations/events (S)   
1 'Fragmentation of work'. (Being interrupted and often forced to change task and divert concentration).  
2 'Problems and conflicts among people'. (Handling conflicts and/or problems, involving staff, parents, 

and the manager him/her-self). 
3 'Subordinates’ absence from work'. (Handling absence, sickness, rehabilitation, turn over and relocation 

of staff within the organization). 
4 'Contact with field activities'. (Opportunities for sufficient contact with staff and childcare work). 
5 'Administrative demands'.  (Demands from other organizational levels). 
6 'Organizational decisions'. (Implementing plans/decisions originating from higher organizational levels). 
7 'Manager’s own expectations on higher levels'. (Unfulfilled expectations and demands on supervisors 

and staff at higher organizational levels). 
Goals (G) 
8 'Personal goals', regarding the manager's own job. 
9 'Goals concerning staff', concerns the manager’s work with subordinates. 
10 'Goals concerning childcare work', involves children and parents. 
11 'Administrative goals'. 
Action strategies (A)  
12 'You direct SOC'. 
13 'You direct PRIV'. 
14 'You give your staff opportunities to participate SOC'. 
15 'You give your staff opportunities to participate PRIV'. 
16 'You provide support and help SOC'. 
17 'You provide support and help PRIV'. 
18 'You emphasize performance SOC'. 
19 'You emphasize performance PRIV'. 

 
Conflict ratings were used in order to facilitate comparison of individuals’ 
experiences of cognitive role dissonance. In this task managers were forced to 
make a choice and rate the experienced role conflict in a more structured way 
than to just verbally describe relationships between role components. This 
forced-choice method focused on the possible conflict between pairs of role 
components, and thereby ratings and verbal think-aloud protocols were 
directed towards a specific part of the otherwise very complex role structure. 
Potential role conflicts and role ambiguities were assumed to be revealed by 
the perceived inconsistency between role components. Inconsistency was in 
the rating task defined as conflict, and other potential relations could to be 
revealed in the verbal think-aloud protocols. In the procedure managers were 
instructed to rate the degree of conflict between pairs of role components on a 
scale from 0 (no conflict), to 10 (maximal conflict). These ratings produced 
distances between pairs of concepts and made it possible to quantify subjective 
conceptions about the unknown role structure. The instruction said nothing 
about which characteristics or dimensions that the conflict ratings should 
concern. The results therefore depended on the role components and the 
actual judgment situation.  
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The rating procedure was divided into three sections, and then performed 
section by section. Section one was the problematic events (item 1-7), section 
two was the goals and action strategies (item 8-19), and section three, 
problematic events versus goals and action strategies. Thus, all possible ratings 
between the role components were performed. The total number of ratings for 
each respondent was 171. In the first two sections items were presented on a 
computer display in random order. In the third section, stimuli were presented 
on paper in a systematic way, holding one item constant while comparing it 
with problematic events. This procedure was chosen because of the complexity 
of the task and the time constraints. It was supposed that the underlying 
structure that guided ratings already was systematically organized in some way 
and therefore would not be contaminated by a systematic procedure.  

Judgment of perceived conflict between all possible pairs of role components 
is thought to reveal the individual manager’s underlying and sometimes 
unconscious mental patterns and structures. During the whole rating 
procedure managers were instructed, concurrently with their performance, to 
think aloud about their judgments and give additional information, if possible, 
about the perceived conflict. This procedure was assumed to generate verbal 
information, while it still was attended to and available in short-term memory. 
The whole task was cognitively complex, first to remember the current 
definitions of the components, then to evaluate the degree of perceived 
conflict, and at the same time think aloud. Short definitions of the components 
were available and minor breaks were taken to uphold concentration. The 
researcher read the definitions of components on request to facilitate the 
manager’s task. The phase of defining and rating components took 
approximately 2-4 hours depending on speed of the rating and length of verbal 
utterances. All verbal statements were recorded, and a researcher was present 
during the whole session. The verbal material was transcribed and transformed 
into verbal protocols, later classified by three raters. 
 
Instrument. The scheme of the role structure formed a base for a list of 19 
stimuli, used in the judgment task (Table III:3). The list was divided into three 
sections, items 1-7 were categorized problematic events, items 8-11 consisted 
of different goals derived from childcare managers’ general work requirements, 
and items 11-19 were behavior dimensions derived from House and Mitchell's 
(1975) Path-goal theory of leadership. These action strategies were further 
divided into two aspects, social context (SOC) and private context (PRIV), 
depending on whether the action was carried out in a social context or not.  
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Results 
 
The verbal material consisted of two parts: 1) definitions of role components 
and 2) think-aloud protocols obtained during conflict ratings. Three 
independent raters were used to classify the verbal material. The categorization 
resulted in both qualitative and quantitative data. The classified verbal material 
captured details of individual variation and was further compared with other 
data. 
 
Classification of role component definitions. The individual definitions of 
role components (ID) were transferred to verbal protocols. Two persons 
reduced and classified the text, one professional in the field of childcare with 
knowledge of the culture and expressions used (B1), and one “inexperienced” 
(B3). The two classifiers’ corresponding texts under each item were used to 
partition component categories into subgroups. The results showed in general 
that some definitions of items were more connected to stimulus definition and 
some expressed a more idiosyncratic interpretation less guided by stimulus 
item. The classification indicated both individual variance and general features, 
and the data were mainly used when interpreting local conflicts and conflict 
dimensions in Study 5 and to support role conflict interpretations in individual 
profiles.  
 
Classification of think-aloud protocols. The recorded data were transferred 
to verbal protocols and independently judged and classified by two raters (B1 
and B2) into several categories, of which the following were used in data 
analyses in Study 4 b (for details and other classifications, see Nyström 1997):  
1. Item causing conflict (CC). When a conflict (C) was expressed, raters judged 

whether the respondent indicated any component as a cause to the conflict. 
This was done in order to find cause-effect relationships expressed in 
verbal protocols. 

2. Information relevant to the expressed conflict (CI). If there was relevant 
information in the verbal material concerning the expressed conflict, it was 
noted. This sheds more light on how conflicts were perceived. 

3. Similarity-dissimilarity (S/DS). If no conflict was expressed, any information 
about similarities or dissimilarities of items was categorized. 

 
Rater B1 with experience from childcare and B2, with no experience of 
childcare or classification procedures, performed the classifications. The 
interrater reliability (percentage agreement of total number of judgments, n) 
between the two raters is presented in Table III:4.  Some dissimilarity can be 
explained by the differences in level of details used by the two raters. These 
procedures tested if it was possible to classify the complex verbal reports, and 
how different raters dealt with the classification task. Therefore it is possible to 
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improve the reliability by training, and by specifying more strict boundaries for 
classification. The raters were interviewed after the classifications to find 
explanations for some differences. However, the results indicated that it is not 
necessary to have domain experts for classifying this type of verbal protocols. 

Judging from the rater interviews it seemed that separating not explicitly 
titled items when judging the cause of conflict (CC), was more difficult for 
rater B2, who was not familiar with the childcare domain. This might be one 
explanation to the lower reliability for these ratings. However, the reliability 
was high enough for the continuing use of the material. The information 
relevant to the conflict showed more variation, and only words classified by 
both raters were further used. 
 
Table III:4. Interrater reliability (percentage agreement) between raters B1 and B2 in 
categorizations of causality and similarity/dissimilarity relations in verbal think-aloud 
protocols 
 

Item causing conflict Similarity/dissimilarity  
Manager p n p n 
A 0.55 51 0.52 31 
B 0.68 59 1.00 0 
C 0.54 66 0.33 9 
D 0.71 64 0.61 23 
E 0.67 77 0.33 6 

 
Information on causal relations was sometimes given in think-aloud protocols, 
and is therefore not consistent for all persons and/or ratings. It will therefore 
only serve as a complement to other results.  
 

Conflict ratings and verbal think-aloud protocols 
 
High rating of conflict was the criterion for selecting and analyzing qualitative 
data from the think-aloud protocols. The verbal protocols showed differences 
in language use among managers; some expressed their opinions more clearly 
and seemed to find it easier to perform ratings. For all managers the easiest 
judgment was when conflict was perceived to be either strong or absent. In 
those cases verbal utterances were often shorter and clearer, compared to cases 
with medium or low rated conflicts, where respondents often had a long 
"discussion" with themselves. In general, the events were involved in conflict 
with other components to a higher extent than with mere action strategies, 
while the conflict involvement of goals differed among individuals. When there 
was no perceived conflict, other relations, like similarity, were sometimes 
expressed. Verbal protocols could, for example comprise details of 
components, actors, goals, managerial actions, strength of perceived conflict, 
and situational examples of the perceived conflict.  

The items involved in the highest rated mean conflicts differed among 
managers. The ordering of items for each manager according to mean conflict 
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level is shown in Table III:5. The range of the scales showed great differences 
for the item categories, with events having the highest means followed by goals 
(with one exception) and action strategies. ‘Fragmentation of work’ (1) was a 
strong conflict component for all managers, and so was ‘administrative goals’ 
(11), even though manager A and E rated ‘personal goals’ (8) as more involved 
in conflicts. In ordering mean conflicts of action strategies, the differences 
among managers became more evident. Kendall's coefficient of concordance 
was used to test the overall agreements of the managers.  The results showed a 
moderate agreement between mean ratings of conflicts among events (Table 
III:5).  
 
Table III:5. Ordering of items from highest to lowest rated mean conflicts and the agreement 
between managers (W, Kendall's coefficient of concordance) 
 
 
Man. 

Order of Events  
Range 

Order of  
Goals 

 
Range 

Order of Action Strategies  
Range 

A 6,1,4,2,3,5,7 7.06-1.50 8,11,9,10 3.22-1.67 12,14,18,19,17,13,16,15 3.83-1.50 
B 1,4,7,5,6,3,2 7.83-1.89 11,10,8,9 2.72-0.72 14,16,17,13,14,19,12,18 1.89-0.28 
C 1,2,6,5,3,4,7 3.88-1.89 8,11,9,10 2.39-1.89 15,18,13,16,12,14,17,19 1.67-0.78 
D 1,4,5,6,3,2,7 6.39-1.11 11,10,9,8 5.06-2.33 13,12,17,16,15,14,18,19 2.61-0.89 
E 1,2,7,6,3,5,4 6.56-4.78 11,9,10,8 3.89-1.89 13,14,17,16,15,12,18,19 2.89-0.83 
 W=.43*  W=.34  W=.24  

 *p< .05. 
 
Events, goals, and action strategies were compared with respect to incongruity 
or conflict. Means and standard deviations for conflict ratings were calculated 
for all comparisons (Table III:6). The results indicated that the managers used 
a wide range of the scale through the entire rating procedure. Thus, the scale 
was treated as constant for all respondents when comparing item groups. High 
standard deviations (>3.5) indicated bimodal distributions in some cases.  
 
Table III:6. Mean and standard deviation (SD) for conflict ratings for manager A-E 
 
 Event x Event 

Mean      SD 
Event x Goal 
Mean      SD 

Event x Action 
Mean      SD 

Action x Goal 
Mean      SD 

Goal x Goal 
Mean      SD 

Action x Action 
Mean      SD 

A 5.76 3.16 5.07 3.85 4.04 4.34 1.12 2.61 0.66 1.63 2.11 2.95 
B 6.24 3.73 3.43 3.91 2.55 3.77 0.28 0.89 1.33 2.16 0.64 1.28 
C 3.95 4.60 4.36 1.79 2.23 1.78 0.28 1.11 1.83 1.72 0.39 1.20 
D 5.24 3.13 4.64 3.60 2.86 2.93 1.97 2.75 3.33 4.27 0.96 2.13 
E 8.52 1.57 5.18 3.46 3.14 3.23 1.03 2.13 2.33 3.83 1.29 2.07 

 
Events versus events had the highest mean of conflict ratings for four 
managers, followed by events versus goals, events versus action strategies, and 
action strategies versus goals and action strategies. The result was expected, 
since events were chosen by the managers to represent difficulties in their job, 
and these events often contained some of the other components. Manager C 
was an exception having the highest mean for event versus goals, followed by 
events versus events. It is possible to test the variance among individuals but 
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the few respondents and the high standard deviations makes it likely that the 
effects are too small to show any significant results of interest. 

In Table III:7 the mean results of all combinations of role components from 
the model are presented. The results show that events in general and events in 
relation to goals and action strategies indicate some role conflicts, while 
combinations of goals and action strategies have low indications of role 
problems. Thus, events versus events and events versus goals can give some 
indications of conflicts (<4,5), while the other components in the control 
model received less support as a mental model over role problems. 
 
Table III:7. Total mean for all combinations of events, goals, and action strategies 
 

 Events Goals Action strategies 
Events 5 .94 4 .54 3 .00 
Goals  1 .90 0 .94 
Action strategies   1 .08 

 
However, there might be some specific role components that showed higher 
conflict with other components. 
 
Events versus events. Conflict rating data were compared with reported 
events causing the conflict (CC) and qualitative conflict information (CI) in 
order to find general as well as individual patterns. Only ratings >5 were used 
to select CC and CI data. The mean ratings for event versus events are shown 
in Table III:8.  
 
Table III:8. Mean conflicts between events  
 

Conflicting events (S)  
Event (S) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Fragmentation        
2 Probl confl. among people 8 .8       
3 Subordinates' absence 8 .0 6 .2      
4 Contact with field activities 8 .2 6 .4 6 .8     
5 Administrative demands 9 .8 4 .8 7 .2 8 .4    
6 Organizational decisions 5 .6 6 .4 3 .8 6 .2 4 .0   
7 Expectations on higher levels 4 .0 4 .0 3 .4 2 .6 5 .4 4 .8  

 
The overall problem with 'fragmentation of work' (1) is established in conflict 
data. This event was often regarded as the cause of conflict (13 times out of 
22). Fragmentation was generally perceived to be in conflict with most events, 
and thereby interfering with all organizational levels. Conflict information (CI) 
revealed problems of making priorities, time stress, interruptions, not being 
able to finish, and not spending enough time at the units. Manager E differed 
slightly by stressing problems of organizational resources and support. This 
role conflict was the most severe one, causing stress and frustration. It was 
strongly connected to role overload, but also to priorities of role expectations, 
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congruence between goals and means, visibility of conflict, and control of the 
situation. 

Components concerning the manager’s control functions directed towards 
the field (item 2-4) interfered with each other. 'Problems and conflicts with 
people' (2) was frequently incongruent with subordinates’ absence from work, 
contact with field activities, and organizational decisions, and concerned 
different aspects for different managers. 'Subordinates’ absence from work' (3) 
was often in conflict with fragmentation and contact with field activities. It was 
difficult to have time for interaction when absence was high and demanded 
reorganizing of work schedules, and employment of substitutes. Time stress, 
problems of making priorities, others being in control, and organizational 
decisions were all causes mentioned by the managers. 'Contact with field 
activities' (4), was in conflict with most events. Causes of conflict were 
fragmentation, subordinates’ absence from work, administrative demands and 
organizational decisions. Possible dimensions of these role conflicts concern 
the social versus the private side of work, means to fulfill goals, locus of 
control, and making priorities among different role expectations. Role overload 
and stress was more or less present for all managers in dealing with these 
events. 

Components concerning higher levels (event 5-7) had both similarities and 
dissimilarities. 'Administrative demands' (5) were frequently reported to be in 
conflict with events and concerned priorities, not spending enough time at the 
units, and lack of information from the field. 'Organizational decisions' (6) 
caused problems among staff, between staff and parents, and made it difficult 
to gather information from the field. The need for resources and support from 
higher levels and other people being in control of the situation were 
mentioned. 'The manager’s own expectations on higher levels' (7) comprised 
demands for more support and understanding, more resources for 
administrative tasks and rehabilitation projects. One manager saw functional 
problems at other levels. Possible dimensions of conflicts of these items 
concern the social versus the private side of the job, conflicts between 
expectations from higher levels and expectations from the field (the manager’s 
boundary role), means to fulfill goals, control of events, and information from 
the field.  
 
Events versus goals. The mean ratings for events versus goals are shown in 
Table III:9. Perceived causes were always events. Events interfered with all 
goals, to a higher extent with personal and administrative goals. Situations 
involved in most conflicts with goals were: subordinates' absence from work, 
organizational decisions, contact with field activities, and fragmentation. 
'Fragmentation of work' (1) caused conflict with all goals except goals of 
childcare work. Difficulties to fulfill goals because of time stress and 
interruptions were mentioned, and fragmentation was said to be the reason for 
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conflict. This example of role overload had a strong connection with personal 
and administrative goals. Incongruence between goals and means and among 
different role expectations, are other possible aspects of the conflict.  

There was great variation among managers in verbal data concerning control 
functions directed towards the field (2-4). 'Problem and conflict with people' 
(2) prevented fulfillment of personal goals and goals for childcare work. 
Incongruence between the managers’ goals and staff-related goals, and the 
difficulties to meet administrative goals when the manager chose to deal with 
staff conflicts, were mentioned.  

'Subordinates’ absence from work' (3) was incongruent with administrative 
goals because of financial pressures and difficulties in making priorities. Staff 
absence and goals concerning childcare work were also incongruent; it was 
difficult to fulfill goals when there was a shortage of staff and many new 
people were employed. The same occurred for goals concerning staff when 
absence was high, and aspects other than staff demands were given priority. All 
managers requested more contact with fieldwork (4). Problems concerning 
time for contact with field activities were in conflict with all goals. 
Incongruence between goals and means and difficulties of making priorities 
among role expectations are possible dimensions of conflicts involving item 2-
4. Thus, role conflicts between events and goals can be described as a ‘role 
context-goals-means conflict’. 
 
Table III:9. Mean conflicts between events and goals 
 
Conflicting events  8. Personal 

goals 
9. Goals - staff 10. Goals - 

childcare 
11. Adm. goals 

1 Fragmentation  7 .2 4 .4 1 .8 9 .4 
2 Problems, conflicts among people 2 .6 2 .6 5 .0 3 .2 
3 Subordinates' absence 3 .6 4 .8 7 .6 6 .8 
4 Contact with field activities 7 .8 5 .4 3 .2 2 .2 
5 Administrative demands 4 .2 4 .2 0 .8 3 .4 
6 Organizational decisions 4 .4 5 .4 6 .8 6 .6 
7 Expectations on higher levels 4 .2 2 .8 2 .8 2 .8 

 
Events versus action strategies. The highest rated conflicts between events 
and action strategies are shown in Table III:10. In all verbal protocols where 
cause was indicated events were seen as causing the conflict. 

In general there were few highly rated conflicts. The problematic events were 
most frequently in conflict with supporting and helping staff. 'Fragmentation 
of work' (1) was in conflict with all action strategies, but only for manager A 
when it concerned emphasizing performance in social situations. 
Fragmentation obviously affected actions, mainly because of the time 
constraints, interruptions, and stress involved. In these conflicts the managers’ 
role overload is evident. It is possible that role overload is due to the period of 
change and adaptation, but it may also be a persistent characteristic of these 
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managers’ work situations. Role conflicts between events and action strategies 
can be described as a ‘role context-means conflict’. 
 
Table III:10. Mean conflicts between events and action strategies 
 

Directing Participation Support/Help Performance Conflicting events (cause - item) / 
Action strategies 12 

SOC 
13 
PRIV 

14 
SOC 

15 
PRIV 

16 
SOC 

17 
PRIV 

18 
SOC 

19 
PRIV 

1 Fragmentation  5 .6 6 .8 4 .8 5 .4 7 .6 7 .8 2 .0 6 .6 
2 Problems, conflicts among people 2 .0 2 .0 0 .6 2 .0 0 3 .2 3 .2 1 .4 
3 Subordinates' absence 2 .4 1 .4 1 .6 2 .6 0 .8 0 .6 2 .2 0 .4 
4 Contact with field activities 3 .2 4 .0 4 .2 2 .8 5 .2 4 .8 4 .6 3 .8 
5 Administrative demands 1 .4 2 .8 2 .0 3 .2 4 .8 4 .2 1 .6 3 .0 
6 Organizational decisions 3 .8 2 .4 3 .8 2 .6 5 .4 2 .6 2 .4 2 .6 
7 Expectations on higher levels 0 0 .8 2 .0 0 .8 4 .2 2 .0 0 .8 1 .2 

 
Goals versus action strategies. The mean conflicts between goals and action 
strategies are shown in Table III:11. There was no strong conflict (>5) found 
between goals and action strategies. In the ideal control process goals and 
actions should be synchronized, but this is an ideal situation. However, 
variation among the individuals was large, strengthening the need for an 
examination of individual data. 
 
Table III:11. Mean conflicts between goals and action strategies 
 

Directing  Participation Support/Help Performance Goals/Action strategies 
12 
SOC 

13 
PRIV 

14 
SOC 

15 
PRIV 

16 
SOC 

17 
PRIV 

18 
SOC 

19 
PRIV 

8. Personal goals 1 .6 0 .4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9. Goals - staff 1 .2 3 .2 0 0 0 0 .4 0 0 
10.Goals -childcare 0 .5 0 .8 1 .6 0 0 3 .0 2 .0 0 
11. Adm. goals 1 .8 2 .2 1 .6 2 .2 1 .8 4 .6 0 .4 0 

 
Directing and supporting were the two items involved most often in these 
weak conflicts. A directive leadership was in conflict with all goals, less with 
goals for childcare. It concerned differences between staff’ and manager’s 
expectations and between directing versus participation or a democratic leader 
style. 'Administrative goals' (11) interfered with directing, supporting, and 
giving opportunities for staff’s participation and concerned time stress and lack 
of resources. Emphasizing performance did not interfere with any goals, 
possible because of a strong connection between expected performance and 
goals. A possible conflict between the social and private sides of the job might 
explain the conflict between goals and support and help (17).  

The conflicts between goals and action strategies are probably more of an 
internal conflict when managers cannot live up to their goals or are unable to 
use actions in the way they want. This general role conflict can be labeled a 
‘means-end conflict’ 
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Goals versus goals. Goal congruence should be a prerequisite for normal role 
functioning, and there are few conflicts reported according to the criterion of 
>5 on the scales (Table III:12). However, using a less strict criterion (>3) show 
some tendencies of conflict. All managers experienced incongruence between 
administrative goals and goals concerning the manager’s work with staff. 
Administrative goals were also in conflict with personal goals for manager C, 
D, and E, and with goals for childcare work for manager B, C, and D. It is 
possible that the origin of the administrative goals mainly is organizational 
expectations and not personal objectives. Trying to fulfill these goals causes 
conflicts with other goals, especially when resources to adhere to all goals are 
scarce. This general role conflict can be labeled ‘goal conflict’. 
 
Table III:12. Mean conflicts between goals  
 

Goals 8. Personal  9. Staff 10. Childcare 11. Administrative 
8. Personal   0 0.2 3.0 
9. Staff   0 6.2 
10.Childcare    2.0 

 
Subjective role conflicts. The conflict rating is one attempt to characterize 
similarities in subjective roles, especially concerning subjective role conflicts. 
Items involved in the highest rated mean conflicts differed among the 
managers but ‘fragmentation of work’ (1) was a strong conflict component for 
all managers, and so were ‘administrative goals’ (11). Test of the overall 
agreement between managers showed moderate agreement between mean 
ratings of conflicts among events and no significant agreement for goals and 
action strategies. Most conflicts concerned events versus events, while 
conflicts among goals and between goals and action strategies were fewer. 
There were very few conflicts among goals and action strategies. Thus, there 
was no strong support in group data for the entire control model and its 
components. However, high variation between goals and actions strategies 
stressed the need for investigating individual results. There were some 
indications of different sorts of role conflicts, here labeled ‘goal conflict’, 
‘means-end conflict’, ‘role context-mean conflict’, and conflicts involving all 
aspects, a ‘role context-goal-mean conflict’.  

These types of role related conflicts are somewhat different than concepts 
used in organizational theory but they can be related to organizational 
concepts like horizontal and vertical incongruence (Daft & Steers, 1986). In 
project terms, situational input will originate from the role context and role 
projects can clash if conflicts exist between the goals and action strategies of 
different projects. This might produce cognitive inconsistency and a need for 
making priorities, adapt and/or change projects. 
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Individual role conflict profiles in control model terms 
 
Conflict ratings combined with verbal think-aloud protocols makes it possible 
to describe the individual manager’s experienced role problems and conflicts, 
both in quantitative and qualitative terms, within the control model framework. 
Role conflicts can then be described in detail, connected to both cognitive and 
organizational levels. Role incongruence might be found between events (E), 
goals (G) and action strategies (A), or within these categories. Situation/events 
connect role conflicts to the social and organizational context with more 
externally visible components – defined as ‘external role conflict’. Goals and action 
strategies (means) connects role conflicts to cognitive inconsistencies, which 
can be harder to detect for other actors –defined as ‘internal role conflict’. Data 
from verbal protocols will indicate perceived causality among role components. 
Role ambiguity was more difficult to describe using conflict ratings, but verbal 
protocols might indirectly show that role components are incompatible, if 
components are vague. Action strategies, that were difficult to define and 
describe out of context, might be easier to connect to events and goals in 
individual descriptions of conflicts, while other role components can become 
vaguer, depending on which component they are related to. 
 
Manager A. All seven problematic situations/events were in conflict with one 
or more role components for Manager A (Table III:12). The most extensive 
external role conflicts were connected to ‘fragmentation’ (1), ‘organizational 
decisions’ (6), ‘problems and conflicts with other people’ (2) and ‘contact with field activities’ 
(4). Fragmentation was always perceived as a cause, while event 6 was 
perceived as causing conflict with event 2, all goals (8-11), and all action 
strategies, except ‘directing in social situations’ (12). Event 4 was perceived as 
causing conflict with event 3, goal 10 and action strategies 14, 16, 18. In other 
external role conflicts event 3 was seen as causing conflict with event 5, goals 
8, 9, action strategies 14, 18, event 2 with goal for childcare work (10), event 5 
with event 4, goal 8 and action strategy 17, and event 7 with event 2. 

Manager A also indicated internal role conflicts involving goals and action 
strategies, which was not as strongly indicated in group data. There were two 
‘means-end conflicts’, involving personal and staff related goals (8-9) and 
directive action strategies (12-13). There were ‘means-means conflicts’, where 
action strategies were incongruent with each other (12 vs. 14, 15, 19; 13 vs. 14, 
15; 14 vs. 16, 19).  

The first conflict implies that Manager A had difficulties combining personal 
and staff related goals with the more authoritarian sides of a manager’s 
available action strategies. The latter implies that directing was incongruent 
with staff participation and planning in private how to emphasize staff 
performance. There might be influence from stereotypical judgments, 
especially between directing and staff participation, which can be seen as 
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opposing each other. On the other hand this might be a conflict on how to act 
in different situations for the individual.  
 
Table III:13. Manager A’s conflict ratings (0=no conflict, 10=maximal conflict)   
 

Problematic events   E Goals   G Action strategies   A              
Stimuli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1                    
2 10                   
3 8 9                  
4 2 9 9                 
5 10 2 6 9                
6 3 7 3 7 3               

E 

7 3 10 3 3 2 3              
8 7 8 8 9 8 9 1             
9 2 2 9 1 2 8 1 0            
10 0 9 9 1 1 8 0 0 0           

G 

11 10 8 9 1 1 9 1 0 4 0          
12 10 0 0 8 0 9 0 8 6 1 2         
13 10 2 0 2 0 5 0 0 8 0 0 1        
14 10 1 1 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 6       
15 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 7 5 0      
16 10  1 10 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0     
17 10 0 0 8 9 8 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 6 0 0    
18 10 5 7 10 0 9 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 6 0 0   

A 

19 10 5 2 9 0 9 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 7 0 1 0 0  
Stimuli M 6.9 4.8 4.7 5.9 5.8 7.2 1.5 3.2 2.4 1.7 3.1 3.8 2.3 3.1 1.5 1.8 2.8 2.9 2.8 

 
Manager B. All role conflicts for Manager B were external role conflicts, and 
all problematic events were involved to some extent (Table III:13). The most 
extensive conflicts were related to ‘fragmentation’ (1) and ‘contact with field 
activities’ (4) and fragmentation was perceived as causing conflict with event 2, 
action strategy 15 and 17, while contact with field activities was perceived as 
causing conflict with ‘personal goals’ (8) and action strategies 13-15, 17 and 19. 
‘Problems and conflicts among people’ (2) was causing conflict with event 3 
and 6, ‘subordinates’ absence’ (3) with event 4 and goal 10, while event 5 
(administrative demands) and 6 (organizational decisions) caused conflict with 
‘contact with field activities’ (4). Event 7, ‘expectations on higher levels’, was 
perceived as causing conflict with event 3, 5, 6, goal 8, 11, and action strategies 
14, 16, 17.  
 
Manager C. All role conflicts for Manager C were external role conflicts, and 
all problematic events, except ‘expectations on higher levels ‘(7), were involved 
to some extent (Table III:15). No internal role conflict was found, but if lower 
ratings were to be considered there were indications of a ‘goal conflict’ 
between ‘administrative goals’ (11) and all other goals while ‘personal goals’ (8) 
seem to be in some degree of conflict with all events. Manager C might have 
used the scale more moderately in some judgments, or she might have 
perceived a lot of minor role conflicts making her situation quite complex. 
However, the most extensive conflicts were related to ‘fragmentation’ (1) and 
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‘problems and conflicts among people’ (2), where fragmentation was perceived as 
causing conflict with ‘goals concerning staff’ (9). ‘Subordinates’ absence’ (3) 
was seen as causing conflict with ‘goals for staff’ (9). In conflict ratings 
‘organizational decisions’ (6) was rated in high conflict (>5) with event 2 and 
goal 8, but verbal protocols revealed event 6 as a perceived cause to conflict 
with goal 8, 10, and action strategy 13 and 14. 
 
Table III:14. Manager B’s conflict ratings (0=no conflict, 10=maximal conflict) 
 

Problematic Events E Goals G Action strategies A  
Stimuli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1                    
2 10                   
3 7 8                  
4 10 0 8                 
5 10 9 7 10                
6 7 7 0 10 2               

E 

7 5 0 5 0 10 6              
8 10 0 0 10 0 0 8             
9 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 0            
10 2 0 10 2 0 8 3 0 0           

G 

11 10 0 5 2 3 5 10 0 5 3          
12 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0         
13 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0        
14 10 0 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 0 3 3 4       
15 10 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0      
16 10 0 0 4 4 0 7 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0     
17 10 0 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0    
18 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   

A 

19 10 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Stimuli M 7.8 1.9 2.8 5.5 3.6 2.7 3.6 1.6 0.7 1.7 2.7 1.0 1.7 1.9 1.1 1.7 1.7 0.3 1.0 

 
Table III:15. Manager C’s conflict ratings (0=no conflict, 10=maximal conflict) 
 

Problematic Events E Goals G Action strategies A  
Stimuli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1                    
2 8                   
3 10 10                  
4 10 9 0                 
5 9 0 10 3                
6 0 10 0 0 0               

E 

7 0 0 0 0 4 0              
8 5 5 5 5 5 10 4             
9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0            
10 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 1 0           

G 

11 9 0 5 5 4 5 3 3 3 4          
12 4 3 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0         
13 0 3 0 0 4 4 3 0 4 0 0 0        
14 0 2 2 3 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0       
15 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0      
16 0 0 3 0 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0     
17 3 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0    
18 0 2 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0   

A 

19 0 0 0 3 3 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Stimuli M 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.0 3.5 3.6 1.9 2.4 1.9 1.9 2.3 0.9 1.2 0.9 1.7 1.1 0.8 1.3 0.8 
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Table III:16. Manager D’s conflict ratings (0=no conflict, 10=maximal conflict) 
 

Problematic Events E Goals G Action strategies A  
Stimuli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1                    
2 6                   
3 6 1                  
4 10 5 8                 
5 10 5 5 10                
6 8 0 7 4 8               

E 

7 3 3 0 2 3 6              
8 10 0 5 10 5 3 0             
9 10 0 3 10 8 5 0 0            
10 4 5 8 5 0 5 0 0 0           

G 

11 8 0 5 8 5 8 0 7 10 3          
12 4 0 5 5 7 2 0 0 0 4 7         
13 6 0 2 8 5 3 1 2 4 0 5 0        
14 1 0 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 7       
15 5 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 4 1      
16 10 0 0 5 7 5 2 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 3     
17 8 5 3 5 7 0 0 0 2 7 6 5 0 0 0 0    
18 0 2 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   

A 

19 6 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Stimuli M 6.4 1.8 3.5 6.0 6.0 3.4 1.1 2.3 2.9 2.7 5.1 2.6 2.6 1.4 2.1 2.3 2.7 0.9 0.9 

 
Manager D. All seven problematic situations/events were in conflict with one 
or more role components for Manager D (Table III:16). The most extensive 
external role conflicts were connected to ‘fragmentation’ (1), ‘administrative 
demands’ (5), and ‘contact with field activities’ (4), where fragmentation was 
perceived as causing conflict with event 2, 4, 5, 6, goals 8, 9, and action 
strategies 16, 17. ‘Administrative demands’ (5) was causing conflict with action 
strategies 18 and 19. Manager D also indicated several internal role conflicts; 
‘goal conflicts’ among personal goals (8), staff-related goals (9), and 
administrative goals (11). There was a ‘means-end conflict’ between 
administrative goals (11) and directing (12) and providing support and help (16, 
17), and ‘means-means conflict’ between the directing and participatory aspects 
of the managerial action strategies (12 vs. 15; 13 vs. 14). Apparently the 
administrative side of the managerial role was part of Manager D’s experienced 
role conflicts, in addition to a conflict between the authoritarian and the power 
sharing sides of a manager’s available action strategies.  
 
Manager E.  All seven problematic situations/events were in conflict with 
one or more role components for Manager E (Table III:17). The most 
extensive external role conflicts were connected to ‘fragmentation’ (1), ‘problems 
and conflicts among people’ (2), and ‘organizational decisions’ (6), where ‘fragmentation’ 
was perceived as causing conflicts with events 2, 5, 6, 7, goal 11, action 
strategies 13, 16, 17, and 19, while ‘organizational decisions’ caused conflicts 
with event 4, 7, goal 10, and action strategies 14, 16. Verbal protocols also 
revealed that ‘expectation on higher levels’ (7) was perceived as causing conflict 
with ‘subordinates’ absence’ (3), personal (8) and staff related goals (9). 
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Manager E also indicated several internal role conflicts; a ‘goal conflict’ 
between staff related goals (8) and administrative goals (11), ‘means-end 
conflicts’ between goals for childcare (10) and a participative action strategy 
(14), between administrative goals (11) and planning directive (13) and 
participative actions (15), and ‘means-means conflicts’ between directing and 
participatory action strategies (12, 13 vs. 14). These conflicts indicated a role 
conflict between the social and administrative side of the managerial role. 
There was also an intriguing incongruence between goals for childcare (10) and 
letting staff participate (14), indicating potential differences in views and 
opinions between Manager E and her staff. Also for Manager E directing and 
allowing participation were in conflict. 
 
Table III:17. Manager E’s conflict ratings (0=no conflict, 10=maximal conflict)  
 

Problematic Events E Goals G Action strategies A  
Stimuli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1                    
2 10                   
3 9 3                  
4 9 9 9                 
5 10 8 8 10                
6 10 8 9 10 7               

E 

7 9 7 9 8 8 9              
8 4 0 0 5 3 0 8             
9 6 7 8 7 7 7 9 0            
10 0 8 7 5 0 9 7 0 0           

G 

11 10 8 10 0 4 6 0 5 9 0          
12 0 7 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 5 0         
13 8 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 6 0        
14 3 0 0 0 5 6 4 0 0 6 0 6 6       
15 7 6 9 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0      
16 8 0 0 7 8 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0     
17 8 7 0 6 0 2 5 0 0 0 5 0 4 4 3 0    
18 0 7 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0   

A 

19 7 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0  
Stimuli M 6.6 5.7 5.2 4.8 4.8 5.3 5.4 1.4 3.3 2.8 3.9 1.6 2.9 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.4 1.0 0.8 

 
These analyses of individual conflicts and verbal protocol data revealed strong 
conflicts involving goals and action strategies for three managers (A, D, E). 
This indicates that individual variation was not thoroughly detected in the 
group data, and that individual and possible contextual aspects were not 
thoroughly described in the stimulus definitions. Individual verbal protocols 
gave more detailed contextual information. Two general categories of role 
conflicts were suggested. The first category, ‘external role conflict’, was related 
to expectations and demands in more overt and visible situations and can be 
defined as ‘conflicts involving overt aspects and situations, visible to other 
actors’. These role conflicts were experienced by all managers and can have 
potential negative effects like burn-out (Cherniss, 1980; Lee & Ashfourth, 
1990, 1996; Maslach, 1981, 1982; Maslach & Pines, 1977).  
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The second category, ‘internal role conflict’ can be defined as ‘conflicts perceived 
only by the role incumbent and is mainly connected to the perceived cognitive 
incongruence of goals and action strategies, which is less visible and harder to 
detect for other actors. Manager A, D, and E expressed internal role conflicts, 
further divided into goal conflicts, means-end conflicts and means-means 
conflicts. Some support was found for conflicts between the social and the 
administrative side of the managerial role, as well as between the directive and 
participation strategies. 

Thus, the individual role conflict profiles presented each manager’s 
perceptions of role problems and risks. This gave more detailed and accurate 
information than group data, gave more support for the control model 
approach and provided information that can aid planning of organizational 
actions on individual levels. 

 
Discussion and conclusions 

 
Subjective managerial role conflicts described in control model terms. 
The purpose of the study was to test if the control model representation 
(Figure III:2) was applicable to subjective data on managerial role problems. 
However, these kinds of normative, cognitive theories may have two 
disadvantages for the present investigation: they generally lack both 
interpersonal aspects and connections to context.  

The results in this study covered both general and individual information of 
role relations in the form of general conflict patterns and individual profiles. 
The results also showed that it was possible for managers to understand, 
define, and use role component categories in a rating task. However, action 
strategies were more abstract and difficult to define, probably since they are 
not normally used out of context. They could be used in the rating task where 
they were related to other items, but the definitions need to be more 
elaborated and expanded.  

Categories of problematic events obtained in interviews with the managers 
were possible to relate to other studies of managerial functions, to role 
ambiguity, and to different subcategories of role conflict.  

The events were also the central component in the model. They were 
complex and had a potentially pivotal role, since they often included goals 
and/or action components. The control model explains how feedback from 
events is compared with goals and actions chosen according to the amount of 
perceived incongruence between events and goals. This “triggering effect” 
might be one explanation to the close relationship between events and the 
other components. Event could be related to different organizational levels 
and was also the strongest conflicting role component category, both in 
relation to the other role component categories and within its own category. 
Events were also most often perceived as the cause to the perceived conflict. 
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This was expected since events were chosen based on the managers’ 
experienced difficult and problematic situations. What might be slightly more 
alarming for the managers’ situation is that some managers’ perceived conflicts 
among goals and between goals and action strategies. If goals are in conflict 
then difficult priorities have to be made. This is also the case if the means to 
fulfill goals are inadequate, not available, or in direct contrast to what is 
required (goals-means conflicts). It is possible that these ‘internal conflicts’ are 
the type conflict causing most distress. However, it seems that the complex 
context with many conflicting events alerts different aspects of goals and 
action strategies, and demands adjustments and changes. According to this 
kind of reasoning, conflicts among goals and between goals and action 
strategies could trigger changes and development of the cognitive role 
concepts.  

Specific role conflicts were described in great detail, and role ambiguity can 
be connected to those problems when managers lacked control and/or 
information. Role overload was present in many role conflicts, especially 
connected to 'fragmentation of work' (1). Thus, results revealed some strong 
role conflicts, all which can be more or less related to a risk for future negative 
effects, such as burn-out (Cherniss, 1980; Lee & Ashfourth, 1990; Maslach, 
1981, 1982; Maslach & Pines, 1977) or other health related outcomes. Role 
conflicts were further divided into two general categories.  

The first category, ‘external role conflict’ was related to publicly known and 
visible problematic events. Fragmentation of work (1) had a different status than 
the other events. It interfered with many other role components, causing great 
frustration due to time stress, interruptions, and not being able to finish tasks. 
Fragmentation can be seen as both the cause and the effect of other role 
conflicts and is connected to quantitative role overload, but might also be a 
qualitative overload for some managers. In Sweden 59% of all reported work 
related sickness between the years of 1997-2001 was classified as related to 
workload and time stress (AMV, 2002). It is possible that role overload is 
connected to the period of change and adaptation, but it may also be a 
persistent characteristic of these manager’s work situations, with the risk of 
negative future effects.  

Strong conflicts were also related administrative demands (5), organizational 
decisions (6) and contact with field activities (4). These problems increased due to the 
organizational changes, which expanded the amount of administration 
required and the number of persons to keep in contact with. Problem and 
conflicts with people (2), subordinate’s absence from work (3), and contact with field 
activities (4) all concerned the managers’ interaction with the field, either as a 
disturbance handler, a support provider, or an information giver/collector. 
The managers saw these aspects as important managerial tools and these 
results are in line with discussions of keeping a reasonable size of a manager’s 
control span in order to avoid risks of role over load (Daft, 2001). This fact 
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can be related to self-report studies where scarce staff resources and mobbing, 
harassments, conflicts and cooperating difficulties was perceived as causing 
15% and 34% respectively of all reported work related illness in Sweden 1997-
2001 (AMV, 2002). 

Organizational decisions (6) and administrative demands (5) were examples of 
conflicting organizational demands and expectations, related to the manager’s 
boundary role. In other self-report studies, reorganizations is perceived as 
causing 15% of all reported work related illness in Sweden 1997-2001 (AMV, 
2002). Thus, trying to fulfill all role expectations might be an overwhelming 
task for some manager’s that can result in health problems, absence, 
resignation, lowered performance, or other negative outcomes. 

Finally, managers’ expectations on organizational levels (7) mainly concerned the 
available organizational resources, when the managers requested support and 
help from the district level. This support seemed important to the managers, 
but to what degree increased social support could have moderated the 
managers’ role stress is an issue currently under debate among researchers. 
Adequate social support is often reported to affect individual’s self-reported 
stress. For example, social support during organizational restructuring has been 
linked to lower role stress, more positive and less negative feedback at post 
structuring (Swanson & Power, 2001), while inadequate support has been 
perceived as a direct cause of stress (Muncer, Taylor, Green & McManus, 
2001). Results from a recent meta-analytical study showed that social support 
reduced personal strain, lessen the perception of stressors and moderated the 
connection between stressors and reported strain (Viswesvaran, Sanchez & 
Fisher, 1999). In another review of 13 studies only 14% of the variation was 
explained by the connection between lack of support from supervisors and 
emotional exhaustion (Lee & Ashforth, 1996). However, since most studies are 
based on cross-sectional studies with questionnaires and self-reports causality 
is impossible to establish. Little is also known about which aspects of support 
that works best for whom, and under what conditions.  

The second category ‘internal role conflicts’, were connected to the perceived 
cognitive inconsistency of goals and action strategies, less visible and harder to 
detect for other actors. In a sense, all subjective role conflicts described here 
are inner conflicts, but details of these ‘internal conflicts’ were probably quite 
unknown to actors in the managers’ role sets. Manager A, D, and E expressed 
internal role conflicts that were further divided into goal conflicts, means-end 
conflicts and means-means conflicts. There were some support for conflict 
between the social and administrative side of the managerial role, as well as 
between directive actions and allowing staff participation and influence. These 
conflicts can be related to the felt discomfort of perceived cognitive 
dissonance and the aim of achieving cognitive consistency (Festinger, 1957). 
Participation is well-known for good effects on satisfaction among 
subordinates, but from a dispositional approach individuals can have more or 
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less need for control (McClelland, 1975; Rotter, 1966), or a preferred learning 
or leadership style that doesn’t incorporate staff influence (Fiedler, 1978; Kolb 
& Plovnick, 1977). Such dispositions can clash with organizational, 
occupational, group and/or individual norms viewing participation as a 
preferred or non-preferred mode of leading work at a childcare unit. This can 
then pose a cognitive problem related to the manager’s own dispositions, 
norms, values, or preferred behavioral pattern. 

The general findings related to the control model were somewhat mixed. 
Study 4a gave a weak confirmation on the models’ psychological validity, since 
the managers could use the role components. In study 4b group data gave poor 
support for the control model approach on the subjective role, even though it 
shared common features with the project model in Study 1-2. Conflicts were 
found in relation to events and to a lesser extent in relation to goals. Individual 
profiles gave more information and indicated some individuals with high 
conflicts among and between goals and action strategies. Thus, group data did 
not capture important individual variation that was more in correspondence 
with the control model hypotheses. 

The definitions of action strategies were not suitable and did not represent a 
useful taxonomy of mutually excluding categories to fit the managers’ context. 
The goals categories were more representative but very few. Events were 
sampled separately and negotiated with the managers to fit their context. The 
events gave the main part of the information about the managers’ role 
problems. Thus, one can conclude that the control model components did not 
involve enough factors, especially in the action strategy taxonomy. Therefore 
the result may underestimate the managers’ subjective role problems with 
regard to the actions domain.  

The situation/event category connected the more abstract concepts of goals 
and action strategies to the organizational context. However, more of this 
contextual information is needed to fully understand the subjective managerial 
role within the role system. In Study 6 the organizational and social context 
provide a framework for a verification of the managers’ perceptions of 
contextual demands, expectations, and opportunities.  

The procedure for constructing and defining role components was flexible 
enough to capture individual variation. Using multiple indicators was a 
necessity for the measurement of the complex role components and their 
relationship (Blalock, 1985). The convergent qualitative and quantitative 
measures provided a detailed role description on both individual and group 
level. These descriptions can be a supplement to labels or trait descriptions 
used in some leadership studies. However, it is possible that the strong 
emphasis on a theoretical model might have overlooked other interpretations. 
It is also difficult to compare individuals, when qualitative data are a central 
and extensive part of the results.  
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The project versus the control model approach on the subjective 
managerial role. The control model categories did not work very well, 
especially for data on group level. Why did the role components used and 
confirmed in the project approach not function as well in the control model 
approach? 

There are some possible explanations. First, the stimulus definition of action 
strategies was based on the Path-Goal theory of leadership and thus severely 
restricted. They were perceived as abstract and some were especially difficult to 
apply (18, 19). Obviously, they did not represent available real action strategies. 
Secondly, in the project approach the role context were described in more 
detail and used more freely. Finally, the group data did not capture individual 
variation, and individual profiles had to fill the gap. Thus, using the control 
model to describe role problems was inadequate on group data level, since it 
did not fully capture individual variance and contextual factors. 

The tentative conclusion is that the conflict ratings forced the managers’ 
mental representations into a scheme that to some extent lacked construct 
validity. On the other hand, the use of the control model made it easier to 
compare the individual variation. Possibly, more individually defined stimuli 
could make the model more representative. Then the additional stimuli should 
involve action strategies and more precise goals. The project and the control 
model approach on the investigation of the subjective managerial role showed 
both similarities and dissimilarities. In the rational/cognitive approach there 
was a focus on the detailed role components in order to test the model. This 
focus makes it difficult to get a holistic picture of the role, especially on 
individual level, which on the other hand was the strength of the constructivist 
studies. Another shortage was the lack of a time dimension in the 
rational/cognitive study.  

Some components of the role projects (situations/events, goals, actions) 
were used in the present study as parts of a mechanistic model. Thus, stimuli 
from Study 4 can be compared with results from Study 2 (Table II:25-26). A 
comparison showed that some role element categories were not present in the 
stimulus list in Study 4 (S8-10, P1, A5-9, G5-9) while administrative demands, 
goals concerning childcare, and administrative goals received less support in 
Study 2. While Studies 1 and 2 were based on the first interview with the 
managers, before actual organizational changes were implemented, Study 4 is 
based on data from the entire period. This result can indicate two things. First, 
the main conclusion is that the control model was too simple, and the 
components were too few and did not capture all important role aspects and 
relations. Another possible additional interpretation is that the managers’ focus 
or perception of their own situation during the period, before and after the 
implementation of organizational changes, was altered.  
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Methodological aspects. One risk of generalizing group results is that the 
data reduction will exclude important aspects that might explain individual 
behavior. Group data put high demands on the sampling procedure and on 
sample size, if the aim is to generalize. Another possibility in a multiple-case 
study like this is the use of replication logic, i.e. striving to generalize a 
particular set of results to some broader theory and rely on analytical 
generalization (Yin, 2003). In Study 4, the results were related to the control 
model representation and to other leadership research. Group level data were 
complemented with individual data. 

The control model guided the data collection and interpretation. There may 
be a higher risk in this approach than in Study 1-2 that other hypotheses and 
interpretations are overlooked. On the other hand, there were less problems 
with reliability estimation, since the rational/cognitive approach was theory 
driven, use predefined concepts, and had strict methods for reducing biases. 
However, the problem of categorizing qualitative data discussed in Study 1-2, 
was similar, especially when sampling and categorizing situational stimuli. The 
suggested research strategy should also be replicated on other individuals in 
different contexts and occupational areas to test its usefulness.  

The demand for an expansion of the methods and settings for research in 
organizational behavior has been extensively discussed (Ilgen & Klein, 1989). 
Problems of reactivity in research using survey techniques for assessment of 
variables can be reduced by the use of multiple methods. The research strategy 
in this study might be used for longitudinal studies of cognitive structures 
during periods of change. Precise information about individual variation in 
mental models of subjective role conflicts can also be useful to organizations 
and facilitate practical actions. However, the control model frame and its 
components will need some elaboration.  
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STUDY 5 – QUANTITATIVE DATA MODELS OF 

MANAGER’S SUBJECTIVE ROLE CONFLICTS 

 
The theory-driven role problem analysis in Study 4 was supplemented and contrasted with a one-
dimensional graphical and a multidimensional spatial analysis of the quantitative conflict ratings. 
Five managers’ conflict ratings of subjective role component relations were transformed into proximity 
matrices, where distances were interpreted as degrees of conflict. The graphical data model, Pathfinder 
Networks (PFNETs), represented significant conflict relations by displaying them in simple 
structural patterns on group level, individual level, and as sub-patterns centered around event 
components. Multidimensional scaling (MDS) produced global conflict dimensions for the group of 
managers, as well as for individual managers. Interpreting group dimensions involved a risk for 
stereotypes, while labeling individual dimensions needed access to qualitative data on judgments, 
defining which conflict relation and stimulus aspects the managers considered. The results indicated 
that each manager had four of six proposed dimensions represented: goals-means, social-private side of 
the job, internal-external control, my own-others expectations, internal-external conflict, and directing-
participation. The two methods were used to calculate measures of individual variation. However the 
measures had to be complemented by qualitative data, in orders to be interpretable and useful for 
detailed practical purposes. The conflict patterns and dimensions found were basically in line with the 
results in Study 4, giving some support for the control model approach 
 
Study 4 focused on descriptions of role structures and role conflicts mainly on 
group and individual levels. The interpretations rested basically on verbal data, 
and the conflict ratings were used as a measure to identify role conflicts. The 
managers’ conflict ratings can also be used to identify conflict patterns by 
means of quantitative data models. Thus, the purpose of Study 5 was to 
contrast and test the theory driven role analysis in Study 4, based on a control 
model, with a one-dimensional graphical and a multidimensional spatial 
analysis of subjective role problems. These quantitative models were used for 
explorative purposes, and therefore they place quite few substantial restrictions 
on the interpretations of the conflict ratings. On the other hand, the 
interpretations of conflict patterns will involve a significant amount of 
subjectivity or arbitrariness – like the judgments in Study 1-3. The big 
difference to the constructivist procedure is that the present data reduction or 
conversion will be constrained by some explicit mathematical rules. This entails 
two related advantages: the interpretation rules are more transparent and a 
common frame of reference is created, which may facilitate the analysis of 
individual variation. 

The first data model, a graph network algorithm, defines network structures 
of conflict relations while the other, multidimensional scaling, produces general 
conflict dimensions. The choice of the two representation models was guided 
by the assumed complexity and multidimensionality of the subjective role 
structure. The conflict ratings, regarded as proximities, were transformed to a 
spatial representation by the use of multidimensional scaling (MDS, Carroll & 
Arabie, 1980; Kruskal, 1964; Young 1984) and into a network representation 
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with the help of Pathfinder Network Algorithm (PFNETs, Schvaneveldt, 1990; 
Schvaneveldt, Durso & Dearholt, 1981, 1985). These models are assumed to 
extract latent structures that are not directly accessible from raw data. The 
network structure deals with pair-wise solutions and will possibly give better 
local solutions, while MDS produces global solutions. 

Schvaneveldt, Durso and Dearholt (1985) have argued that the two 
representational models might convey different information. Multidimensional 
scaling is trying to represent semantic dimensions underlying the knowledge 
domain, and arranges concepts in a dimensional space. Both models reduce a 
large amount of proximity data, but they achieve their results through the use 
of different mechanisms, which tend to highlight different aspects of the 
underlying structure. Multidimensional scaling seems to capture global 
information and uses a least squares technique to determine positions of 
concepts in space. Pathfinder Network includes important links between pairs 
of concepts without any global goodness-of-fit constraints and seems to 
represent more local relationships. Accepting this interpretation leads to the 
joint use of both techniques for investigating the subjective role structure. The 
prime concern was to evaluate their usefulness for revealing subjective role 
conflict structures, in relation to each other and to a theory-driven approach. 

The subjective role structure can be characterized as an ill-structured 
knowledge domain, since there is no simple rule that can classify concepts. To 
explore this ill-structured domain, the use of different and converging 
techniques could be useful. Basically, Pathfinder Network will reduce the 
subjective role structure to one-dimensional conflict patterns, with little 
attention to content, while MDS will reduce subjective role to a few spatial 
dimensions, usually interpreted on group level. If managers have similar 
conflict patterns or dimensions, the results can be used for studying similarities 
in a group of managers, but if they are very dissimilar each individual’s data 
have to be reduced to an individual solution, suggesting that subjective role is 
better described with richer qualitative and quantitative data, as in Study 4. 
 

Method 
 
The database comprised the same respondents, stimulus selection, stimulus 
definitions and conflict rating procedure (with think-aloud protocols) as in 
Study 4.  
 
Pathfinder Network. The graph structure of Pathfinder Network is intended 
to define empirical network structures from proximity ratings. The Pathfinder 
algorithm searches through the nodes to find the closest indirect path between 
items. This produces a link in the network, given that the link is a minimum 
length path between the two concepts. Thereby the network extracts the latent 
structure in data by eliminating deceptive links. Pathfinder algorithm deletes all 
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redundant links, if there already exist an indirect path of equal or less distance. 
Thereby the final network is almost completely determined by those pairs that 
were rated as most closely related (in conflict data the one’s with the highest 
rated conflicts), and as a consequence less related pairs have little influence on 
the derived network. The execution of the algorithm eliminates all triangle 
inequalities that exist in original proximity data (Tversky, 1977).  

Pathfinder networks were obtained from proximity data with the q and r 
parameters equal to n-1 (n= number of concepts) and infinity. The length of a 
path is defined by the r parameter (based on the Minkowski r -metric), and is a 
function of weights associated with links in the path. As r decreases, links are 
usually added to the network, and when r is set to infinity links in the network 
are maximally reduced. The parameter q defines the maximum number of links 
in a path and will also affect network density. It is possible to compare 
cognitive structures of different persons in two ways, by graph theoretic 
distances (GTD’s, number of links between pairs of concepts), which can be 
computed and correlated, and by a C value consisting of the degree to which 
the same node in two graphs is surrounded by a similar set of nodes, computed 
for each node in the networks. An average of these C-values gives an index of 
graph similarity ranging from complementary networks (0) to identical 
networks (1) (Goldsmith & Davenport, 1990). Pathfinder Network has 
previously been used, often together with multidimensional scaling, in studies 
comparing knowledge structures of experts and novices (Gillian, Breedin & 
Cooke, 1992; Goldsmith & Davenport, 1990; Gonzalvo, Cañas and Bajo, 1994; 
Wilson, 1994).  
 
Multidimensional scaling. Since a priori knowledge about underlying 
sources of empirical variation is unknown, the scaling procedure is used to 
identify number and type of dimensions. Multidimensional scaling can be used 
to analyze data of a non-metric nature, such as proximities used in the present 
study. Multidimensional scaling locates each concept in an N-dimensional 
space, where distance between points reflects the psychological proximity of 
the corresponding concepts. Dimensions defining the space are assumed to 
represent the main properties of the domain, by which concepts are organized. 
The proximity data in the study was analyzed with two-way and three-way non-
metric MDS procedures, computed by the ALSCAL program (Kruskal, 1964). 

 
Results – Pathfinder Networks 

 
The conflict ratings were transformed into a data matrix of proximities. The 
product moment correlations between these matrices are presented in Table 
III:18. The results showed the highest correlations (0.49-0.50) between the 
ratings of manager B-D and B-E. The lowest correlations (0.30) were found 
between manager A-D and C-D. This indicates some similarity among 



 

 228

managers, which was expected, since they have similar positions in the same 
organization. More interesting is, however, the nature of these similarities. 
 
Table III:18. Product moment correlations of data matrices for manager A-E  
 

Manager A B C D 
B 0.42    
C 0.35 0.33   
D 0.30 0.50 0.30  
E 0.32 0.49 0.32 0.44 

 
The managers’ networks showed both similarities and dissimilarities. The 
network representation makes it easier to perceive and display conflicting 
relations. It is a more detailed representation of conflicts than by means and 
standard deviations. Network representations can be compared with relations 
expressed in verbal protocols and data in individual profiles. However, a 
coherence measure that reflects consistency of the data (by correlating 
proximities between any item and all other items) showed low correlations (-
0.10-0.50). This indicates that conflict data had a multidimensional character, 
which is difficult to represent in a network. Individual networks are displayed 
in Figures III:4-8.  

 
Similarity of managers’ Pathfinder Networks. Graphs can be compared by 
assessing the similarity of their neighborhoods for corresponding nodes 
(Goldsmith & Davenport 1990). Results presented in a study by Goldsmith 
and Johnson (1990) implied that similarity between a student’s and instructor’s 
PFNET of course concepts predicted final course grades better for similarity 
measured by addressing neighborhood regions than correlating path distances. 
They concluded that a neighborhood comparison of graphs was more sensitive 
to configurational (i.e. structural) information, which is the important type of 
information in knowledge structures. Consequently, neighborhood comparison 
of similarity in role structures could be more interesting to investigate in this 
study. Correlations based on path distances are presented in Table II:19. The 
results showed lower connections among networks than graph similarity 
measures (Table II:20), as expected. 

The similarity measures between individual networks are graph theoretic 
distances (i.e. number of links between pairs of concepts) and the C-index of 
graph similarity for the whole network (Table II:20). Manager A and B shared 
most common links and had the highest correlation (14 links, C=0.41) between 
their networks, followed by manager B and D (13 links, C=0.34). The lowest 
similarity was found between the networks of manager C-A and C-E. Manager 
C’s network representation had the lowest number of features in common with 
the other managers, and C’s network also had the greatest number of total 
links (37 links) compared to other networks (A: 23, B: 25, D: 26, E: 29 links). 
This implies that manager C rated more conflicts between different role items, 
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and this more “chaotic picture” is also displayed in manager C’s individual 
network (Figure III:6). 
 
Table III:19 Graph correlation measures based on path distances in individual networks 
 

Manager A B C D 
B  0.34    
C -0.10 -0.33   
D  0.11  0.50 0.30  
E  0.29  0.49 0.32 0.05 

 
Table III:20. Network/Graph Similarity for manager A-E’s PFNET’s (q=n-1, r=8) 
and number of common links (within parenthesis) 
 

Manager A B C D 
B 0.41 (14)    
C 0.13 (7) 0.17 (9)   
D 0.17 (7) 0.34 (13) 0.07 (4)  
E 0.21 (9) 0.26 (11) 0.14 (8) 0.20 (9) 

 
Analyses of all networks and their links confirm the result that item 1, 
'fragmentation of work', was a strong and overall factor involved in role 
conflicts. For manager A and B it was mainly connected to available action 
strategies. For manager D and E a smaller proportion of action strategies were 
involved. The strong influence of item 1 was already apparent in the proximity 
matrix, but the pattern became clearer in the network representation. 
Fragmentation is not surprisingly a factor that can affect all work situations 
through interference with actual behavior. Manager C differed slightly from the 
group by having item 6, 'organizational demands' as the item with most links to 
other items, where all the other managers had item 1.  

The average network of the five managers was computed and correlated with 
individual networks to check homogeneity of the group. Correlations with 
average group network were 0.70, 0.78, 0.61, 0.71, 0.73, for managers A-E, 
respectively. The attempt to quantify group data can add information to the 
interpretation of individual networks, if the individual variation of concept 
definitions is taken into account. Information from this kind of average 
network can possibly give a weak indication of similarities of role conflict 
structures in the group of managers.  
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Figure III:4. Pathfinder network for Manager A. 
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Figure III:5. Pathfinder network for Manager B. 
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Figure III:6. Pathfinder network for Manager C. 
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Figure III:7. Pathfinder network for Manager D. 
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Figure III:8. Pathfinder network for Manager E. 
 
These results can be compared with Study 2’s qualitative results that showed 
the highest similarities between managers A-B, B-E, A-E, while manager C 
differed most from the others. Similarity based on conflict ratings and the 
whole graph (Table III:20) also found the strongest similarity between 
managers A-B and correlations also between B-D and B-E. The other 
measures (Table III:18-19) found the strongest connections between manager 
B-D and B-E. All these results also indicated that manager C differed most 
from the other managers. Thus, some differences between the managers could 
be traced in both qualitative and quantitative data and showed some stability 
over time. 
 
Comparing sub-patterns in the graphical network representation. Further 
analyses of the networks were done by separating clusters of items connected 
to the items with most links. First, the average network was considered and 
two patterns appeared. The first pattern centered round item 1, 'fragmentation 
of work' and involved all action strategies. 'Subordinates’ absence from work' 
(3), 'administrative goals' (11) and 'administrative demands' (5) were also 
connected. In the control model of problematic events and in individual 
profiles in Study 4, fragmentation differs from other events. Fragmentation is 
very often involved in conflicts and can be regarded as a factor expressing role 
overload and thereby affecting all manager’s actions strategies. The second 
pattern centered round item 4, 'contact with field activities'. Two different 
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managerial functions are involved, controlling and influencing quality of 
outcomes (18), and providing other levels with information (5). Personal goals 
of the managers (8) often highlighted the importance of staff support and 
development. The manager has to be in contact with subordinates on a regular 
basis. The two patterns were connected via administrative demands (5). 

Clusters of individual networks’ were compared with the classified categories 
of verbal data from Study 4. Items considered by the managers as causing the 
conflict (CC) were displayed in the networks as arrows pointing from the 
causing item. Manager A, B, D and E had 'fragmentation of work' (1) as the 
strongest conflicting item, manager C differed by having item 6, 'organizational 
decisions'. Fragmentation was a strong conflict factor in the verbal material and 
will not be further commented on in individual pattern descriptions. The 
managers’ two main clusters (three for manager E), based on number of links 
are shown in Figure III:9-13. A few comments on individual results are 
provided, but the main purpose of this comparison is to test what kind of 
information it can provide, other than an illustrative display where causes can 
be indicated. Further information is already provided in Study 4. 
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Figure III:9. Manager A. The most salient patterns based on number of links 
connected to a central item. Arrows represent items causing conflict (CC). 
 
Manager A’s second pattern centered round item 3, 'subordinates’ absence from 
work' (Figure III:9). One connection with verbal data is with manager A’s 
definitions of goals where she stresses the importance of having enough staff 
resources and employing substitutes when necessary.  

Manager B’s second pattern centered round item 4, 'contact with field activities' 
(Figure III:10), which was the second highest rated conflict concerning events 
(CR). It was also seen as the cause of many conflicts (CC). 

Manager C’s network is difficult to interpret because of the many links (37). 
However, manager C differed from other managers by having the most salient 
pattern (9 links) centered round item 6, 'organizational decisions' (Figure 
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III:11). In verbal data this item was seen as a strong conflict item (CR) and as a 
cause of many conflicts (CC). Another difference is the second pattern, which 
centers round a goal, while events are the center for all the other managers’ 
patterns.  
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Figure III:10.  Manager B. The most salient patterns based on number of links 
connected to a central item. Arrows represent items causing conflict (CC). 
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Figure III:11. Manager C. The most salient patterns based on number of links 
connected to a central item. Arrows represent items causing conflict (CC). 
 
Manager D’s second pattern centered round item 5, 'administrative demands' 
(Figure III:12), which was one of the highest rated conflicts concerning events 
(CR). Manager D also complained about high time stress and some 
unnecessary demands concerning administration. 

Manager E had two patterns with the same number of links (Figure III:13). 
One cluster centered round item 7, 'the manager’s own expectations on higher 
levels', and the second pattern concerned item 6, 'organizational decisions'. 
Both of them were among manager E’s highest rated conflicts (CR).  
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Figure III:12. Manager D. The most salient patterns based on the number of 
links connected to a central item. Arrows represent items causing conflict (CC). 
 
In general, events were the center of local conflict patterns in the networks. 
This was expected since events often included other role components. 
Networks can be used to find important, “simple” conflict patterns and display 
them in an illustrative way. If other connections between items in the cluster 
are considered, such as similarity/dissimilarity and other relations expressed in 
verbal protocols, interpretations become more complex. Involving several 
different kinds of relations in data requires a multidimensional representation. 

In comparison with individual profiles in Study 4 these conflict patterns are 
less detailed and without in depth content, even if causality increases usability 
in practical contexts. They lack information connecting them to organizational 
structure and no model aid any explanation. Otherwise local clusters of the 
conflict patterns in the individual data (Study 4) are illustratively displayed and 
causality relations added. 
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Figure III:13. Manager E. The most salient patterns based on number of links 
connected to a central item. Arrows represent items causing conflict (CC). 
 

Results - Multidimensional scaling 
 
Group solution for managers’ spatial data models. The conflict ratings 
were transformed into a data matrix of proximities, where large conflict 
corresponded to large distances. The group data were analyzed by a three-way 
non-metric MDS procedure (Kruskal, 1964). ALSCAL estimates three 
measures for goodness-of-fit; Young’s s-stress, which is based on the fit 
between squared distances and transformed data and used in the iteration 
process, Kruskal’s stress, and RSQ (proportion of variance of scaled data in the 
partition that is accounted for by their corresponding distances), which are 
based on distances. The most common use of multidimensional scaling is to 
represent patterns for groups of individuals. A three-dimensional group 
analysis of the total matrix resulted in an s-stress value of 0.284 and RSQ 0.284 
(Table III:21). One explanation for such low explained variance is given by 
verbal data. The managers highlighted different parts of stimuli and connected 
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them in a way that was personal and experience-oriented. Therefore the results 
are highly individual, and individual solutions would explain more of the 
variance in proximity data. Possible dimensional interpretations, derived after 
testing a rotation of dimensions, are presented in Table III:22. 
 
Table III:21. Goodness of fit for group and individual MDS 
 
3-ways, group data No. dimensions S-stress Kruskal’s stress RSQ 
- whole matrix 3 .28 .28 .28 
2-ways, individual data     
A 3 (4) .28 (.23) .20 (.15) .64 (.70) 
B 3 (4) .25 (.20) .21 (.17) .69 (.72) 
C 3 (4) .31 (.26) .23 (.18) .61 (.64) 
D 3 (4) .30 (.24) .23 (.17) .60 (.68) 
E 3 (4) .23 (.23) .29 (.16) .60 (.72) 

 
Some dimensional labels were suggested: dimension 1 (item 12, 13 - 14, 15) 
directing versus participation, dimension 2 (item 9, 17, 8 - 11, 10) internal 
versus external locus of control, dimension 3 (item 8, 10, 16 - 18, 19, 17,11) 
social versus private side of work. Other interpretations are possible, and the 
risk is that interpretations might be based on stereotypical considerations of 
stimuli. 
 
Table III:22. Suggested dimensional interpretation of group data (3-ways, 3 dimensions) 
and individual data (2-ways, 4 dimensions) 
 
Group data 1th dimension 2nd dimension 3d dimension 4th dimension 
- whole matrix Goals/means My own/ others 

expectations 
Internal/external 
conflict 

- 

Individual data 1th dimension 2nd dimension 3d dimension 4th dimension 
Man A Internal/external 

control 
Goals/means Social/private side My own/others 

expectations 
Man B Internal/external 

control 
My own/others 
expectations 

Goals/means Social/private side 

Man C Internal/external 
control 

Goals/means My own/others 
expectations 

Social/private side 

Man D My own/others 
expectations 

Goals/means Social/private side Internal/external 
conflict 

Man E Directing/ 
participation 

Internal/external 
conflict 

Social/private side Goals/means 

 
Similarities in individual manager’s MDS solutions. The five individual 
solutions were intercorrelated for each dimension. The highest correlations 
(>.45) are presented in Table III:23. This is another way to compare 
similarities between individuals. Manager A had most in common with 
manager C, manager B with C and E, manager C with A and B, manager D 
with C, and manager E with B and D. This pattern corresponds to correlations 
between individual data matrices (Table III:18), but with lower correlations for 
manager B-D, B-E. Fragmentation was a strong item involved in many 
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dimensions with high correlations (20 of 34 correlations), which might explain 
a significant part of the relations obtained.  
 
Table III:23. Product moment correlations (r>.45) between individual MDS-dimensions  
 

 A1 A2 A3 A4 B1 B2 B3 B4 C1 C2 C3 C4 D1 D2 D3 D4 E1 E2 E3 E4 
A1         .53            
A2       .55  .48 -.46           
A3                 -.50    
A4          .46           
B1                   .53  
B2          -.52  -.51    -.51  .62   
B3  -.55       -.55          .48  
B4                     
C1 -.53 .47     -.55         .66  -.51   
C2  .46    -.52               
C3    .46                 
C4      -.51               
D1                   -.48  
D2                     
D3                     
D4      -.51   .66         -.53   
E1   -.50                 -.53 
E2     .62     -.51          -.53 
E3     .53   .48     -.48        
E4                     

 
Individual analysis of managers’ spatial data models. The individual focus 
and assumptions about the complexity of the managerial role made a solution 
with four dimensions acceptable. The conflict ratings were analyzed by a two-
way non-metric MDS procedure (Kruskal, 1964). Stress ranged from 0.153-
0.179 and RSQ from 0.635-0.723 (Table III:21). The identification of 
individual conflict dimensions were guided by rotations. However, to be able 
to label dimensions they need to be compared with classified verbal data. The 
criterion for conflict between items in a dimension was set to >1.5 scale units 
(horizontal axis). The MDS-solutions were validated by comparison with 
qualitative indicators. Without the verbal data (think-aloud protocols) it is 
difficult to propose labels for dimensions, since managers focused on different 
stimulus aspects and on different relations between them. Indications of this 
could only be found in qualitative data. Thus, the verbal protocols were used to 
suggest labels for the managers’ individual dimensions. Adding verbal material 
will improve the analysis and explain why role components were treated 
differently. For example, administrative goals were sometimes treated as 
actions or expectations from others instead of the manager’s own goal. The 
final dimensional analysis suggested a selection of six possible dimensions, 
where each individual had four dimensions represented (Table II:22).  

The first dimension 'goals-means' concerns incongruence between goals and 
means necessary to achieve goals. Dimension 2, 'social-private side', is a conflict 
between the social side and the private, mainly administrative side of the job. 
Dimension 3, 'my own-others expectations', concern the manager’s own role 
expectations versus role expectations within the role set. Dimension 4, 'internal-
external conflict', involves internal or an intrapersonal conflict versus an external 
and visible conflict, known to other actors in the role set. Dimension 5, 
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'internal-external locus of control', is explained by the potential and possibility to 
influence and control events and decisions. Dimension 6, 'directing-participation', 
is a conflict between two action strategies, directing and deciding on your own 
versus staff involvement and participation in decision-making. The goals-
means and social-private conflict dimensions were present for all five 
managers, conflicting role expectations for four of them, internal-external 
conflict for three managers and the control dimension for two individuals. 
Manager E was the only one with a directing-participation dimension.  
 
Role conflict dimensions. The dimension involving 'goals and means' covers 
some standard or ideal state that can be achieved if certain means are provided. 
For example, one goal is to get detailed information from the field, which 
facilitates choices of the most appropriate help and support. This will be 
difficult, if other duties demand a great deal of attention at the same time. 
Individual goals, sub-goals, and causal attributions to different means will 
reveal the personal side of the dimension. This dimension is connected to the 
general control theory framework (Campion & Lord, 1982; Wiener, 1948) used 
in Study 4 and thereby to the actual role components used. The interpretation 
is that this dimension is fundamental, when individuals relate to their everyday 
situation. However, the manager’s views on what was involved in goals, and 
what aspects that prevented them from achieving goals, differed. In order to 
achieve goals it is important to have information about the current situation, 
which can help a manager to plan actions and/or request adequate resources 
and support. When resources are limited, and organizational goals not adapted 
to new restrictions, incongruence between goals and available means will 
increase. This was the situation in the municipality’s childcare, when the 
decrease of economical resources was not followed by correspondingly lower 
demands and/or new organizational goals. This conflict was discussed in 
Manager A’s individual profile in Study 4, but is here represented for all 
managers. 

Impact of the 'social and private sides' of the job varied in accordance to 
personal characteristics. Usually the administrative part of the job needs private 
attention, while other tasks will be very social. How the individual manager 
handles these two sides and makes the subordinates understand the importance 
of both, is part of the conflict. This is can be either an intra, inter, and/or a 
person-role conflict. The conflict was often related to periodic role overload, 
since all managers made priorities that would suit the social side and thereby 
neglected the private, administrative side. There are two dimensions of 
leadership involved in this conflict, employee versus task orientation, or 
initiating structure versus consideration (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Lewin, Lippitt 
& White, 1939). Both sides are important in order to achieve organizational 
goals, but an effective combination depends on the situation (Misumi & 
Peterson, 1985). Conflict between the social and the administrative side of the 
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manager’s role was discussed in Manager D’s and E’s individual profiles (Study 
4). 

The dimension covering 'manager’s own expectations versus other peoples’ 
expectations' is a typical role conflict dimension (Kahn et al., 1964). There was 
a mixture of general and very specific expectations, mainly concerning the 
manager’s role. Diagnosis and experience of the conflict is personal and 
involve different situations and people. This dimension mainly concerns what 
Kahn et al. (1964) categorized as person-role conflict with incongruities 
between expectations from members of the role set and the expectations of the 
focal person.  

'Internal versus external conflict' concerns visibility of the conflict. This is 
connected to the support that a manager might need during problematic 
periods. Highly visible conflicts attract attention, and then people will ask for 
more information and can understand the difficulties involved. Internal 
conflicts are the manager’s own inner experiences, and the amount of support 
will depend on the social surrounding and the manager’s ability to inform and 
discuss the matters. The internal conflict is similar to what Kahn and his 
colleagues (1964) categorized as person-role conflict, while external conflict 
can be either an intra, and/or an inter role-conflict. Internal conflicts are 
probably more connected to role overload, because of difficulties to gain 
support for something that is not entirely obvious. In the individual profiles 
(Study 4), all managers had indications of ‘external conflicts’, while Manager A, 
D, and E experienced ‘internal conflicts’ between goals and action strategies. In 
the proposed dimensions the internal-external aspect was involved in two 
dimensions. 

The 'external versus internal control' dimension concerns the possibility for 
the manager to influence different parts of their job. This is connected to the 
planning function and to organizational delegation of responsibilities. The need 
to control and influence important job factors is also related to personal 
aspects, such as locus of control (Rotter, 1966). In general, managers should 
have a stronger need for control, since they have chosen this kind of 
responsibility. To increase control over job-related factors was also suggested 
by Kahn and Byosiere (1992) as an instrument to reduce role stress. Role 
ambiguity was also emphasized, especially concerning future events. 

The 'directing-participating' dimension found with only one manager might 
be a result of a very strong personal emphasis on the strategy of maximum 
staff involvement and participation. This was sometimes difficult due to the 
individuals involved, the time stress, and other constraints inherent in tasks 
and organization. This leadership style is democratic or consulting/democratic 
(Vroom & Jago, 1988). Indications of this conflict were also seen in statements 
made by other managers, but were much more frequent in manager E’s verbal 
protocols. In the individual profiles (Study 4) this conflict was indicated in 



 

 242

internal conflicts for Manager A, D and E, leaving out the situation/event 
components. 

 
A summary of similarities between managers. A comparison of measures 
of similarity in this study is presented in Table III:24. The degree of similarity 
between managers based on the results of data matrix correlations (CD), graph 
correlations (GC), graph similarity (GS) and correlations of MDS-dimensions 
(MC) were ranked from 1-10, with 1 indicating the highest similarity. 

 
Table III:24. Similarities between managers based on rank order of results (1-10, 
1=highest similarity) of different measures, data matrix correlations (CD), graph 
correlations (GC), graph similarity (GS) and correlations of MDS-dimensions (MC) 
 

Manager A B C D 
 CD GC GS MC CD GC GS MC CD GC GS MC CD GC GS MC 
B 4 3 1 5             
C 5 9 9 3 6 10 6 2         
D 9 7 6 10 1 1 2 6 9 5 10 4     
E 7 6 4 8 2 2 3 1 7 4 8 6 3 8 5 9 
∑/Means:     
B 13   (3.25) ***    
C 26   (6.50) 24    (6.00)   
D 32   (8.00) 10    (2.50)** 28    (7.00)  
E 23   (6.25) 8      (2.00)* 25    (6.25) 25   (6.25) 

* indicates the highest similarities 
 
The results showed that managers B-E, B-D and A-B had the highest 
similarities if all the different measures are taken into account. The managers 
that had the smallest amount of correspondence in their conflict ratings were 
Managers A-D, C-D and A-C. Manager C differed most from the other 
managers. 

The similarities between the managers found in Study 5 can be compared to 
those found in Study 2. In Table III:25 the three highest ranked pairs of 
managers are presented for subjective role projects and strategies (Table II:23), 
role situations (Table II:27) and measures in Study 5 (Table III:24). 

 
Table III:25. Similarities between managers based on results from Study 5 and Study 2 (1-
3, 1 indicates the highest similarity) 

 
Manager A B C D 
 Proj. Role. 

sit 
Study 
5 

Proj. Role. 
sit 

Study 
5 

Proj. Role. 
sit 

Study 
5 

Proj. Role. 
sit 

Study 
5 

B 1 1 3          
C             
D 2   2  2       
E  3  2 2 1       
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In the role situations of Study 2, managers A-B, B-E and A-E showed the 
highest similarity, while manager C differed most from the other managers. 
Comparing projects and project strategies gave a rough idea of similarity and 
differs slightly from role situations (A-D, B-D, A-E). However, the results in 
Study 5 support the similarities found between manager A-B and B-E and the 
difference between manager C and the other managers, indicating that some 
variation traced in qualitative data during the initial organizational change 
period could be found also in conflict ratings data collected one year later. 
 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
The purpose of Study 5 was to contrast and test the theory driven role 
approach with both one-dimensional and multidimensional analyses of the 
subjective role structure, based on the quantitative conflict ratings. Some 
weaknesses and strengths of a graphical data model, Pathfinder network, and a 
spatial representation, multidimensional scaling, were addressed. The question 
was what there was to win or lose on this kind of data reduction. 

Similarities in mental models of managers in the same organization have 
been found (see for example Daniels, Johnson & de Chernatony, 2002) and 
subjective role conflict patterns were expected to show similarities as well as 
individual aspects. Pathfinder Networks represented some significant conflict 
relations by displaying them in simple structural patterns. These patterns, 
which centered round events, confirmed the basic control model of the 
subjective role with events as the central component. The networks allowed a 
quantification of individual similarities and dissimilarities. Manager B-D, B-E 
and A-B were found to be most similar, while manager C differed most from 
the other managers. These results supported most results found in Study 2. 
The reasons for the differences in results can be related to both changes over 
time and/or the differences in the two measurement approaches. A further 
investigation of strong network patterns highlighted fragmentation as a 
particularly strong conflicting event. Pathfinder Network was useful in order to 
find and display significant local conflict patterns. A combination of local 
network patterns and causal judgments of items derived from verbal protocols 
gave a more informative representation. Even so, they were without detailed 
content and lacked information connecting them to organizational structure 
and no model aided any explanation of conflict patterns. Otherwise, similar 
patterns as in the individual profiles (Study 4) were found, but focus lay on 
how they were locally clustered. 

Multidimensional scaling produced global conflict dimensions for the group 
of managers as well as for individual managers. Labeling group dimensions 
involved a risk for the use of stereotypes and a-priori models, while labeling 
individual dimensions needed access to qualitative data on judgments, defining 
which conflict relation and which aspects of the stimuli that were considered. 
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The suggested solutions confirmed the role structure in the form of general 
dimensions connected both to the basic control model and to individual 
profiles in Study 4. Correlations of individual MDS solutions gave another 
indication of similarities among managers and A-C, B-E, and C-D showed the 
highest correlations.  

The six proposed dimensions were: goals-means, internal-external locus of 
control, social-private side of the job, my own-others expectations, internal-
external conflict and directing-participating. The goals-means and social-private 
conflicts were present for all managers, and the expectation conflict dimension 
for four managers. Conflicts within these dimensions were general, but every 
manager had an individual interpretation of conflicts and components 
connected to the dimension. This information was provided by verbal data. 
One weakness of the procedure was the use of only one interpreter. 

With the two quantitative methods, MDS and PFNETs, measures of 
individual variation were calculated. Such measurements should be important 
in organizational interventions, which often have to take individual variation 
into account. However, there is a need for a more detailed description of 
variation in order to be useful for organizational purposes and both the project 
and the control model approach on the subjective role provided a better base 
for decisions.  

Pathfinder network was more useful for describing local patterns for 
individuals than patterns on group level. It can be a useful illustrative tool for 
describing changes in individual conflict patterns over time, if the same stimuli 
can be used, suggesting a somewhat limited focus and time period for the use. 
It might be easier to follow subjective conflict patterns in a group of 
individuals during, for instance, a change period or a conflict management 
intervention. 

Multidimensional scaling gives a description usually based on a statistical 
assumption of independence of dimensions. The assumptions of independence 
of dimensions in a subjective role space can however be questioned. Role 
conflict dimensions are probably interrelated in some sense, but we need other 
data to interpret the nature of potential connections. A group solution gave 
low explained variance (28%), while individual solutions significantly increased 
this measure (RSQ 61-72%). However, interpreting individual dimensions is 
very difficult without using verbal reports, as managers focused on different 
aspects of stimuli and conflict relations. Individual MDS solutions and possible 
group solutions for clusters of individuals sharing some common feature (for 
instance first-level managers within a specific area or organization) might be 
used for assessing changes among a group of individuals over time. In order to 
do so there is a need for norms for comparison and a model that can predict 
changes. 

The conclusion is that both data models had some advantages and limits for 
their use due to their dimensional and arithmetical character. The mainly 



 

 245

qualitative description of the subjective role conflicts in Study 4 seems to yield 
more valid and useful descriptions of the subjective role. However, for 
assessing changes in subjective structures over time on a less complex level (i.e. 
not involving all types of qualitative data), Pathfinder network and MDS might 
be particularly useful. The interpretations based on the two data models in this 
study corresponded well with the role problem results in Study 4. 
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PART IV – THE DYNAMIC ROLE CONTEXT 
 

The organizational and the social role context 
 
The subjective role’s relation to organizational role theory and the impact of 
organizational context on role behavior in this theoretical frame are some 
reasons for investigating the role context. Did results on the subjective role 
from the rational/cognitive study fit assumptions of organizational role theory, 
i.e. show any influence from the organizational and the social context on the 
subjective role? Did the rational/cognitive approach on the subjective role 
contribute with more information or was it an unnecessary complement to 
role theory? 

In the constructivist study we were investigating the subjective results of the 
socially constructed reality. How did this subjective role approach fit into 
assumptions of organizational role theory, i.e. were the results in line with the 
context described in other data and by other actors or were the results an 
“after-rationalization” influenced by “unknown” aspects? Did the approach 
improve the interpretation of the contextual conditions or prerequisites for 
role behavior, despite the extra variation involved? 

Thus, there are two main questions to be answered in relation to the two 
approaches: 

1) Are the subjective results from the two approaches in line with the 
contextual data? 

2) Do the results from the two approaches contribute or add something to 
the interpretation of the role’s contextual limitations?  

Some organizational analysis will optimally precede a large structural change 
in an organization and organizational theory is a widely researched area 
comprising factors such as external environments, organizational technologies, 
design, and internal processes (see for example Daft, 2001, Daft & Steers, 
1986). In order to understand the background to the present changes in the 
municipality some information on organizational context, goals, and decisions 
will be provided. Structural effects of the presented organizational changes will 
be investigated and related to each unit and manager.  

In studies of organizational changes contextual factors are usually presented 
first, followed by organizational effects. Then effects on social and/or 
individual levels might complement the picture. It usually depends on the main 
purpose and if data on group level is perceived to be sufficient to describe and 
explain the change processes.  

Social context has already been discussed in Part I as an important factor 
when understanding the subjective role, whether it is based on organizational 
role theory (Kahn et al. 1964; Katz & Kahn 1978), social constructivism, or 
social cognition. In socialization processes, as well as in role negotiation and 
other role processes, communication of expectations and demands is the key. 
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Adding expectations from the manager’s role set will provide information that 
can be compared with the managers’ subjective experiences in Study 1-5. This 
analysis will provide some information on how much influence other actors 
within the role set had on the managers’ subjective roles. 

The thesis approach was to focus on the individual and then add some 
contextual data. This was based on assumptions that important key person’s 
experiences and mental models are important and will influence their behavior, 
which in turn is likely to affect both the social context and organizational 
outcomes. Obviously there are interactions between the social and 
organizational levels. A subjective role is not constructed in contextual 
isolation. Social constructivist’s sees interrelations between person and context 
as a mutual creation where people act and perform their projects and thereby 
create cultures and social order (Hosking & Morley, 1991). Social cognition 
also focuses on the interaction between the individual and the social context. 
How much influence the organizational context had on the managers’ 
subjective roles during the organizational change period is also an interesting 
indicator of more indirect contextual influence on the managers’ mental role 
representations. 
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STUDY 6 – THE SOCIAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

CONTEXT OF THE SUBJECTIVE ROLE 
 
The purpose of Study 6 was to investigate if the subjective results from the two approaches (Study 1-
5) were in line with contextual data, and if these results contributed or added anything to a 
contextual interpretation of the managers’ roles. Archival organization data were gathered, and staff 
interviews and questionnaires were used before and after the organizational changes. The results 
showed that data from the organizational context could explain some reasons for the managers’ 
experienced difficulties during this period, but failed to fully explain the individual variation in 
subjective role projects and role conflicts. There was strong support for influence of the social context on 
the managers’ subjective roles. Especially the perceived situations and the expectations and demands of 
the staff seem to have exercised a strong influence. However, the social context data were not enough 
to understand what was perceived as important or conflicting for the individual managers. Thus, the 
subjective data provided a complementary and less schematic understanding than an exclusive use of 
organizational and social data would provide.  
 
Did the subjective data from the two approaches in Study 1-5 correspond to 
the social and organizational conditions during the change period?  Did the 
subjective results contribute or add anything to interpretations of the 
organizational role context? One expectation was that the subjective data 
could improve an understanding of strains in the role and indicate potential 
reasons behind individual manager’s behavior in periods of change.  

First, data on the actual contextual changes that influenced the emerging 
subjective role projects and the experienced role conflicts were collected and 
described. Secondly, the influence from the social actors in the manager’s role 
set was assessed. Both aspects will place the subjective managerial role within 
an organizational and social framework. The critical question is if the 
subjective data fundamentally improve our understanding, or if organizational 
and/or group data on change processes are enough to explain differences 
between managers?  

The description of the objective aspects of the organizational changes will be 
complemented with staff reactions and expectations on the managerial role 
during the change period. In general, a first level manager interacts most 
frequently with his/her staff, compared to other actors in the role set. Thus, 
members of the staff are probably the most important actors in a childcare 
manager’s role set. Their expectations and their feedback on the manager’s 
behavior exert strong influence and these social data are a rich source of 
information about the role. A certain degree of consensus in mental models, 
values, goals etc. among the staff members and between the staff and the 
manager is also needed for interaction, and for work to run smoothly and 
efficient. Expectations from the higher management and the district staff are 
also assumed to influence the managers’ subjective roles. Consensus is needed 
also between these levels. For a full report on organizational changes and their 
effects on the district and childcare staff see Nyström (1995).  
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When the subjective role is discussed on a theoretical level we are focusing on 
hypotheses about the respondents’ experiences. However, the term 
‘experienced’ will in Study 6 be used also to denote the self-reported empirical 
data in the investigation of the social context.  
 

Method  
 
Organizational context. The present analysis was based on the municipality 
organization’s official, archival data from 1993-1995. Text material in the form 
of brochures, protocols, and written information was used in the analysis. 
Official goals, questionnaires for quality measurement, monthly and weekly 
information ("In the social service" and CEO-s weekly letter), plans and 
budget material, summaries of education and training, and protocols from 
district meetings are the central examples of the data collected. Short 
informative interviews with people on different organizational levels (the CEO 
of the social service sector, the district manager, the childcare inspector, the 
childcare assistant) were used as complementing sources of information to aid 
the analyses of archival data. 
 
Social context - Interviews in childcare units. Nineteen respondents were 
interviewed in May 1994 and May 1995. Three or four persons from the staff 
were selected from each childcare unit (A-E). Within each unit the 
respondents were evenly spread in order to get representatives from all 
geographically separated units. Within the units these persons were randomly 
chosen. 
Questions 1994: 
1. What difficulties have been in focus lately? 
2. How did these difficulties affect you? 
3. How were these difficulties handled? 
4. How do you look upon the autumn and the upcoming organizational 

changes? 
5. What do you think is important in a childcare manager’s role? 
6. Is there something else you want to add? 
Questions 1995 
1. What tasks do you think are important for a childcare manager to handle? 
2. Which ones of these tasks do you find most important? 
3. Do you think the childcare manager’s role has changed since the 

organizational changes? If so in what way? 
4. What changes would you like to see in the current childcare manager’s 

work role? 
5. What do you think has been the largest difficulty during the past year? 
6. Is there something else you want to add? 
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Social context – Questionnaires for childcare units and the district staff. 
Questionnaires were distributed to all staff at the participating units (including 
cleaning and kitchen staff) on two occasions, May/June 1994 and May/June 
1995. The first part of the questionnaire was identical on both occasions, while 
the latter questionnaire contained questions regarding experiences and effects 
of the organizational changes. The questionnaires were coded, making it 
possible to trace changes in opinions for the individuals participating on both 
occasions.  

In December 1994 a questionnaire with closed and open-ended questions 
concerning a childcare manager’s tasks was distributed to 14 of the district 
managers. The childcare inspector and childcare assistant also answered open-
ended questions concerning their experiences of the organizational changes 
and their effects on the childcare managers’ situations. 
 

Results - Organizational context 
 
Organizational background, goals and organizational changes 1990-
1993. A number of organizational events and decisions that affected childcare 
took place before (1990-1993) the organizational changes of interest to this 
study. Sometime there was a slight overlap between these changes and the 
organizational change of interest to the studies. The decisions concerned: 
- Delegation of responsibility for financial results to managers at the 

childcare units. 
- Cost-reductions and demands for increased efficiency.  
- Transfer of older children (7-12 year) to the school organization. 
- Development of alternative childcare entrepreneurs (Waldorf, Montessori) 

and cooperatives run by parents or staff. 
- A new budget system with a stated price per child.  
- A restructuring of childcare for 6-year old children introducing 

homogeneity in groups, special wards and a pedagogical "pre-school 
program". 

In the autumn of 1992 the organization left a traditional budget system for a 
system where the childcare units were given a certain amount of money for 
each child they cared for, called a “piece-price”. The number of children was 
measured four times in 1993 and in 1994 the measurement took place each 
month. 

Due to a political decision to temporary halt new long-term employment of 
staff, there had been a steady increase of short, temporary hired staff from the 
autumn of 1993 to December 1994. This was further extended to December 
1995, due to political decisions related to cost-reduction within the 
municipality.  

The municipality goals from 1991 described both general goals and goals 
concerning direction, effect, and production, for each area within childcare 



 

 258

(childcare units, special units, “family day-care”, open day care centers etc.) 
Before 1993 no organizational guidelines from political levels had existed, and 
goals had not been operationally defined. The changes that took place in 1990-
1993, together with decisions on governmental levels, caused politicians to ask 
for a revision of childcare goals. In spring 1993 the political committee took 
the initiative to a wide inspection of the municipality childcares' limits and 
potential for the rest of the nineties, based on known premises. This overhaul 
had its base in the districts, and the inspection was regarded as a way to 
produce a bank of knowledge and ideas, with a purpose to soften negative 
effects of proposed reductions (Hansson & Steegmans, 1994). The resulting 
report, which included new goals and guidelines for childcare, was presented 
in late spring 1994. The political committee adopted the goals in December 
1994, and approved of the decisions in February 1995. The new goals were 
based on earlier goals from March 1991 and expanded due to a new law giving 
guaranties for children’s right to childcare. The revision also had the aim to 
produce operational ‘effect goals’ based on the new model for quality 
measurement adopted by the political committee (Hansson & Steegmans, 
1994). The goals were divided into two categories: 'directive goals', indicating the 
direction to aim for, and quantitative 'effect goals', which could be measured to 
insure the quality of childcare. 'Effect goals' were connected to an annual 
measurement of parents’ experiences of childcare that represented the parents’ 
judgments of the quality of community childcare. The political committee also 
produced 'municipality guidelines' that clarified rules and regulations for childcare. 

The ‘effect goals’ were assumed to affect the manager’s subjective role, 
depending on how much influence each manager perceived the parents to 
have. The ‘effect goals’ were connected to a quality measurement with a 
questionnaire that was annually sent to parents. The categories used in the 
questionnaire were: 

 
1 Security and continuity felt by your child in relation to the staff 
2 Security felt by your child within the group of children 
3 Food - nutrition, amount, and times 
4 Staff's ability to see the individual child 
5 Time schedules - opening and closing hours 
6 Premises - indoors and outdoors 
7 Interaction and communication with staff when leaving and picking up the child 
8 Location, close - distant to home or work 
9 Information - daily activities, staff and organizational issues 
10 Participation - opportunity to participate and influence 
 
These ‘effect goal’ categories can be seen as an institutionalization of mainly 
parental demands on childcare. Especially goal category 1, 2, 4, 7, 9 and 10 was 
affecting the managers’ and the units’ work, notably when there was 
disagreement between childcare staff and parents. This was also expressed in 
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the subjective role conflicts, especially connected to event 2, problems and 
conflicts among people (Study 2 and 4). 
 
Organizational changes 1994-1995. In the beginning of the nineties the 
public finances in Sweden were in a critical state, and interest rates were 
galloping. Cutbacks in order to reduce financial costs were required of all 
governmental and public organizations. This was the situation the municipality 
had to face at the time of the investigation. Actions had to be taken, also in the 
childcare area. In the autumn of 1993 the politicians decided to take the 
following actions: 
1. Decrease the number of childcare units and the number of managers per 

district by increasing geographical areas of responsibility. 
2. Move children the age of six from the childcare organizations to the 

school system. 
3. Increase the number of children on each ward from 16/17 to 18.  
 

All these decisions were not made at the same time, and during the autumn 
of 1993 the awareness of the need for cost-reductions and changes increased 
on managerial levels. However, it took some time before the actual decisions 
were taken and communicated to all staffs within the organization. Even more 
time and effort were needed for the districts to decide on and fully grasp the 
practical consequences for units and staffs. Consequences and effects of the 
political decisions were therefore not fully known to all staff until June 1994, 
just before the structural changes were implemented. This insecurity period 
was described in Study 1-2. The organizational changes between 1994 and 
1995 reduced the district budget with 7% (6.7 million SKR).  

The new situation changed the expectations and demands on the managers. 
They were expected to successfully implement the organizational decisions, 
which not only affected the staff and the children but also themselves, their 
colleagues, and their units. Reducing the number of units and increasing the 
span of control for the managers resulted in a reduction of district managers 
from 21 to 13. The decisions concerning children changed the basic conditions 
and economic prerequisites for both districts and units. The anticipated effects 
of these new conditions led to other decisions, where all five districts decided 
to concentrate children to some units while closing down others. The changes 
for the participating managers during the period are displayed in Table IV:1. 

These figures show that the number of employees per manager increased 
quite dramatically between 1993 and 1995. Changes that occurred in July 1994 
had the highest effect on Manager A, C, and D. This result can be compared 
to the weight they attached to experienced problems of the subordinates’ 
relocation and absence from work (problematic event 3 in Study 1-2, 4-5). 
This problem did not only concern getting more employees, it also had to do 
with firing and moving staff within and between units and districts. The results 
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also show a decrease or a return to more normal circumstances in 1995, 
compared to 1994. Even though the number of staff that had to be relocated 
in 1994 might not be perceived as large, the relocation or firing could be 
connected to difficulties when trying to find a good solution for the 
individuals and work groups involved. In the district 18% of all employees, 
including managers, were relocated (temporary employed staff not included). 
 
Table IV:1. Changes in the number of employees, amount of children, number of relocations 
of staff and units closed for Manager A-E 1993/1994/1995  
 

Changes in number of employees 1993-1995 
Manager June -93 June -94 Jan -95 Difference 93-95       % 
A* 12 19 27 + 15 + 142 
B 15 21 22 + 7 + 47 
C*** 18 18 29 + 11 + 61 
D** 15 15 32 + 17 + 113 
E 20 26 25 + 5 + 25 
Changes in amount of children 1993-1995 
Manager June -93 June -94 Jan -95 Difference 93-95     % 
A* 42 75 89 + 47 + 112 
B 56 70 78 + 22 + 39 
C*** 64 71 99 + 35 + 55 
D** 51 51 106 + 55 + 108 
E 64 64 90 + 26 + 41 
The total number of relocation of staff 1994-1995 
Manager June/August -94 June/August -95 Difference 94-95    % 
A 8 4 - 4 - 50 
B 9 6 - 3 - 33 
C* 14 7 - 7 - 50 
D** 13 7 - 6 - 46 
E*** 10 3 - 7 - 70 
Number of units closed down 1993-1994 
Manager June/August -93 June/August -94 Closed units 93-94 Σ   
A - 1 1 
B* 1 1 2 
C - - 0 
D - - 0 
E* 1 1 2 

 *highest amount of changes  
 
The responsibility for an increased number of units was not the only aspect 
that affected the size of the staff. Organizational decisions related to the 
children also affected the managers’ units. A whole age group, the six-year old 
children, was transferred to the school organization, and the number of 
children per group increased. This meant a new constellation of younger 
children in groups and a responsibility for more children and parents. The 
changes in the number of children are displayed in Table IV:1. 

Manager A, B, and E closed down or moved units during the summer of 
1994. For Manager B and E this was not a new experience. They had done the 
same in 1993. For health-related reasons the implementation of the changes to 
had to be postponed to January 1995 for Manager D. 
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Summary of changes in the organizational context. Between 1993 and 
1995, the numbers of employees rose between 25-142% at the managers’ 
units. Manager A, D, and C had the highest increase (percentage). At the same 
time the number of children rose between 39 and 112 percent. Manager A and 
D had the largest increase of children during this period. Manager A closed 
down a unit in 1994, Manager B and E did this in 1993 and 1994. The number 
of staffs relocated in 1994 varied from 8-14. A summary of the conditions for 
the five mangers and a crude rank order of the contextual pressures on each 
one of them are presented in Table IV:2. The highest influences from 
contextual changes were found for Manager A and D, closely followed by 
manager C. 
 
Table IV:2. Rank order of the contextual changes for manager A-E  
 

 
Manager 

Rank order - 
increased no. of 
employees 93/95 

Rank order - 
increased no. of 
children 93/95 

Rank order - 
relocations of 
staff -94/95 

No of units to 
close down 
93/94 

∑ 

A 5 (142) 5 (112) 1 (8) 3 (1) 14 
B 2 (47) 1 (39) 2 (9) 4 (2) 9 
C 3 (61) 3 (55) 5 (14) 2 (0) 13 
D 4 (113) 4 (108) 4 (13) 2 (0) 14 
E 1 (25) 2 (41) 3 (10) 4 (2) 10 
∑ 15 15 15 15  

 
These data can be connected to the perceived situational threats (Study 1-2) or 
the problematic events (Study 4), especially dealing with ‘organizational 
decisions/changes’ and ‘subordinates’ absence from work/relocations’. But it 
does not explain why employment projects were found only for manager B and 
E, since manager C and D had even more relocations to deal with. Obviously 
specific cases and details can be perceived as more or less difficult to handle. 
Subjective data from Study 1-2 and 4 shredded more light on the cognitive 
aspects of projects and role conflicts in relation to the organizational change 
situation. It was also obvious that the managers chose different aspects and 
projects to focus on during the change period. These choices are not traceable 
in the organizational data. This is yet another reason for using subjective 
reports in order to understand changes in the managerial role and eventually in 
role behavior. 
 

Results - Social context 
 
Self reported data is here labeled “experienced” aspects. 'Experienced' is 
actually a hypothetical cognitive concept but a commonly used term: we 
cannot take for granted that the data reported by the respondent reflect their 
experiences. 
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Staff interviews. Experienced difficulties and problems (DP). What difficulties did 
the staff experience before and after the organizational changes? Interview 
questions 1-3, 1994 and question 5, 1995, addressed the difficulties that the 
staff had experienced. The categorized answers are presented in Table IV:3.  

Experienced changes (EC) and desired future changes (FC) in the managerial role. In 
1994 the staff expectations concerning larger units and the new managerial 
role expressed uncertainty, some minor changes, and an excitement getting a 
new manager. The answers to question 3 and 4 1995, reflected the staff’s 
experiences of changes in the managerial role after the change implementation. 
They were classified into four categories of experienced changes and five 
categories of desired future changes in the managerial role (Table IV:3).  

Expectations and demands on the managerial role (ED). What expectations did 
childcare staff have on a childcare manager? Did these expectations change 
due to the re-organization or due to other factors during the period? Interview 
question 5, 1994, 1 and 2, 1995 could answer these questions. They were 
classified into ten categories of expectations on the managerial role (Table 
IV:3).  

Category 9 and 10 appeared, with one minor exception, only in the 1995 
interviews. This is probably due to the effects of the re-organization on the 
managers’ and the staff’s work situation. The experienced difficulties and 
changes in the managerial role expressed in the interviews 1995 concerned a 
less available manager and the delegation of mainly administrative tasks to the 
staff. These results were supported by the questionnaires, where all staff in the 
childcare units reported a decrease in availability and contact with the 
managers. 
Experienced difficulties and changes related to expectations and demands on the managerial 
role. Finally, the staff’s described difficulties and changes were compared with 
staff expectations and demands on the managerial role. Connections among 
these categories were assumed to exist, when aspects were mentioned that 
could connect them. For example connecting ‘difficulties with children or 
groups of children’ (DP3) to ‘deal with problems and conflicts’ (ED1) when 
commenting on the staff’s new responsibility for talking to parents when there 
were problems with children or a particular child. 
The staff’s experienced difficulties (DP) were divided into two broad categories:  
A) Changes and difficulties involving the staff’s practical childcare work in 

wards, (DP 3, 4, 7, 9, 10).  
B) Changes and difficulties involving the larger unit and the relations among 

staff and between staff and manager (DP 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 11).  
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Table IV:3. Staff interviews – Connections among experienced difficulties and changes, 
expectations and demands on the managerial role and desired future changes  
 

  ED: 
DP: 

ED1 ED2 ED3 ED4 ED5 ED6 ED7 ED8 ED9 ED10 ∑ 

DP1   1 1 1 1     4 
DP2      1     1 
DP3 1     1     2 
DP4  1 1        2 
DP5      1     1 
DP6    1 1 1    1 4 
DP7    1       1 
DP8      1     1 
DP9     1      1 
DP10 1  1      1  3 
DP11    1       1 
∑ 2 1 3 4 3 6 0 0 1 1 21 
EC1          1 1 
EC2         1  1 
EC3           0 
EC4           0 
∑ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
   FC: 
EC: 

FC1 FC2 FC3 FC4 FC5       

EC1 1 1  1       3 
EC2 1 1  1       3 
EC3 1 1  1       3 
EC4   1        1 
∑ 3 3 1 3 0      10 

 
DP Experienced difficulties and problems  
1) Relocation of staff (1994/95) 
2) Uncertainties about the managerial position in unit (1994) 
3) Difficulties with children or whole group of children 
(1994) 
4) Absence of staff (1994/1995) 
5) Other organizational changes - kitchen, moving wards 
(1994) 
6) Temporary fusion of units 93/94 (1994) 
7) Other aspects concerning work practice (1994) 
8) Up coming organizational changes - information, 
influence, communication (1994) 
9) More and younger children in the groups (1995) 
10) Delegation and more responsibility for staff (1995) 
11) The fusion of units – org. change – effects (1995) 
 

ED Expectations and demands on the managerial role  
1) Deal with problems and conflicts among people 
(1994/95) 
2) Take care of staff  (1994/95) 
3) Deal with absence, relocation, and employment of 
staff  (1994/95) 
4) Take responsibility, integrate and organize work 
(1994/95) 
5) Have knowledge about work and staff (1994/95) 
6) Communicate, inform, and let staff participate 
(1994/95) 
7) Direct and lead (1994/95) 
8) Give support and motivate (1994/95) 
9) Handle administrative tasks (1995) 
10) Be available (1995) 

EC Experienced changes in the managerial role 
1) Less available, less contact with the manager (1995) 
2) More work, changes in work routines for manager (1995) 
3) Delegation of tasks and responsibilities to staff (1995) 
4) Changes in the manager's action strategies, new manager 
(1995) 
 

FC Desired future changes in the managerial role  
1) Available for staff and more time for the manager 
(1995) 
2) One manager per unit (1995) 
3) Take responsibility, integrate and organize work, 
deal with problems/ conflicts, motivate (1995) 
4) Organizational changes - administration, finances 
(1995) 
5) No change (1995 

 
Difficulties connected to DP category A, practical childcare work in wards, 
involved seven expectations (ED 1-6, 9). No pattern appeared. Instead it 
depended on a specific difficulty. However, the manager’s availability (ED10) 
was not connected to difficulties in practical childcare work, but rather an 
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effect of larger units. Giving support and motivating staff was not mentioned 
explicitly together with these items. This might be explained, if the category 
was part of some other aspect, for example dealing with problems and 
conflicts among people or dealing with absence and relocations. If the support 
and motivating actions were enough, another explanation can be that 
something needs to be missing in order for the staff to bring it up.  

In DP category B, all items except one (DP 11) were connected to ED 6, 
'communicate, inform and let staff participate'. This indicated an organizational 
problem concerning communication, information, and participation. Items DP 
1, 6, and 11 were also connected to ED 4, 'take responsibility, integrate and 
organize work', which seem to be the actions needed during the change period. 
Due to the nature of the interview questions, the experienced changes in the 
managerial role were mainly connected to the desired future changes in the 
role, even though some connections with expectations and demands existed. 
 
Staff questionnaire 1994/1995. The results from the questionnaires 
distributed before and after the organizational changes concerned both 
structural aspects and the managerial role. Did these results strengthen or 
weaken the views presented in the staff’s interviews? The response rate was 
93.9% the first year (108 staff) and 92.2% in 1995 (123 staff). In both cases the 
proportion of responses increased, if the cleaning staff was excluded. These 
employees were often absent when questionnaires were presented and 
distributed, a possible reason for their low degree of participation. 
 
Table IV:4. Question 8-22 in Part I of the staff questionnaire 1994 and 1995 
 

Questionnaire 1994 and 1995 - Part I (scale -2, very dissatisfied, to +2, very satisfied) 
V8.   Size of your childcare unit. 
V9.   Work schedule 
V10. Work practices in your childcare unit 
V11. Work practices in your ward 
V12. The information you get from your manager 
V13. Present opportunity to be in contact with your manager 
V14. Staffs’ possibilities to participate in issues concerning the childcare unit 
V15. Your present manager's way of handling problems and conflicts 
V16. Support and help you receive from your manager 
V17. Your possibilities to influence what goes on in the childcare unit 
V18. Your manager's understanding of staff's work 
V19. Cooperation between wards 
V20. Your manager's work with goal setting and creating visions for the future 
V21. Possibilities to influence and express opinions at staff meetings 
V22. The way minor or large differences in opinions, between you and your 
         manager, has been handled. 
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Table IV:5. Results of part I (8-22) in the staff questionnaires 1994 and 1995 
 

Quest-
ion 

1994  
Mean 

n Stand. 
dev. 

1995  
Mean 

n Stand. 
dev. 

Difference 

8 1.22 105  .97 0.57 122 1.18 -0.65*** 
9 1.19 106  .93 1.31 121  .90 +0.12 
10 1.22 106  .69 1.06 118  .71 -0.16* 
11 1.32 88  .69 1.16 113  .84 -0.16 
12 1.03 107  .85 0.96 123 1.02 -0.07 
13 1.13 107  .97 0.73 123 1.16 -0.40** 
14 1.18 107  .84 0.86 123 1.01 -0.32** 
15 0.71 107 1.15 1.01 122 1.03 +0.32* 
16 1.02 106  .93 1.19 122  .87 +0.17 
17 0.88 106  .84 0.67 121  .87 -0.21* 
18 1.10 106  .78 1.33 122  .78 +0.23* 
19 1.02 87  .86 0.61 109  .93 -0.41*** 
20 0.70 107  .97 0.68 117 1.00 -0.02 
21 1.26 107  .78 1.14 118  .81 -0.12 
22 0.98 108  .91 1.06 114  .88 +0.08 

 ***= sign. 0.001     ** = sign. 0.01    * = sign. 0.05    
 
Questions 1-7 concerned background variables, such as age, gender, work 
experiences, amount of children, and children with special needs in the groups. 
Question 8-22 (Table IV:4) concerned structural factors, the managerial role, 
and work practices in the childcare units. The respondents were asked to 
indicate their opinion on a scale from -2, very dissatisfied, to +2, very satisfied. 
A two-dependent sample t-test was computed. The results (Table IV:5) 
indicated that during the time period the staff became less satisfied with the size 
of the unit (8), cooperation between wards (19), opportunities to be in contact 
with the manager (13), possibilities to participate in issues that concerns the 
unit (14) and with influencing what goes on in units (17). They reported more 
satisfaction with the manager’s way of handling problems and conflicts (15), the 
manager’s support and help (16), and the manager’s understanding of staff’s 
work (18).  High means indicated satisfaction with the situation, but one can 
question that means larger than 0 shall be interpreted as a sign of satisfaction. 
Subjective scales are not as straightforward as they might look, especially when 
compared to the answers in the questionnaire’s open-ended questions. 

Ten retrospective questions concluded the 1995 questionnaire (Table IV:6-
7). The results showed that 63.4% of the staff was affected, mainly negative, 
by the increased number of children in the wards. As many as 45.5% were 
affected, mainly negative, by the relocations of staff that took place in the 
autumn of 1994, and 44.7% of the staff had a new manager. This indicated the 
extent of effects caused by the political decisions taken in 1993. There also 
seemed to have been substantial changes in the manager’s role during this 
period as 85.4% of the respondents reported changes in the manager’s role 
and/or tasks, mainly perceived as negative, even though there were some 
positive aspects. Analyses of the separate childcare units indicated that staff at 
the units with a new manager were more satisfied with the manager’s way of 
handling problems and conflicts, the manager’s understanding of their work, 
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and the support and help they received. This might be connected to the new 
manager’s action strategies and the aftermath of a turbulent period. 
 
Table IV:6. Questions in part II (23-32) of the questionnaire 1995 
 

Questionnaire 1995 - Part II 
23  Have you been affected by the decisions to increase the number of children in the 

groups? (Yes, No) 
24  If you have been affected (23) were this effect positive or negative? ( -2 to +2) 
25  Have you been affected by the relocation of staff in the Autumn of 1994? (Yes, 

No) 
26  If you have been affected (25) were this effect positive or negative? (-2 to +2) 
27  Have you got a new manager? (Yes, No) 
28  If you have a new manager (27) why? (I am new at the unit. The unit got a new 

manager) 
29  Do you think that there has been any changes in the manager's role and tasks 
      compared to the time before the organizational changes? (Yes, No) 
30  If you think there has been a change in the manager's role, is this change in general 

positive or negative? (-2, very negative to +2 very positive) 
31 If you think there has been a change in the manager's role (29) rate the positive and 

negative sides of this change.  
a)  The negative sides of the changed managerial role have been:  
       (0, nonexistent to -2 very negative) 
b) The positive sides of the changed managerial role have been:  
       (0, nonexistent to -2 very positive) 
32   If you consider the changes during the last year, is there anything else you would 

like to express? 
 
Table IV:7. Results of part II in the staff questionnaire 1995 
 

Quest-
ion 

Affected % Not affected % No answer 
% 

Mean Std Dev n 

23 63.4 32.5 4.1   123 
24    -1.22  .83 78 
25 45.5 50.4 4.1   123 
26    -0.50 1.26 56 
27 44.7 53.7    123 
28 I am new 

9.8  
New manager 
35.8 

54.5   123 

29 85.4 8.1 6.5   123 
30    -0.45 1.07 104 
31a    -0.91  .54 103 
31 b    0.52  .61 102 

 
Sixty-four of the 123 persons who answered the questionnaire in 1995 also 
commented on different aspects of the change period in the open-ended 
questions. These comments concerned similar aspects as the categories in the 
staff interviews, but some aspects were added. Comments on organizational 
decisions concerned the short-term perspective used, the high speed of the 
decision-making process, and the lack of influence and participation. Some 
staffs also requested increased monetary rewards and higher wages. The 
overall analysis of the questionnaires supported the results from the staff 
interviews and showed that the organizational changes had extensive effects 
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on both staff and managers, mainly negative, even though there were some 
positive aspects due to the change of manager at the unit. 
 
District questionnaire 1 – The district’s fourteen childcare managers’ 
views on the managerial role and the experienced changes. In December 
1994 a questionnaire was distributed to all 14 childcare managers in the 
district. The questions concerned an indication of the division of time among 
managerial tasks today and ideally, and indicating the division of time 
according to their experienced changes, compared to the time before the 1994 
changes (Table IV:7). The categorizations of the managerial tasks were based 
on earlier interviews with managers and staffs. Categories used were a) 
gathering information from outside of the unit, b) integrating and organizing 
work, c) sending information to different organizational levels, d) taking care 
of staff, giving support and help, e) solving problems and conflicts, f) 
gathering information from units and wards, g) leading, directing and making 
decisions, h) creating visions and coming up with new ideas. The results were 
followed-up by open-ended questions where the managers could explain their 
views. A summary of the results is presented in Table IV:8.  
 
Table IV:8. A summary of results from the questionnaire distributed to the district's 14 
managers in December 1994  
 
Percentage Present  state n=14 
79 a) The focus is on integration and organization of the work situation 
57 e) Problem solving and conflict management is currently a high priority 
57 f) Getting information from the units/wards is one of the first priorities 
 Ideal state n=14 
93 e) Consider problem solving and conflict management to be one of the highest 

priorities 
64 h) Consider creating visions and coming up with new ideas as one of the ideal priorities 
 Changes autumn 1993 versus autumn 1994 - Increase     n=14 
85 b) Experienced an increase in time they have to spend integrating and organizing 
69 d/e)Experienced that time used for taking care of staff, solving problems and conflicts 

has increased 
 Changes autumn 1993 versus autumn 1994 - Decrease   n=14 
46 h) Reported that time spent creating visions and coming up with new ideas has 

decreased 
38 f) Experienced a decrease in time spent getting information from units and wards 

 
a) gathering information from outside of the unit 
b) integrating and organizing work 
c) giving information to different organizational levels 
d) taking care of staff, giving support and help 

e) solving problems and conflicts 
f) gathering information from units and wards 
g) leading, directing and making decisions 
h) creating visions and coming up with new ideas. 

 
The results showed that the most important managerial mission according to 
the group was solving problems and conflicts and creating visions and 
presenting new ideas. In December 1994 many managers also did spend a lot 
of time dealing with problems and conflicts, but even more time integrating 
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and organizing work, tasks they reported had increased after the organizational 
changes. Less time was spent being visionaries. The managers reported a 
decrease in the amount of time spent being creative and for information 
gathering. 
 
District questionnaire 2 – The childcare inspector’s and child care 
assistant’s views on the effects of the organizational changes. The 
childcare inspector’s and the assistant’s experiences of the change period and 
the perceived effects on district managers and on their own situation were 
investigated with a questionnaire containing three open-ended questions. No 
further opportunity was given for more extensive data collection.  

The results showed that the childcare assistant previously worked as a 
childcare manager and was new in her position. The assistant’s work 
concerned children with special needs, which had become easier after 
organizational changes. There were fewer contacts due to the decreased 
number of managers. The aim for the assistant had been to support the 
managers in various ways. She characterized the managers’ work situations as 
“loaded with work”, “they are not yet acquainted with everything”, “it has 
taken a lot of energy getting more to do and loosing colleagues”, and “time 
and energy had been used to get to know the new unit”. In the district there 
had been “a concentrated focus on the future” and “a professional approach”. 
The assistant reported that everyone had been competent and serious and that 
this transfer period did have an effect, but not as large as she had expected.  

The childcare inspector reported some effects and benefits of the 
reorganization in fewer people to lead, coordinate, and talk with. This had 
increased her knowledge and engagement. It had made her work easier and 
less time consuming, resulting in higher work satisfaction. She talked about her 
own role and the possibility of taking greater part in the field work. District 
meetings had become more interactive and efficient, giving more room for an 
exchange of views and for a faster information exchange. Units had become 
financially stronger and better equipped to handle the costs for difficult staff 
relocations. The loss of managerial colleagues was one reported difficulty. The 
inspector perceived that when managers needed advice and support in 
different situations they knew where to go. Two managerial support groups 
had been created, one for re-organized childcare units and one with managers 
from other units. Finally, she emphasized the financial necessities as the causes 
to the organizational changes and hoped for a consolidation of the 
organization.  
 
Relations between the managers’ subjective roles and other actors’ 
subjective experiences. The staffs’ reported difficult situations (DP), 
experienced changes (EC), expectations on (ED) and desired future changes 



 

 269

of the managerial role (FC) were compared with the managers’ definitions of 
events, goals and action strategies from Study 4 (Table IV:9).  

 
Table IV:9. Connections among the staffs’ experienced difficulties (DP), changes (EC), 
expectations (ED) and desired future changes (FC), and the managers’ reported problematic 
events, goals, and action strategies from Study 4 
 
 Managers’ problematic events (1-7), goals (8-11) and actions strategies (12-19), Study 4  
Staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 ∑ 
DP1   1      1           2 
DP2      1              1 
DP3    1      1          2 
DP4   1      1           2 
DP5      1              1 
DP6   1 1                2 
DP7                    0 
DP8   1   1        1 1     4 
DP9    1  1    1          3 
DP10  1 1  1 1     1   1 1     7 
DP11    1  1              2 
∑ 0 1 5 4 1 6 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 26 
ED1 1 1       1           3 
ED2         1           1 
ED3   1      1           2 
ED4      1   1 1          3 
ED5    1     1 1          3 
ED6    1  1 1  1     1      5 
ED7      1  1    1 1       4 
ED8  1  1    1 1       1 1   6 
ED9     1      1         2 
ED10 1   1 1   1 1  1         6 
∑ 2 2 1 4 2 3 1 3 8 2 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 35 
EC1 1   1    1 1           4 
EC2 1   1       1         3 
EC3  1 1 1 1               4 
EC4     1               1 
∑ 2 1 1 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
FC1 1   1     1  1         4 
FC2 1   1                2 
FC3  1 1             1 1   4 
FC4     1      1         2 
FC5                    0 
∑ 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 12 
TOT 6 5 8 13 6 9 1 4 12 4 6 1 1 3 2 2 2 0 0 85 
 Events 48  =22,9% Goals 26=21,6% Action strategies 11= 4,6%  

 
Managers: 
1 Fragmentation of work 
2 Problems and conflicts among people 
3 Subordinates' absence from work (incl. relocation) 
4 Contact with field activities  
5 Administrative demands 
6 Organizational decisions 
7 The manager's own expectations on higher levels 
8 Personal goals 
9 Goals concerning staff 
10 Goals concerning childcare work 
11 Administrative goals 

 
12 You direct SOC 
13 You direct PRIV 
14 You give your staff opportunities to participate SOC 
15 You give your staff opportunities to participate PRIV 
16 You provide support and help SOC 
17 You provide support and help PRIV 
18 You emphasize performance SOC 
19 You emphasize performance PRIV 

 



 

 270

Table IV:10. Connections among the staff’s experienced difficulties (DP), changes (EC), 
expectations (ED) and desired future changes (FC), and the managers' reported events and 
action strategies from Study 2 
 
 Managers’ events (1-10), actions strategies (12-19) and personal aspects (20), Study 2  
Staff: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 ∑ 
DP1   1                 1 
DP2      1  1            2 
DP3    1                1 
DP4   1                 1 
DP5      1              1 
DP6   1 1                2 
DP7                    0 
DP8   1   1      1    1    4 
DP9    1  1              2 
DP10  1 1  1 1      1        5 
DP11    1  1              2 
∑ 0 1 5 4 1 6 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 21 
ED1 1 1                  2 
ED2             1       1 
ED3   1                 1 
ED4      1         1     2 
ED5    1            1    2 
ED6    1  1 1     1    1    5 
ED7      1     1         2 
ED8  1  1         1       3 
ED9     1               1 
ED10 1   1 1               3 
∑ 2 2 1 4 2 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 22 
EC1 1   1    1        1    4 
EC2 1   1    1          1  4 
EC3  1 1 1 1   1    1      1  7 
EC4     1   1          1  3 
∑ 2 1 1 3 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 18 
FC1 1   1    1        1    4 
FC2 1   1    1            3 
FC3  1 1          1  1     4 
FC4     1               1 
FC5                    0 
∑ 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 12 
TOT 6 5 8 13 6 9 1 7 0 0 1 4 3 0 2 5 0 3 0 73 
 Sit/events 55= 18,3% Action strategies 18= 7,5%   

 
Managers: 
1 Fragmentation of work 
2 Problems and conflicts among people 
3 Subordinates' absence from work/ relocation of staff 
4 Contact with field activities  
5 Administrative demands/fulfilling 
6 Organizational decisions/dealing with changes 
7 The manager's own expectations on higher levels 
8 Changes in managerial role/re-employment/new 
demands 
9 Manager’s own support 

10 Difficulties with role aspects 
11 Direct and influence 
12 Delegate and let staff influence 
13 Give support and help 
14 Emphasize performance standards and goals 
15 Structure and increase efficiency 
16 Communication/interaction with staff 
17 Get support/networking 
18 Managerial role activities – general 
19 Non-actions 
20 Personal/individual aspects 

 
The results indicated connections between the staffs’ experiences and the 
managers’ views. Events had the highest proportion of connections with the 
staff’s views (22,9%) followed by goals (21,6%), while action strategies had less 
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links (4,6%).  Thus, the results supported the event and goal categories and 
indicated the staffs’ priorities. The questions focused on events, changes and 
expectations on the managerial role. This might have made it less interesting to 
describe actions or action strategies. The action strategy ‘emphasizing 
performance’ (18-19) received no support from staff, which is in line with the 
managers’ difficulties to define them in Study 4. 

The categories of ‘contact with field activities’ (item 4, 13 connections) and 
‘goals for staff’ (9, 12) had the highest proportion of staff views, followed by 
‘organizational decisions’ (6, 9) and ‘subordinates' absence from work’ (3, 8).  
This focus was mainly related to the manager’s interaction with staff.  

A comparison with the role elements from Study 1-2 shows an increase in 
the number of categories for the managers. If we disregard opportunities (3 
items) actors (10 items) and goals, who were basically the same if future states 
(3 items) are left out, we end up with 10 situations/events, 1 personal aspect 
category, and 9 action strategies. Did they reflect the staff’s views better than 
the categories used in Study 4? Some of them were similar, but action 
strategies were expanded, especially since there was no classification into social 
or private aspects. A comparison among these categories and the staff’s views 
is presented in Table IV:10. 

The increase in event categories reduced the match between staff and 
managers in percentage of used categories. However, using the bottom-up 
derived action strategies increased the match between managers and staffs, 
even though the categories from Study 4 were doubled due to the partitioning 
into private and social aspects. 

A comparison of Manager A’s and B’s propositions (for all three judges’ 
material) with the staff views connects Study 1 with the social context. The 
connections were quite extensive here, too (Table IV:11). The results also 
revealed individual differences between the two managers, in relation to the 
staff’s views. 

Other interesting connections were those of staff expectations (ED1-11) and 
the managers’ goals and priorities (MA:1 and MB:16), tasks and mission 
(MA:13 and MB:8) and the managers’ reports on the staffs’ views on the 
managerial role (MA:10 and MB:15). Had the two managers incorporated the 
staff views in their descriptions of their work situation in May 1994? Were 
important aspects of the work situation at the units perceived by the two sets 
of actors? In order to test this all propositions from three of the proposition 
categories were used: the managers’ own goals and priorities, the managers 
own tasks and mission, and the managers’ reports on the staff’s views.  
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Table IV:11. Connections between Manager A’s and B’s propositions (MP, Study 1) and 
the staffs' reported difficulties (DP), changes (EC), expectations and demands on (ED) and 
desired future changes of the managerial role (FC) 
 

Connected to managerial proposition (MP) from Study 1)   
Staff Man A  (1-20) ∑ Man B (21-37) ∑ 
DP: 1 2, 7 2 3, 5, 7, 9 4 
2 4,5,8,12,19, 5 4 1 
3 2,3,4,14,17, 5 12,15 2 
4  0 3, 5, 11 3 
5 18, 1 3,10 2 
6 6,16,18 3  0 
7 17 1  0 
8 4,5,7,12,15, 5 3,6 2 
9 17, 1 17 1 
10 7,11,16, 3 3,8,13,14 4 
11 4,7,10,16,17, 18, 6 3,9,10,11,17 5 
ED: 1 1,2,3,4,14,18, 20, 7 12,14,15,16 4 
2 1,2,11,13, 4 8 1 
3 25,29 2  0 
4 1,2,9,10,11,13,16, 7 1,3,8,11,12.14 6 
5 6,10, 2 5,8,16 3 
6 1,5,6,7,11,12,13,15,16, 18,20 11 3,5,6,8,911,12,13,14,15,16 11 
7 1,2,9,18, 4 5,8,9,16 4 
8 1,9,10, 3 12,15, 16 3 
9 1,11,13 3  0 
10  0 8,11,15,16 4 
11 7,11, 2 3,11,15 3 
EC: 1 7,10,11, 3 3 1 
2 7,11, 2 3,13 2 
3 7, 1 3,14 2 
4 1,11,13 3  0 
FC: 1 1,11,13 3  0 
2 1,2,3,4,7,10,13,14, 8 3,5,6,8,12,14,15,16 8 
3 11,13, 2 8, 1 
4  0  0 
∑  99  77 

 
Manager A and Manager B reported parts of the staffs’ expectations on the 
managerial role (Table IV:12). However, to ‘deal with absence and re-
employment of staff’ (ED3) was not mentioned by Manager A and B in these 
proposition categories, but discussed as a problematic situation/event in role 
projects (Study 1-2) and role conflicts (Study 4). Manager B was concerned 
over his availability for staff and parents (ED10), while Manager A did not 
mention this aspect. According to the expressed (normative) ideal of the 
district’s managers ('problem solving and conflict management', 'creating 
visions and coming up with new ideas'), the items 'deal with problems and 
conflicts among people' (ED1) and 'support and motivate' (ED8) ought to be 
expressed in Manager A and B’s goals or tasks/mission, which they also were. 
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Table IV:12. Connections between the staffs’ expectations on the managerial role and the 
managers' views on their own task/mission, goals, priorities, and the staffs' views (staff 
interviews versus managers’ propositions, Study 1) 
 

Manager's own goals and 
priorities 

Manager's own task/ 
mission 

Manager's reports on staffs' 
views 

 Staff expect-
ations (ED) 

Manager A Manager B Manager A Manager B Manager A Manager B ∑ 
1 1 1    1 3 
2 1  1 1   3 
3       0 
4 1  1 1 1  4 
5  1  1 1  3 
6 1 1 1 1  1 5 
7 1 1  1   3 
8 1 1   1 1 4 
9 1  1    2 
10  1  1  1 3 
∑ 7 /70% 6 /60% 4 /40% 6 /60% 3 /30% 4 /40%  
Man A Tot 
n=30 

14 /47%       

Man B Tot 
n=30 

16 /53%       

 
This is an example of how two qualitative sets of data from different actors’ 
can be combined. Other comparisons involving all managers, all propositions 
or separating data into sets of data originating from the five units were 
possible. But due the subjective focus of the thesis these alternatives were not 
further explored. However, there were strong connections between 
situation/events in role categories/components from Study 1-2 and 4-5 and 
the staff’s expectations on the managerial role, in line with an interpersonal 
focus on the role process. 
 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
The purpose of Study 6 was to investigate if the subjective results from earlier 
studies were congruent with the contextual data, and if the subjective results 
contributed to the interpretation of the role context. The data from the 
organizational context did explain some reasons for the managers’ reported 
difficulties during this period.  However, the extent of the contextual changes 
failed to fully explain all the content and the variation between the managers’ 
subjective role projects and experienced role conflicts. The organizations’ 
official goals can be seen as institutionalized expectations, mainly from 
parents, and represent an organizational norm system that can influence 
conflicts with parents. Some managers mentioned conflicts involving parents, 
but how they were treated were not fully reported and other data was missing, 
so this aspect was hard to follow-up.  

There was a stronger support for the influence from the social context on 
the managers’ subjective roles. The social environment and especially the 
staffs’ expectations, demands, and their work situation seemed to excerpt a 
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strong influence on how the managers’ perceived their roles. Difficulties and 
changes experienced by the staff and some staff expectations and demands 
were connected to subjective role project categories and elements in Study 1 
and 2 and to role components and role conflicts in Study 4. No immediate 
influences and connections were found for the district staff, possibly due to 
the shortage of data. The childcare inspector seemed to have failed to notice 
the need for support expressed by the managers, or failed to communicate this 
in the questionnaire. However, the data from the social context were not 
enough to understand what was perceived as important projects to pursue or 
what was perceived as role problems and conflicts for the managers. The 
subjective data on the other hand needed to be tested against the contextual 
data to see if these data could explain more about the contextual limitations 
and opportunities than the managers’ perceptions of their role, which might 
have been guided by other factors. If the aim is to fully understand the 
managerial role within a dynamic organizational and social context the 
subjective data benefits from being complemented with objective measures of 
organizational changes and with important actors’ expectations and 
experiences,  

Within the subjective role project construction model (Figure II:10) the 
organizational and social data provided information on important inputs and 
effects of the managers’ role behavior. However, more extensive investigations 
and data analyses can be done, especially on connections between staff data 
and subjective role data.  
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CONTRASTING PERSPECTIVES ON THE SUBJECTIVE 

MANAGERIAL ROLE – GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
 
The role concept has been widely used but criticized from different 
perspectives. If a ‘role’ exists it should have subjective references, otherwise it 
will not be very useful as a psychological or cognitive concept. Thus, the 
general objective of this thesis was to investigate this subjective aspect, 
focusing on the managerial role.  Since ‘role’ has been used in many scientific 
areas, two approaches influenced by different scientific perspectives were 
chosen, a “converging research design”. These perspectives were mainly 
treated as methodological approaches, one with bottom-up and one with top-
down influences. They were formed to complement each other, and the 
chosen research design was expected to increase the potential of discovering 
indications of the subjective role. Therefore, it was important to fulfill the 
methodological demands of the two approaches. 
 

Subjective role categories and components 
 
Several role categories and components were found in both approaches. The 
manager was described as an actor, mainly an active agent, but can also be 
viewed as a recipient of expectations and demands from the social and the 
organizational context. Three general role components were used in both 
approaches: situations/events, action/action strategies, and goals. More 
subcategories of these basic role components emerged in Study 1-2 (42), than 
the ones used in Study 4-5 (19). 
 
Situations/events. This category was complex and had a potential pivotal role 
as it more or less involved the other two role components. In Study 1-2 
thirteen situations on organizational, social, and personal levels were viewed as 
input in the role project construction process. The managers’ mainly perceived 
them as threats, but a few opportunities were found on the personal level. 
Here situation/event propositions had to be semantically separated from 
action/action strategies and goals, which proved to be a difficult procedure due 
to the nature of the database. 

In Study 4-5 seven situation/events comprised a central factor triggering the 
evaluation process and the planning of corrective actions within a control 
system. It was also a central component in conflict patterns and mostly 
perceived as causing conflict with other role components. Only problematic 
situations were included in these studies, excluding a focus on opportunities. 
 
Action/action strategies. In Study 4-5 eight action strategies were chosen 
based on theoretical considerations. They were partitioned into a social and 
private dimension, representing the context in which they were performed. 
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This category was perceived as more abstract than the other two and was 
difficult for the managers to define and use in isolation. It is probably not very 
common to discuss actions without connecting them to situations and/or 
goals. These eight action strategies most likely represented a part, but not the 
whole spectrum of available managerial actions and strategies. 

In Study 1-2 nine action strategies appeared in bottom-up analyses. Four 
were similar to those in Study 4, but without any separation into social and 
private context. Actions and strategies were more easily used in a free 
description, and the five strategies added to the list in Study 1-2 could be 
considered as support for the existence of a larger set of available action 
strategies for the managers. On the basis of the results in Study 1-2 one can 
also argue that there might be different types of action states in subjective 
descriptions: an often detailed description of past actions, a more vague 
description of planned actions, and a more generalized or rationalized 
description of a managers’ action strategies.  
 
Goal/purposes. Goals can differ on several dimensions like difficulty and 
specificity (Locke, Shaw, Saari & Latham, 1981), self-set, assigned, or 
participatory (Karniol & Ross, 1996), proximal or distal goals (Karniol & Ross, 
1996), performance goals or learning goals (Dweick, 1990; Dweick & Leggett, 
1988). In Study 2, goals were discussed as either specific or general. Some, 
mainly general goals, can be viewed as related to social order or structure, 
especially when they were described in propositions such as “I want everything 
to function well” or “I strive for a good working environment”.  

In Study 4-5, the managers could easily define and use goals in the conflict 
ratings, indicating a “psychological validity” of the concept. Even so, the four 
goals used in Study 4 can be complemented with other goals and goal 
dimensions. In Study 1-2 two more goals (official and project goals) were used, 
but the official goals seemed to be a similar category to childcare goals. 
Apparently this was not an optimal division. Three future states (neutral, 
opportunities, threats) were added too, in order to relate a temporal view to 
the present situations and action strategies. 

Another question was if goals could be considered prospective or 
retrospective. The incongruence between the two main approaches concern 
different views on how people represent goals in relation to action processes 
(Figure IV:1). From a social constructivist perspective a process begins with actions 
that give rise to effects, such as potential problems or opportunities, which in 
turn through retrospective reflection and sense making produce purposes or 
goals (A ⇒ P ⇒ G). Thus, the construction process emphasizes actions first 
and then a reflection over its effects, which in turn produces goals or desired 
states; goals are seen as retrospective. From a rational/cognitive perspective, goals 
are seen as prospective and will direct behavior and actions, which in turn 
produces effects such as problems or opportunities (G ⇒ A ⇒ P). Control 
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theory has a slightly different view, where an initiation state (problem or 
opportunity) is compared with a goal state in an ever-continuing evaluation 
process where incongruence between states triggers actions (P ⇔ G ⇒ A). It 
gives no answer to how goals are stated or modified, so therefore it has been 
discussed as part of a rational/cognitive view. However, it is possible to use 
different goal assumptions when using the model. Can these studies give any 
indication on which of these potential processes that was psychologically 
reasonable for these managers?  

In the initial phase of the change period (Study 1-2) many of the expressed 
goals were related to the managerial role, which was about to change due to 
organizational decisions. There were also goals related to staff and official goals 
related to childcare. These three categories were expressed in rather general 
terms as opposed to more specified and detailed project goals. Thus, goals in 
Study 1-2 can be seen as both triggered by situation/events, especially by on-
going organizational changes, and a review and up-date of goals previously set, 
also triggered by the situation. This review of goals can also be a summary of 
previous retrospective reflections resulting in generalized purposes/goals. In 
some descriptions of past situations/events, reasons or purposes were also 
given for actions taken by the managers. On the other hand some project goals 
were very specific and intertwined with actions (for example: I want to find 
unofficial leaders; I want to integrate the small unit and make them feel as a 
part of the larger unit). They can be viewed as prospective guiding future 
actions in order to handle the new situation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure IV:1. Different theoretical views on the goal concept. 
 

P =Initiation state 
(problem/opportunity)

G =Goal state

A=Action 
state/operator 

Control theory
P ⇔ G ⇒ A 

Goal directed  behavior
G ⇒ A ⇒ P 

Social constructivism
A ⇒ P ⇒ G 
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In Study 4-5 the conflict judgments indicated relations. Reasons for these 
relations might be connected to the hypotheses above. Goals were found in 
‘internal conflicts’ with action strategies and other goals and in ‘external 
conflicts’ with situations/events. When indicated, events always caused the 
conflict with goals. A conflict dimension of ‘goals-means’ was proposed on the 
basis of results from multidimensional scaling. Thus, goal conflicts can be 
perceived as triggered by situations. Goals were also incongruent with other 
goals and available action strategies (means), supporting both the control 
model hypothesis and prospective goal setting. 

Goals were also affected by the organizational changes and the problematic 
situations, such as the increased demand for administration. A conclusion is 
that ‘goal’ in the present investigation is best conceived as a dynamic concept, 
used both prospective, as a planning device, and as a retrospective explanation 
of actions and behavior. The studies more or less confirmed all hypotheses 
mentioned above, with a higher concentration on the control model 
conception due to the nature of the time period. However, the aim of these 
studies was not to investigate the psychological nature of the goal concept but 
to investigate and find support for the concept of ‘subjective role’. Thus, using 
the constructivist approach we will study ad hoc goal constructions, while with 
a rational/cognitive approach we will focus on prospective and normative 
goals. This view can also describe the focuses of Study 1-2 and 4-5. People in 
general probably do not entirely fit any of these extremes, and the cognitive 
aspects of goals have to be studied from a more dynamic perspective. 
 

Complementing or conflicting models of the subjective 
managerial role? 

 
Both approaches were concluded to be useful for describing aspects of the 
subjective managerial role. Both the representation of the subjective role as a 
process of more or less sustainable role projects or as an ongoing control 
process involving role conflicts were usable to describe the managers’ 
reflections over elements in their role. They differed in the amount they could 
improve our knowledge about the managers’ role situations. The control model 
approach had deficits due to the limited nature of stimulus items, especially 
action strategies. To some extent both the social structure and the social 
process were addressed in the approaches, but the project approach involved a 
time perspective not explicitly present in the control model approach. On the 
other hand, the organizational connections were clearer in the control model 
approach. Both approaches could be used for assessing variation among 
managers, but in the project approach this was difficult, as it had to be 
separated from variance between judges. It was also less guided by an explicit 
a-priori theoretical model, which contributed to this difficulty. In general, the 
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weaknesses in the constructivist approach were the strengths of the 
rational/cognitive approach and vice versa. 

The subjective role project approach described the subjective role as a result of 
projects and their characteristics (means-end-results). It produced detailed 
subjective role projects, subjective role situations, and some dynamic features 
of the role project construction process were highlighted. In order to assess 
variance between the managers’ projects, category schemes were constructed 
and a role project process model proposed. The approach is exploratory, due 
to the bottom-up methodological approach, and produced empirical role 
elements, hypotheses and models. A natural discourse, closer to people’s every-
day situations and experiences, was used. The three judges’ different 
perspectives provided more information and higher interrater reliability, 
compared to a single interpreter of the database.  

However, the procedure introduced a higher risk for heterogeneity in 
interpretations and basic perspectives, especially with the anticipated difference 
in the judges’ scientific backgrounds and practices. The approach had 
difficulties separating the sources of variance between judges and managers. 
This highlighted a need for investigating the construction procedure, which 
was done in Study 3. The constructivist approach in general was more open for 
testing several interpretations, than a strict adherence to testing of hypotheses.  

The control model approach on the subjective managerial role used a rational, 
model describing the subjective role as a qualitative control process. Role 
conflicts were investigated using conflict ratings and verbal protocols that were 
analyzed as group data, individual profiles, conflict network patterns, and 
conflict dimensions. Describing subjective aspects within a control model 
structure was also a way of bridging subjective aspects and the organizational 
context, since organizational levels and factors was incorporated in the model. 
The risk with the approach was that the a-priori model might have restricted 
the type of data and the area of data collection and thereby distorted analyses. 
The model might not be the most appropriate way of describing the subjective 
role, and other interpretations might have been overlooked. Using only 
quantitative conflict ratings increases the risk for biases in interpretations, and 
these data were too “simple” for describing the complexity of the subjective 
role structure. On the other hand, the quantitative data made it easier to assess 
variance among individuals. When the quantitative subjective ratings were 
complemented with qualitative data (definitions, verbal think aloud protocols) 
the reliability and even the validity in the interpretations were probably 
strengthened. 

Thus, the subjective managerial role could be described both as a process of 
more or less sustainable role projects and as an ongoing control process. Both 
approaches described the managers’ reflections over important elements in 
their role. The results from these studies led to more knowledge of the 
subjective childcare managers’ subjective roles. Can the two approaches on the 
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subjective role complement each other or were they too different to be 
comparable? 
 
Converging approaches. The role project and control model approaches 
were both described in a model of the subjective role process, completing the 
role cycle in a similar way as in Katz and Kahn’s ‘Interpersonal role-making 
model (1978). In the proposed schematic model (Figure IV:2) the two 
approaches, including the contextual study (Study 6), are described in relation 
to both the role construction process and the change process. There are two 
basic steps and five phases in the model: 
Step 1. Sense making – reflection and construction of a mental model.  
I. Recognition of incoming situational signals as important. 
II. Analyzing and structuring information. 
III. Initiating project in general terms, without specific details. 
Step 2. Choice and decision making – elaborating on the mental model. 
IV. Project stabilization - Situations, goals, potential action strategies and their 
relations are clarified, producing a more stable mental model of the 
problem/projects. The degree of identified role conflicts and available means 
for corrective actions affect the priority of the problem/project. 
V. Action planning - Choice of specific problem/project. Potential actions are 
elaborated and tested on the mental model of problem/project. Choices of 
action strategies and modes of implementation are made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure IV:2. A model of the subjective role process (including the structure of 
Studies 1-6). 
 
In the model the social context, including staff expectations, provides input and 
inserts dynamic aspects and changes. The staff’s experiences of problematic 
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events and managerial (role-) behavior are the outcomes to consider, thus, they 
become the new input. Organizational context also provides input in the role 
construction process, and objective measures of organizational changes can be 
investigated. 

Step 1 reveals potential role ambiguity, as was investigated in Study 1-2, while 
step 2 reveals prolonged role conflicts and role overload, investigated in Study 
4-5. One can also assume that there is more or less interaction between these 
phases and not a unilateral direction of the flow. 

A role change process can be described in three phases. First, there is an 
initial phase with high role ambiguity, where a new situation is diagnosed and 
analyzed, and general goals are actualized (Phase I-III, Figure IV:2). Study 1-2 
measured this sense-making and mental modeling of the role situation, where 
little is known to guide hypotheses a-priori. Then there is a middle phase where 
role conflicts and role overload due to the new situation is actualized, projects, 
action strategies, and goals clarified and stabilized, and specific implementation 
strategies planned. Study 4-5 measured views on role conflicts, plans and action 
strategies; that is priorities, choices of actions, when to use them, and specific 
aims or goals for actions. Finally, the end phase, can be described as a period of 
stabilization, reflection, and changes in views on the entire role and on ones 
self-identity, in line with the social constructivist approach on the subjective 
role.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure IV:3. Role project phases represented within a control framework for 
the subjective managerial role. 
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The project construction process can also be described in control model terms. 
A role project approach was represented in a dynamic process model within a 
time frame, while the control model approach is a process model involving 
hierarchical organizational levels, but also expressing a continuous, dynamic 
flow over time. These two models can be combined within a common control 
framework (Figure IV:3).  

If individual information is collected, then ideally hypotheses and predictions 
can be expressed in causal terms for each individual and indicate potential 
organizational actions. For example: “Event x is likely to cause (role-) conflict 
with event y, goal g and/or action strategy a, for manager P”. Organizational 
measures can then be taken to either avoid the event and/or to give support 
when the event takes place.  

It is argued that the difference between a rational/cognitive and a social 
constructivist paradigm makes them difficult to combine. Combinations of the 
approaches have been criticized for being done on the premises of one 
paradigm’s ontology and epistemology, while using a combination on 
methodological level (Darmer, 2000). The present approach can be criticized 
for being carried out in the spirit of a rational/cognitive paradigm, as this part 
is more dominant in the thesis. However, the strict traditional 
rational/cognitive approach was combined and expanded using convergent 
measurements and both quantitative and qualitative data. Even so, the 
approaches in general have somewhat different aims.  

Despite this possible critique, a combination of the two views on the 
subjective role is suggested. Especially the constructivist studies provided ideas 
for subjective role hypotheses and converging models that can be tested in 
forthcoming studies. There is also some emerging support for a focus on the 
subjective role in managerial research. For example, it has been argued that the 
key to an understanding of management is subjectivity and an alternative 
empirically based management theory is needed instead of the dominating 
functionalist theories of today (Darmer, 2000).  
 

Subjective managerial role and organizational role theory 
 
Subjective role aspects are needed in organizational role theory as well as in 
organizational every-day reality. Actual role behavior does not reveal enough 
information and behavioral intentions are difficult to assess. In career 
counseling and other discussions between subordinates and supervisors the 
role incumbent’s intentions are often discussed. The supervisor constructs 
his/her view on the basis on what the subordinate expresses. This construction 
affects role expectations. Thus, the judges used in Study 1-3 can be seen as 
supervisors interpreting the managers’ verbal descriptions.  

General role theory does not need to pay much attention to subjective 
aspects when it tries to explain the role process on a more general level. 
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However, without specifying subjective aspects, situational context and 
dynamics it is difficult to predict behaviors and reactions in different situations. 
These assumptions led to the choice of the discursive approach in the studies. 

Role theory does not describe the pattern of thoughts or the mental model 
necessary to handle difficult situations. If the demands on a manager are 
ambiguous or not coordinated on higher organizational levels there will be 
higher pressure on lower-level managers. Role overload or role conflicts may 
cause managers to neglect some of their role functions during times when they 
might be most crucial. To avoid and/or solve role problems an adequate 
subjective description of how the role and role difficulties are perceived is 
needed.  

In the present studies role concepts from Katz and Kahn’s ‘Interpersonal 
Role Making model’ were involved. The results indicated role stress, role 
conflicts, role ambiguity, and role overload, all which were described in great 
details. The manager was described as an actor, either as an active agent or as a 
receiver of expectations and demands. Organizationally induced terms, such as 
the structural changes, played an important role in the managers’ experienced 
roles as well as in the subjective reports from the managers’ role sets. 

It is evident that the managerial role did undergo changes due to 
organizational decisions in the municipality. Role ambiguity was high in the initial 
phases of the change period, and the insecurity expressed by the managers 
concerned the future demands on their managerial role. Organizational 
changes were perceived as threats and managers feared that they would have 
difficulties living up to their own and the staffs’ expectations on their role. This 
role conflict was confirmed in Study 4-5 where expectations from higher 
organizational levels concerning administrative demands and dealing with 
organizational decisions also became a problem and in conflict with other role 
expectations. Role overload was found later in the change process when 
fragmentation of work was expressed as a large problem. 

Development and change in either the role or the person inhabiting the role 
are the two main reasons for changes in a manager’s role. In both the role 
project approach and the control model approach changes in the managerial 
role can be considered as both personal changes and role development, since 
managers had to fulfill demands but also more or less tried to influence role 
requirements. Nicholson (1984) proposes four modes of adjustment to role 
transitions resulting from personal and role development: replication (minimal 
adjustment), absorption (burden of adjustment borne by the person), 
determination (the person actively determines elements in content or structure 
of the role), and exploration (simultaneous change in personal qualities and 
role parameters). Organizational changes during the period mainly put pressure 
on the mode of absorption, giving little room for managers to influence 
changes in their role. This probably had an impact on the levels of experienced 
role stress.  
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Subjective role and the dynamic organizational context  
– Practical implications 

 
The way different managers approach organizational changes that put pressure 
on their situation and behavior was assumed to be important for how they 
would handle organizational and staff-related issues. Managerial behavior in 
turn is connected to social and organizational outcomes. During periods of 
substantial organizational changes, especially those aimed at increasing 
efficiency and cutting costs, it is common for the people involved to view the 
organization as a static entity and search for smaller and often administrative 
solutions to handle the situation. People seldom ignore organizational status 
quo and find creative and totally different solutions, which might alter the 
whole structure. 

Managers trying to change their context or handle changes in the context 
have to be able to communicate with both subordinates and supervisors. In 
order to communicate efficiently there is a need for similarity in their 
representations of the organizational world. This is partly achieved by role 
negotiations with members of the role set. The goal is to eliminate 
inconsistency in social relations, to mentally understand each other (in order to 
act). We must also be able to apprehend inconsistencies in our own 
representation of our role, as well as in other people’s experiences. Being able 
to measure people’s mental representations might be a way to get information, 
in order to develop communication among individuals. In everyday life we test 
this by using questions and other means of communication. 

A manager must understand the discrepancy between individual cognition 
and behavior, and the inconsistencies within his/her own role in order to act as 
a node for communication within the group. A framework can increase 
consistency in representations and concepts, and facilitate plans and actions. If 
organizational members can agree on goals, reasons and causes for actions, 
intended effects, and temporal aspects, implementations of organizational 
changes and actions might run more smoothly and facilitate transition periods. 
Even so, organizational changes will continue to produce or introduce new 
role expectations and new role problems, more or less expected. 

 
Epilogue 

 
How did the five managers retrospectively perceive the organizational change 
period, and what happened to them after the change period? The five 
managers’ were asked in May/June 1995 to judge the period from December 
1993 to present date, and indicate this as curves on a paper using a ten-point 
scale, ranging from -5, a very difficult and hard period, to + 5, a very positive 
and agreeable period. Their comments were recorded and followed up in an 
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interview where they explained the reasons for their ratings and what was 
going on at the time. Resulting curves are presented in Figure IV:4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure IV:4: Managers’ retrospective ratings of the organizational change 
period.  
 
An “insecurity period” began in the autumn of 1993 and ended in spring 1994. 
This period was experienced as difficult by Manager A, C, E, slightly less by 
manager B. Another difficult period followed after the implementation of 
organizational changes in the autumn of 1994 for Manager C, D, and E (spring 
1995 for manager D). Finally there seemed to have been a downward trend in 
spring 1995.  
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Two years after the introduction of the described organizational changes the 
municipality’s childcare was incorporated into the school system (1996). 
Manager A, B, C and D continued their managerial work, but changed 
workplaces and became headmasters of different schools (0-6 grades). Manager 
E also worked as a headmaster for a few years, but then abandoned the 
childcare/school area and changed occupation, becoming a salesman. If there 
were any indications on the managers’ future careers in the subjective data 
from the investigation period can be questioned, but at least one manager 
foresaw the fusion of childcare with the school systems, and Judge C stressed 
that Manager E would be the first person to leave her job.  
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