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Abstract
During recent decades, management research has paid particular attention to the importance of the involvement of middle managers in the conduct of organizations. This study is in the vein of a growing literature arguing for middle managers to play a central role in developing organizational capabilities and thus improving company performance. Research has suggested that this involvement may add value not only to the implementation of strategy but also to its formulation. The aim of this study is to examine how the involvement of middle managers in strategy making processes as well as their autonomous actions can develop organizational capabilities and thus improve company performance. In other words, we examine how organisational capabilities have a mediating effect on the relationship between the involvement of middle managers as well as their autonomous actions and company performance. To this end, a quantitative empirical study was conducted in which 372 European companies participated, revealing the following results: first, organisational capabilities have a mediating effect on the relationship between middle managers involvement in the strategy making as well as their autonomous actions and company performance. Second, no direct effect was identified between either middle managers’ involvement or middle managers’ autonomous actions and company performance.
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Résumé
Au cours des dernières décennies, la recherche en management a accordé une attention particulière à l'importance de la participation des middle managers à la formation de la stratégie dans la conduite des organisations. Cette étude est dans la veine d'une littérature insistant de plus en plus sur le rôle des middle managers dans le développement des capacités organisationnelles et l'amélioration de la performance de l’entreprise. La recherche a suggéré que la participation des middle managers peut ajouter de la valeur non seulement à la mise en œuvre de la stratégie mais aussi à sa formulation. Le but de cette étude est d'examiner comment la participation des middle managers à la formation de la startégie ainsi que leurs actions autonomes peuvent développer les capacités organisationnelles et améliorer la performance de l’entreprise. En d'autres termes, nous examinons comment les capacités organisationnelles peuvent avoir un effet médiateur sur la relation entre la participation des middle managers ainsi que leurs actions autonomes et la performance de l'entreprise. À cette fin, une étude empirique quantitative a été menée auprès de 372 entreprises européennes révèlant les résultats suivants: En premier lieu, les capacités organisationnelles ont un effet médiateur sur la relation entre la participation des middle managers à la formation de la stratégie ainsi que leurs actions autonomes et la performance de l'entreprise. En deuxième lieu, aucun effet direct n’a été identifié entre ni la participation des middle managers et la performance de l’entreprise ni entre les actions autonomes des middle managers et cette dernière.
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Introduction
During the past three decades, the scope of research into strategy making processes has been expanded to include not only top managers but also middle managers and other organizational actors whose activities and behaviors have vital consequences for how strategy is formulated in organizations (Wooldridge et al., 2008; Andersen, 2004). Bower (1970) was one of the first scholars to pay attention to the importance of middle managers as agents of change in contemporary organizations. In fact, middle management is a highly debated topic in the literature since middle managers are, on one hand, considered as one of the key drivers of the performance of organizations (Mair and Thurner, 2008); and on the other hand, they are known as organizational individuals who can play the role of intermediary between management and employees (Brubakk and Wilkinson, 1996).
The roles and importance of middle managers have been studied in research into strategy implementation (Balogun and Johnson, 2004; Huy, 2002), and strategy-making processes (Currie and Procter, 2005; Pappas and Wooldridge, 2007). The reason why middle managers are becoming key actors in strategy making is that they are "uniquely positioned" to gain insights into key stakeholders (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000). The involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process is very beneficial for organizations (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994). Therefore, the middle managers are positioned as key strategic actors necessary for the success of contemporary organizations (Currie and Procter, 2005). In the literature, many positive outcomes of the involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process have been identified such as: providing valuable "soft information" on key stakeholders (Mintzberg, 1994), improving the quality of strategic decisions (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990), generating a sense of ownership (Kogut and Zander, 1996); enhancing organizational performance (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990), being more strongly attached to the organization and to their job (Oswald et al., 1994) and ensuring a better implementation of the strategy (Boyett and Currie, 2004 ; Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000). Also, empirical research has greatly emphasized the role of middle management involvement in improving organizational performance (Kumarasinghe and Hoshino, 2010). Other empirical studies argue that organizational performance is heavily affected by what happens in the middle of organizations rather than at the top (Huy, 2002; Currie and Procter, 2005). In the same line, Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) are among the first researchers who confirm a positive relationship between middle managers involvement in strategy making process and the performance of organizations (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990).
The field of strategic management is largely concerned with how companies generate and sustain competitive advantage. The resource-based view (RBV) argues that resources that are simultaneously valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable and imperfectly substitutable are a crucial source of competitive advantage (Barney, 1995), and contribute to sustained performance differences between companies (Hoopes et al., 2003). Recent developments of the resource-based view have emphasized the importance of dynamic capabilities to organizational performance particularly in an environment that is more and more complex and changing (Macher and Mowery, 2009; Blyler and Coff, 2003; Verona and Ravasi, 2003). Organizational capabilities or as many authors call it today “dynamic capabilities” is defined as the capacity of an organization to purposefully create, extend, or modify its resource base (Helfat et al., 2007) and as the understanding of how companies can shape, reshape, configure and reconfigure their resource base in order to respond to demands stemming from their changing environments (Teece, et al., 1997). Nonetheless, very few empirical researches have examined the processes inside organizations which lead to develop dynamic capabilities or attempt to define their performance effects (Macher and Mowery, 2009).
In the literature, we can identify many ways of developing dynamic capabilities. For example, Zollo and Winter (2002), highlight the importance of deliberate learning mechanisms, such as organizational routines related to experience accumulation, knowledge articulation and knowledge codification, in developing dynamic capabilities. Similarly, Rindova and Kotha (2001) acknowledge that “the top management team and its beliefs about organizational evolution may play an important role in developing dynamic capabilities” (p.1274). In the present study, we believe that middle managers may play a critical role in developing organizational capabilities within organizations. The focus of our review is research that investigates middle management’s role in strategy making process and specifically in the development of organizational capabilities. In this light, we want to demonstrate in this study how organizational capabilities may play a mediating role in the relationship between both the involvement of middle managers in strategy making processes as well as their ability to take autonomous action and company performance. The literature in strategic management has strongly emphasized the importance of participative processes in developing dynamic capabilities and improving organizational performance. For instance, both neo-Marxist and neo-liberal perspectives give in fact a central place to participation in decision-making and autonomy as sources of employee well-being (Gallie, 2003; Kalleberg et al., 2009). In the same line, empirical research suggests that middle managers are considered more likely than top managers to penetrate the causal ambiguities concerning the relationships between organizational capabilities and company performance (King et al., 2001). Also, for Wooldridge et al. (2008), middle managers may play a greater role than top managers in activities related to the development of organizational capabilities.
The paper is organised as follows: first of all we present the different concepts that appear in the research model as well as the research hypotheses. Secondly, we give details of the methodology we adopted. Finally, we present the results obtained and its discussion.
1. LITERATURE REVIEW
The base model of this research is shown in Figure 1. It postulates that organizational capabilities have a mediating effect on the relationship between both the involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process as well as their ability to take autonomous action and organizational performance. The concepts included in the model are described in the next section. They were selected on the basis of their theoretical interest and mobilization in previous works, which will make it easier to place our research results in the context of those of prior studies.
Figure 1: Research Model









1.1. key concepts
1.1.1. Middle Managers Involvement in Strategy Making Process
The recognition in the research literature of middle management’s importance to strategy began in the 1970s (Wooldridge et al., 2008). However, there is no universally accepted definition of a middle manager. Uyterhoeven (1972), for instance, characterizes the middle manager as one “who is responsible for a particular business unit at the intermediate level of corporate hierarchy” (p.136). Furthermore, middle managers can be defined in a positional sense as “those below the general manager’s executive team and above the level of supervisor” (Heckscher, 1995:9). Bower (1970) was one of the first researchers to emphasize the contributions made by middle managers in the strategy making process. To underline their importance Bower (1970) noted that middle managers "are the only men in the organization who are in a position to judge whether (strategic) issues are being considered in the proper context" (pp. 297-98). The fundamental importance of middle managers for organizational success has been widely acknowledged (Mair and Thurner, 2008). However, middle managers were not previously considered as a part of the strategy making process, except in the provision of information and oversee the implementation of the strategy. Literature suggests, however, that middle managers regularly attempt to be involved in making strategy and often are the origin of good new initiatives (Burgelman, 1983; Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). Therefore, Floyd and Wooldridge (1994) call for an organizational climate supporting an enhanced contribution to strategy making from middle managers.
Research has produced evidence to suggest that strategy formulation and implementation can reflect a diverse array of top and middle management inputs (Hart, 1992). Burgelman (1994) views strategy making as a process where both the middle and the top play an important role. According to this line of reasoning, to ensure a greater contribution from middle managers to both formulation and implementation phases top management has to create a favorable climate of flexible structures and supporting ideologies for strategies to emerge in the middle and other levels of the organization (Mintzberg and McHugh, 1985; Mintzberg and Waters, 1985). The involvement of middle managers in strategy making processes, particularly in strategy formulation does lead many researchers to examine the effect on organizational performance. For instance, Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) and Floyd and Wooldridge (2000), who conducted the most comprehensive empirical analysis of middle managers’ involvement have argued that increased involvement of middle managers in strategy making would not only improve decision quality but also organizational performance.
An increasing body of literature has shown that middle managers are now playing a much greater role in both strategy implementation and strategy formulation (Floyd and Woolridge, 2000). In the same line, Mintzberg (1990) argues that middle managers can actively participate in the ‘thinking’ as well as in the ‘doing’ of strategy. On one hand, they translate organizational goals and strategy into concrete actions (Uyterhoeven, 1972), and on the other hand they convert autonomous managerial action into strategic intent (Burgelman, 1983). In this light, many researchers argue that the involvement of middle managers is an essential stimulus favouring strategic thinking since the strategies formulated with middle management input are likely to be better than those formed solely by top management (Westley, 1990). Also, greater involvement of middle level managers in strategy making leads to greater commitment and better understanding of organizational strategy as well as to improved company performance (Chakravarthy, 1986). Furthermore, middle managers can play an important role in formulating strategy especially by selling issues to top management, framing issues and mobilizing other organizational actors to put into practice top managers’ intentions (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). Similarly, middle management is critical to implementing strategy designed by top management (Mair and Thurner, 2008) so that they are often considered as the key actors in implementing strategy (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000; Huy, 2001, 2002).
1.1.2. Employees’ Autonomous Actions: more Benefits than Disadvantages
Employee autonomy is defined as the freedom of an individual to perform tasks and control work (Drafke and Kossen, 2002). In other words, employee autonomy is associated with two things. The first is the freedom that an employee may have in order to make a variety of decisions in their work without the need for approval from their superiors. The second is the employee’s ability to work without much supervision and control (Wilkinson, 2004; Szulkin, 1999). For others, autonomy refers to the extent to which employees in the organization are involved in the decision making process and empowered to make decisions about their work without the approval of their superiors (Beehr et al., 2009). In the management literature, we can distinguish a number of outcomes of employee autonomy. Giving employees more freedom and empowerment to make their own work-related decisions would increase ownership, motivate them to try new tasks and develop new skills (Morgenson et al., 2005), improve employee wellbeing, make employees more responsible and efficient in their work (Andersen and Nielsen, 2009) and lead to employees acquiring more skills and less dependability. According to Walton (1985), management literature suggests that employee autonomy permeates through companies to transform their culture from that of control-oriented organizations to commitment-driven ones leading to more competitive advantage. Despite all these benefits for employees’ autonomous action, some disadvantages can also be identified in the literature. In their research, Gallie et al. (1998) found a positive association between task discretion and work pressure which means that giving employees further autonomy in their work will lead to greater work intensification and this probably lead to more stress in work. While autonomy is a good thing for the wellbeing of employees, some forms of managerial control may be strengthened. Research shows that giving employees more autonomy is often accompanied by greater responsibility for producing results. However, in organizations where employees have a greater degree of autonomy and freedom some control mechanisms may exist leading to increased pressure and intensity of work (Kalleberg et al., 2009). 
However, modern literature in management suggests that organizations should pay a particular attention to design and create a favourable climate offering employees more freedom and empowerment in their work (Wilkinson, 2004). Furthermore, autonomy requires certain qualities from the employees as individuals. Characteristics such as awareness of individual power, personal liability, sense of responsibility and risk taking are perceived as key attributes so that employees’ autonomous action will be a real success and lead to an improvement in the quality of work (Psychogios et al., 2009).
1.1.3. Organisational Capability as a vital Prerequisite for Developing Sustainable Competitive Advantage
In the context of dynamics and change, the concept of organizational capability has generated much interest in the field of strategic management. Organizational capability has been considered as a major source of generation and development of sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). This view suggests that companies capable of developing and deploying unique, inimitable and valuable capabilities will gain a sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 2001; Moran and Ghoshal, 1999). But what exactly is a “capability”? However, it has a huge variety of names in the literature: core competence, collective skills, complex routines, best practices, or organizational capabilities. There has been a great debate in the literature on capability and its importance in acquiring competitive advantage since the issues of volatile markets; environmental uncertainty and change have come to the fore. In this context, the focus has shifted to the ability to change and then to develop new organizational capabilities as a critical prerequisite in order to develop sustainable competitive advantages (Teece et al., 1997). However, the salient concepts in this debate are ‘dynamic capabilities’ or ‘dynamic core competencies’, both called for a profound dynamization of organizational capabilities (Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Zollo and Winter, 2002). 
Recent developments of the resource based view recognize the importance of dynamic capabilities for improving organization performance particularly in complex or changing environments (Macher and Mowery, 2009; Verona and Ravasi, 2003). According to the dynamic capabilities view, organizations are considered as collections of difficult-to-imitate resources leading to the development of competitive advantage and contributing to performance differences between companies (Hoopes et al., 2003). The work of Teece et al, (1990) is probably the first contribution that developed the notion of dynamic capabilities. They wrote “our view of the company is somewhat richer than the standard resource-based view ... it is not only the bundle of resources that matter, but the mechanisms by which companies learn and accumulate new skills and capabilities, and the forces that limit the rate and direction of this process” (p.11). In this respect, dynamic capabilities lead to an extension of the RBV by focusing on an examination of the sources of competitive advantage in rapidly changing environments through referring to the abilities of companies to “integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments” (Teece et al., 1997, p. 516). In this light, dynamic capabilities are particularly relevant to the management of environments for at least two reasons. First, dynamic capabilities focus on the variation in the abilities of companies to adapt quickly to changing contexts (Teece et al., 1997). Second, dynamic capabilities may “affect profitability by enhancing the productivity of the other resources that the company possesses” (Makadok, 2001: 317).

1.2. research  hypotheses
1.2.1. Relationship between Middle Managers’ Involvement and Organizational Capabilities
Many studies have shown that the involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process may affect organizational performance through intermediate mechanisms. In this study, we have chosen as intermediate mechanism "Organizational Capabilities". That means, the involvement of middle managers in the process of strategy making appears to influence performance by improving the quality of strategic decisions (Schilit, 1987), creating a consensus to facilitate the implementation of the strategy (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990), improving organizational adaptation (Quinn, 1978), initiating strategic change (Burgelman, 1983), and fostering entrepreneurial initiative (Hornsby et al., 2002). Also, research emphasizes the vital role of middle managers in creating an organizational climate encouraging innovation and entrepreneurship (Floyd and Woolridge, 1994; Ginsberg and Hay, 1994; Hornsby et al., 2002). According to Howell and Higgins (1990), middle managers may actively promote ideas, build support and ensure that innovative ideas are well implemented. Furthermore, Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) found a greater effect upon company performance where middle managers were involved in setting objectives and generating alternatives than when they were involved purely in the implementation side of the strategy making process. Given all these considerations, we will formulate the following hypotheses:

H1a. Middle managers’ involvement in strategy formulation significantly and positively affects organizational capabilities.

H1b. Middle managers’ involvement in strategy implementation significantly and positively affects organizational capabilities.
1.2.2. Relationship between Autonomous Actions and Organizational Capabilities
To argument this relationship we will refer to the effect of autonomous actions upon some organizational processes or behaviours leading to the development of organizational capabilities. For instance, Van Mierlo et al. (2007) found that the greater the autonomy of employees the more active their learning behaviour. Giving employees more autonomy, independence and discretion in how to carry out their work has been expected to result in a variety of benefits, namely, increased motivation to achieve organizational goals (Thomas and Velthouse, 1990), greater satisfaction and work performance (Langfred, 2008) and efficient organizational processes (Herrenkohl et al., 1999). Also, for Boswell et al. (2006), employees’ actions which are not determined or controlled by their superior often have the greatest potential for sustained competitive advantage. Employee autonomy, summed up as the delegation of authority and responsibility to employees, is often identified as one of the organizational antecedents of entrepreneurial behaviour (Kuratko et al., 2005). We therefore propose the following hypothesis:
H2. Autonomous actions significantly and positively affect organizational capabilities.

1.2.3. Relationship between Organizational Capabilities and Company Performance
There has been a significant debate in management literature concerning the effects and consequences of dynamic capabilities, particularly in regard to market advantages and company performance (Easterby-Smith et al., 2009). A large part of the literature looks at the role of dynamic capabilities in the realization of company strategy and in the improvement of company performance (Helfat et al., 2007). Furthermore, several theorists have argued that dynamic capabilities are a major source of competitive advantage (Makadok, 2001; Teece et al., 1997; Verona and Ravasi, 2003) as well as a crucial key for organizational effectiveness (Oliver and Holzinger, 2008). It has also been suggested that dynamic capabilities are indirectly linked with company performance through changing the firm's bundle of resources, operational routines, and competencies, which in turn affect organizational performance (Zott, 2003). Similarly, dynamic capabilities enable organizations to renew competencies and to strategically manage the internal and external organizational skills, routines and resources required to improve company performance, particularly in a more and more changeable and uncertain context (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007). Some other researchers believe that dynamic capabilities may enhance company performance by increasing companies’ agility and strategic flexibility (Zahra et al., 2006). Nevertheless, a group of authors suggest that organizational capabilities may not be a source of sustainable competitive advantage or superior company performance (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Given all these considerations concerning the potential effects of dynamic capabilities on company performance, we will suggest the following:
H3. Organizational capabilities significantly and positively affect company performance.
Although many studies suggest that involvement and autonomous actions of middle managers are major sources of organizational capabilities, we postulate that differences in involvement and autonomous actions of middle managers will lead to differences in organizational capabilities. This might cause a variation in company performance. This is because organizational capabilities may play a crucial role in business success. In the participatory strategy making process where middle managers are actively involved in developing and implementing organizational strategy and have the necessary authority to make decisions and actions regardless of their superiors, such a process leads without any doubt to the development of organizational capabilities and thus to improvements in company performance. We propose therefore the following hypothesis:

H4. Organizational capability has a mediating effect on the relationship between both involvement and autonomous actions of middle managers and company performance.

2. METHODOLOGY
The description of the methodological procedure is divided into three parts: questionnaire administration; measurement of the different concepts in the research and methods of data analysis.
2.1. questionnaire administration
The theoretical population concerned is private and public companies in Europe. To select our target population we retained just one criterion, the availability of the company email address. We have to note here that we had some difficulties collecting company email addresses and finally over 7250 email addresses were collected from various sources: databases such as Kompass, Diane, or even from company websites. The questionnaire was administered to target companies between January and July 2010 after creation of the questionnaire on the website www.keysurvey.com, which specialises in online data collection. The questionnaire was sent by mail using a computer program designed especially to send mailshots automatically to target companies. The mailshot contains a letter explaining the purpose and the structure of the questionnaire as well as the link on which the respondents have to click to reply. Approximately 22% of the 7250 emails sent were not delivered, because of incorrect or changed addresses, anti-spam measures etc. In the end, 372 usable questionnaires were sent back, or a response rate of 6.58%. The responses were collected from 33 different European countries. Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 specify the profile of the respondents and the composition of the final sample according to the country, size and status of companies.
Table 1: Profile of the respondents

	Profiles of respondents
	Number of companies
	Percentage

	Company Head, CEO…
	161
	43.28%

	Senior Management (Strategy, HR, Finance, Marketing, Production ...)
	174
	46.77%

	Management Assistants
	09
	2.42%

	Not specified
	28
	7.53%

	Total
	372
	100%


Table 2: Composition of the sample by country
	Row
	Country
	Number
	%
	Row
	Country
	Number
	%

	1
	Germany
	54
	14.52%
	18
	Russia
	6
	1.61%

	2
	Netherlands
	39
	10.48%
	19
	Turkey
	6
	1.61%

	3
	U.K.
	35
	9.41%
	20
	Slovenia
	6
	1.61%

	4
	Denmark
	23
	6.18%
	21
	Spain
	5
	1.34%

	5
	Belgium
	22
	5.91%
	22
	Lithuania
	4
	1.08%

	6
	Austria
	20
	5.38%
	23
	Ireland
	3
	0.81%

	7
	Switzerland
	19
	5.11%
	24
	Latvia
	3
	0.81%

	8
	Italy
	18
	4.84%
	25
	Ukraine
	3
	0.81%

	9
	Greece
	15
	4.03%
	26
	Finland
	2
	0.54%

	10
	Norway
	14
	3.76%
	27
	Portugal
	2
	0.54%

	11
	Bulgaria
	13
	3.49%
	28
	Slovakia
	2
	0.54%

	12
	Romania
	12
	2.7%
	29
	sueden
	2
	0.54%

	13
	France
	11
	3.23%
	30
	Estonia
	1
	0.27%

	14
	Poland
	9
	2.42%
	31
	Greenland
	1
	0.27%

	15
	Hungary
	7
	1.88%
	32
	Iceland
	1
	0.27%

	16
	Czech Republic
	7
	1.88%
	33
	Luxembourg
	1
	0.27%

	17
	Croatia
	6
	1.61%
	
	
	
	


Table 3: Composition of the sample by company size (European classification)
	Company size
	Number of companies
	Percentage

	Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) (1 - 499 employees)
	252
	67.74%

	Large Enterprises (more than 500 employees)
	120
	32.26%

	Total
	372
	100%


Table 4: Composition of the sample by company status

	Status
	Number of companies
	Percentage

	Private
	276
	74.19%

	Public
	57
	15.32%

	Mixed
	39
	10.48%

	Total
	372
	100%


2.2. concept operationalization
As shown in Appendix 1, the measurement scales used in this research have already been used by other researchers in previous studies. In addition, all scales are Likert 7-point scales with the exception of performance measurement which uses average scores. Finally, all the reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) obtained in this research are satisfactory.
2.2.1. Middle Managers Involvement
In the literature the strategy making process is conventionally divided into two phases: formulation and implementation. To measure middle managers’ involvement in the strategy making process, we used a scale consisting of two items of the scale developed and validated by Barringer and Bluedorn (1999). As shown in Appendix 1, our scale measures middle managers’ involvement in the strategy making process through their involvement in the formulation phase as well as in implementation.
2.2.2. Middle Managers’ Autonomous Actions
To measure the ability of middle managers to take autonomous actions, we used a three-item scale developed and validated by Andersen and Nielsen (2009). As shown in Appendix 1, the first and second items reflect the middle managers’ ability to undertake market activities namely consumer segmentation as well as to initiate new product developments without approval from their superior. As for the third item, it reflects the ability of middle managers to introduce new internal practices without requiring permission from top management.
2.2.3. Organisational Capabilities
To measure the construct of organizational capabilities, we used a three-item scale. We borrow two items from the scale developed by Papke-Shields et al. (2006) and in order to measure this construct more finely we added a third item to the scale inspired by other studies of organizational capabilities. As shown in Appendix 1, the first item measures the organization’s ability to anticipate surprises and crises which organizations have to face. The second item reflects the ability to favour the new generation of ideas and initiatives. The third item assesses the ability of organization to take strategic decisions more quickly than their close competitors.
2.2.4. Company Performance
Performance is often presented as a multidimensional concept (Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986). In particular, two types of measures of company performance can be distinguished in the literature: financial measurements or even objectives measurements such as, for example, return on assets (ROA), return on sales (ROS) and return on investment (ROE); non-financial or subjective measurements such as, for example, shareholder satisfaction, employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction (Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986; Ong and Teh, 2009). In this study, to measure company performance we have chosen to retain solely financial indicators. To do that, we used a three-item scale developed and validated by Ramanujam and Venkatraman (1987). The scale has been used subsequently in several other studies (Papke-Shields et al., 2002, 2006). As shown in Appendix 1, respondents answered questions enabling us to evaluate the sales growth, earnings growth and return on investment of their companies and compare them with those of close competitors.
2.3. method of data  analysis
Several different methods were used to analyse the data collected in this research: (1) SPSS software was used to calculate the descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation) of variables included in the research, as well as the correlation matrix and some measures of the psychometric quality of variables (Cronbach's alpha, KMO); (2) SmartPLS is used in addition to SPSS to calculate some indexes of reliability and validity of variables (C.R. and AVE); (3) AMOS software was used to test the research hypotheses using structural equation models.

3. RESULTS
This section presents in turn the descriptive statistics, the psychometric quality of research variables and finally the results of hypotheses testing.
3.1. descriptive statistics
Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics (average and standard deviation) and the correlation coefficients of the variables included in the research. It will be noted that the averages vary between 3.35 and 5.87 and the standard variation between 1.07 and 1.48. Since the central value of a 7 point scale is 4, it will be noted that the averages are close to the central value. Moreover, the level of standard deviation shows that there is some variation in the spread around the average values. This means that the different variables enabled us to record phenomena with both a clear central tendency and genuine dispersion (standard deviation between 1.07 and 1.48 points). Otherwise, the examination of the correlation reveals that they are significant (at p<0.01 and p<0.05) except for the correlation between middle managers’ autonomous actions and the following variables: middle managers’ involvement in implementation and company performance.
Tableau 5: Means, standard deviation and correlations
	N
	Variables
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Involvement in Formulation
	5.22
	1.34
	1
	.576**
	.114*
	.309**
	.226**

	2
	Involvement in Implementation
	5.87
	1.14
	.576**
	1
	.025
	.346**
	.207**

	3
	Autonomous actions
	3.35
	1.48
	.114*
	.025
	1
	.113*
	- .009

	4
	Organisational capabilities
	4.87
	1.07
	.309**
	.346**
	.113*
	1
	.415**

	5
	Company performance
	4.83
	1.12
	.226**
	.207**
	- .009
	.415**
	1


** Correlation significant at 0.01

  * Correlation significant at 0.05

N = 372, Correlation of Pearson.
3.2.  psychometric quality of variables
The psychometric quality of the research variables can be measured via the following two properties: reliability and validity.
Table 6: Reliability and convergent validity of variables
	Concepts
	Items
	Alpha
	C.R.
	AVE
	KMO

	Involvement in Formulation
Involvement in implementation
Autonomous actions

Organizational capabilities
Company performance
	1

1

3

3

3
	-

-

0.724

0.790

0.873
	-

-

0.845

0.879

0.922
	-

-

0.646

0.708

0.797
	-

-

0.653

0.699

0.703


3.2.1. Reliability
Table 6 contains the results concerning reliability evaluated by means of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and composite reliability (C.R.). It will be noted that all the indexes are above the recommended limit of 0.70. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients vary from 0.724 (autonomous actions) to 0.873 (Company Performance) and those of composite reliability (C.R.) between 0.845 (autonomous actions) and 0.922 (Company Performance). The variables may thus be considered to be sufficiently reliable (Nunnally, 1978).
3.2.2. Validity
The two main forms of validity are examined: discriminant validity and convergent validity.

Convergent validity was evaluated through both average variance extracted (AVE), values equal to or above 0.50 being considered as satisfactory (Chin, 1998), and the  Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO), for which values higher than 0.50 are considered satisfactory (Lucian et al., 2008). As shown in Table 6, all the AVE and KMO indexes reach or exceed the threshold of 0.50, which suggests that the conditions for convergent validity are fulfilled.
Discriminant validity shows that a measurement is distinct and empirically different from other measurements. It is established when the average variance extracted (AVE) is greater than the square of the inter-construct correlation (Bagozzi and Yi, 1991). As shown in Table 7, the AVE is always greater than the squares of the inter-construct correlation, which suggests that the conditions for discriminant validity are fulfilled.
Table 7: Discriminant validity of variables
	Constructs
	Participation in Formulation
	Participation in implementation
	Autonomous actions
	Organisational capabilities
	Company Performance

	Involvement in Formulation
	-
	
	
	
	

	Involvement in implementation
	0.576
	-
	
	
	

	Autonomous actions
	0.114
	0.025
	0.646
	
	

	Organizational capabilities
	0. 309
	0.346
	0.113
	0.708
	

	Company performance
	0.226
	0.207
	- 0.009
	0.415
	0.797

	* The values in the diagonal represent the AVE and the other values are the squares of the inter-constructs correlations.


To summarise, the analysis of the descriptive statistics (averages, standard deviation) and the psychometric qualities (reliability, convergent validity, discriminant validity) of the variables used in this research showed that our measurements are good and we may proceed to hypotheses testing.
3.3. hypotheses  testing
Hypothesized relationships inspired from research model (Figure 1) were tested through several structural equation models by using AMOS. Four hypotheses were examined, the first one concerns the direct relationship between middle managers involvement in formulation and organizational capabilities; the second examines the link between middle managers involvement in implementation and organizational capabilities; the third deals with the link between middle managers’ autonomous actions and organizational capabilities and the fourth examines the link between organizational capabilities and company performance. Moreover, there is a fifth hypothesis also to be tested, which is the mediating effect of organizational capabilities on the relationship between middle managers’ involvement as well as middle managers’ autonomous actions and company performance. Table 8 presents the different indexes examining the adequacy of the model. As can be seen, estimating the hypothesized model produced the following statistics (Chi2 = 51.196; p = 0.048; RMSEA = 0.034; Chi2/DF = 1.42; GFI = 0.976; CFI = 0.990). Similarly, Table 9 presents the results of the estimation of structural equation models used for testing the research hypotheses. This table shows that all coefficients are positive and significant in consisting with the hypotheses, except for the relationship between middle managers’ autonomous actions and organizational capabilities.

Table 8: Indexes of model fit

	Chi2
	df
	P
	RMSEA
	Chi2/DF
	GFI
	CFI

	51.196
	36
	0.048
	0.034
	1.42
	0.976
	0.990


Table 9: Hypotheses testing
	Hypotheses
	Path specified
	Coefficient
	T
	P

	H1a
	Participation in formulation

                                    organisational capabilities
	0.166
	2.499
	0.012

	H1b
	Participation in implementation

                                    organisational capabilities
	0.305
	4.585
	0.000

	H2
	Autonomous actions

                                    organisational capabilities
	0.095
	1.958
	0.039

	H3
	Organisational capabilities

                                    company performance
	0.450
	6.433
	0.000


The detailed results are presented in Figure 2. The coefficients are standardised and the values in brackets correspond to the T of Student.
Figure 2: Relationship between middle managers involvement and organizational performance.











As predicted by H1a, middle managers’ involvement in formulation significantly and positively affects organizational capabilities (β = 0.166; T = 2.499; p = 0.012). Therefore, H1a is supported. Similarly, as we also see in Figure 2, hypothesis H1b is accepted, suggesting a significant and positive relationship between middle managers’ involvement in implementation and organizational capabilities (β = 0.305; T = 4.585; p = 0.000). Also, we find that middle managers’ autonomous actions have a direct significant and positive effect on organizational capabilities (β = 0.095; T = 1.958; p = 0.039). So H2 is supported. H3, suggesting a positive relationship between organizational capabilities and performance, was also accepted (β = 0.450; T = 6.433; p = 0.000).
As the relationship between middle managers’ involvement in both the formulation and implementation phases and organizational capabilities was positive, the relationship between middle managers’ autonomous actions and organizational capabilities was again positive, as well as the relationship between organizational capabilities and performance. We suggest that organizational capability has a mediating effect on the relationship between both middle managers’ involvement in both the strategy-making process and their autonomous actions, and company performance. Although there is no significant direct link between middle managers’ involvement in both formulation and implementation and company performance (β = 0.082; T = 1.295; p = 0.195), (β = -0.008; T = -0.128; p = 0.898) as well as middle managers’ autonomous actions and company performance (β = -0.100; T = -1.720; p = 0.085), we can conclude that the mediation is total and the hypothesis H4 was thus accepted.
4. DISCUSSION
This research aims to examine the mediating role of organizational capabilities in the relationship between involvement of middle managers in both formulating and implementing strategy as well as their autonomous actions and company performance. The results indicate that the involvement of middle managers in strategy making processes and middle managers’ autonomous actions have an indirect effect on company performance through improving organizational capabilities. This is in conformity with many studies that found that middle managers’ involvement has an indirect effect on company performance. For example, the involvement of middle managers appears to influence company performance by improving the quality of strategic decisions (Schilit, 1987) and by creating a consensus to facilitate the implementation of strategy (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990). Equally, they found that middle managers involvement in strategy making process encourages the development of new ideas and promotes innovation (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996), which leads to an improvement in company performance. In our study, we found that involvement of middle managers leads to the development of organizational capabilities, which results in superior company performance. Otherwise, this study showed that middle managers’ involvement in strategy making process has no direct effect on company performance. This result is not consistent with those of many studies that examined the direct relationship between the involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process and company performance that found a positive relationship (Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990; Parnell et al., 1992). It is also noted that the research model explains 22.8% of the variation in company performance (R² = 0.228) which is relatively high.
Although middle managers are considered as the key actors who implement strategy designed by top managers, the results of this study showed that middle managers may also play a major role in developing organizational strategy and thus in developing organizational capabilities. Many previous studies have supported this view. For example, Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994) argue that the middle managers can not only influence employees’ commitment to the entrepreneurial activities but also stimulate entrepreneurial spirit in the organization. Other research, such as the work by Floyd and Wooldridge (1994) and Ginsberg and Hay (1994) emphasizes the active role of middle managers in creating a favourable climate for innovation and entrepreneurship in organizations. The results of this study also confirm what a large section of literature has shown: the involvement of middle managers in implementing strategy is beneficial for organizations. In this respect, Howell and Higgins (1990) argue that middle managers have a great role in ensuring the implementation of innovative ideas as well as in controlling and monitoring them. Otherwise, the results of this study contradict the conclusions of some previous studies that found that middle managers should be mainly involved in implementing strategy (Boyett and Currie, 2004) and not in formulating strategy (Schilit, 1987). Our results showed that middle managers are involved in both strategy formulation and strategy implementation and both are beneficial for the success of organizations. This indirectly agrees with the conclusion of Wooldridge and Floyd (1990) and Pettigrew et al., (1992) who observed a greater effect upon organizational performance where middle managers were involved in setting goals and generating alternatives than when they were involved purely in the implementation side of the strategy making process.
Similarly, for the effect of middle managers’ autonomous actions, the results showed that the autonomous actions of middle managers lead to the development of organizational capabilities. Empirical support for this evidence could be identified in the literature; Van Mierlo et al. (2007) found that giving more autonomy and responsibility to employees leads to more active learning behaviour. Ginsberg and Hay (1994) and Kuratko et al., (2005) recognized the importance role of middle managers in fostering entrepreneurial behaviour. In addition, this study shows that there is no direct relationship between middle managers’ autonomous actions and company performance. This could be explained by the fact that when middle managers have the ability to take autonomous action, this has rather an indirect effect on company performance especially by improving, among other elements, organizational capabilities. It is also noted that 19.3% of organizational capabilities are explained by the involvement and autonomous actions of middle managers. Further research is needed to identify the other determinants of the development of organizational capabilities.
In the literature, there are several studies examining the impact of organizational capabilities on company performance. The results of this study reveal a highly significant and positive association between organizational capabilities and company performance. These results are consistent with several studies (Teece et al., 1997; Verona and Ravasi, 2003; Teece, 2007; Helfat et al., 2007). Empirical research has recognized that organizational capabilities enable organizations to renew competencies and to strategically manage the internal and external organizational skills and resources required to improve company performance, particularly in a rapidly changing context (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007; Macher and Mowery, 2009). Moreover, our results disagree with those found by Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) who suggested that such organizational capabilities may not be a source of sustainable competitive advantage or superior company performance.

Conclusion
There is a long tradition of research on middle managers in the field of strategic management (Currie and Procter, 2005). The most systematic, comprehensive and widely cited attempt to explore middle managers’ contribution to strategy making has been made by Floyd and Wooldridge (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992, 1994, 2000; Wooldridge and Floyd, 1990). Similarly, Mintzberg and Water (1985) in their work on the notion of deliberate and emergent strategies acknowledge the active role of middle managers in the strategic management process. In this light, it is considered that strategy making is a team effort that requires input from management at all levels of organizations (Burgulmen, 1983). In this study, we have examined the relationship between middle managers’ involvement in the strategy making process as well as their ability to take autonomous action, and the development of organizational capabilities and thus on the improvement of company performance. The results of this study indicate that involvement of middle managers and taking autonomous actions result in the development of organizational capabilities and thereby in better company performance.
Theoretical, Methodological and Practical Implications
This research could have important theoretical, methodological and practical implications. In terms of theoretical implications, this study could contribute to a better understanding of participatory strategy making processes and their effects on company performance in several ways. First, middle managers involvement in both formulating and implementing strategy as well as middle manager’ autonomous actions have only an indirect effect on company performance through the strengthening and development of organizational capabilities. Second, involvement of middle managers in the formulation and implementation of strategy as well as middle managers’ autonomous actions have a positive direct effect on organizational capabilities. Also, our research may contribute to the advancement of contemporary research in management and strategy. Methodologically, we have distinguished two forms of involvement: involvement in formulation and involvement in implementation of strategy. Then, our sample includes companies from the European continent in contrast to most previous empirical studies whose data was often exclusively North-American. In fact, our study is, to our knowledge, one of the few studies that have explicitly modelled and empirically tested, in a European context, the relationship between involvement of middle managers in the strategy making process and company performance. Finally, to test the research hypotheses we mobilized a rigorous process using structural equation models.
From a managerial point of view, our research provides a number of useful elements for managers to manage their organizations better. The most interesting evidence is that the involvement of middle managers in both formulating and implementing strategy is very beneficial and will be considered as a major source of better performance. Also, conferring more freedom and autonomy on middle manager in order for them to take independent decisions and actions without the need for approval from their superior appears to be highly beneficial for developing organizational capabilities. This is consistent with what Pasmore and Fagans (1992) found: middle managers need to be autonomous for their involvement in strategy making processes to be successful. In this respect, Welikala and Sohal (2008) noted "Employee involvement has also been described as empowering employees to make decisions regarding the solving of problems at their level in the organization". On the basis of this statement, we can conclude that for successful employee involvement in strategy making processes, managers should confer on middle managers a degree of power and authority in terms of taking independent decisions and action in their own work (Velury, 2005). That can be explained by the fact that involvement without having decision making authority can result in inappropriate suggestions, which may lead to frustration among individuals (Sun et al., 2000).
In a changing and competitive context, it is vital that companies can use the knowledge and capabilities (human capital) of their employees, which significantly contributes to organizational success (Hui et al., 2004). However, some companies do not benefit from this advantage since some managers are quite opposed to the involvement of employees in the strategy making process. This is due to the traditional view of management whereby managers make decisions and employees execute them; this remains the dominant view in many companies. But now, managers have to render employees more autonomous and responsible and make them involved in strategy making in order to benefit the organization. This is confirmed by Boswell et al., (2006) who noted: “For an organization to work well, it is not enough for employees to accept commands literally....What is required is that employees take initiative and apply their skill and knowledge to advance the achievement of the organization’s objectives.” (p.501). Today, the challenge for managers is to understand that modern companies need to use their employees’ human capital intelligently (Matic, 2007), and that it is not possible without offering employees the opportunity to have a greater part in the strategy making process.
Limitations and Future Research
The results of this research may lead to interesting future research. In fact, few studies in the literature examine the relationship between employee involvement in the formulation and implementation of strategy. Our study showed a significant association between the two forms of involvement. It would be interesting to examine the relationship between the two forms of involvement as well as their effects on company performance.
Naturally, our research is not without limits. For example, the purely declarative answers of respondents do not guarantee the accuracy of responses. Also, our study is only quantitative; a qualitative case study could be useful to supplement it.
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Appendix 1: Measurement of Variables
	INVOLVEMENT OF MIDDLE MANAGERS
	REFERENCES

	1. Strategy Formulation: 

· To what extent are middle managers involved in the strategy formulation process in your firm?

2. Strategy Implementation:

· To what extent are middle managers involved in the strategy implementation process in your firm?
	Barringer B. R. & Bluedorn A. C. (1999)

	MIDDLE MANAGERS’ AUTONOMOUS ACTIONS
	REFERENCES

	· Managers below the top management team:
· Can market to new customer segments without approval.

· Need no approval to initiate new product developments.

· Can introduce new practices without approval.
	Andersen T. J. & Nielsen B. B.  (2009)

	ORGANISATIONAL CAPABILITIES
	REFERENCES

	· Ability to anticipate surprises and crises.
	Papke-Shields K. E. et al. (2006)

	· Ability to enhance the generation of new ideas.
	

	· Ability to take fast strategic decisions.
	added

	COMPANY PERFORMANCE
	REFERENCES

	· Sales growth.

· Earnings growth.

· Return on investment.
	Papke-Shields et al. (2006)
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