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Abstract 
Purpose – Building on Goal-Setting and Paradox Theory, this study aims to examine the role of perceived 
tensions and paradox mindset in the relationship between participation in budget goal setting and budgetary 
performance in hybrid organizations. 

Design/methodology/approach – A cross-sectional survey among 72 budget holders working in a hospital 
was conducted; partial least squares structural equation modeling technique was used to assess the 
measurement model and to test the research hypotheses. 

Findings – The findings reveal that participation in goal setting is negatively associated with experiencing 
tensions while the relationship between experiencing tensions and budgetary performance was not significant. 
Moreover, paradox mindset positively moderates the relationship between experiencing tensions and 
budgetary performance. 

Originality/value – This study focuses on the interplay between organizational and individual responses to 
institutional tensions and examines the role of paradoxical thinking in a participative budget goal-setting 
environment in influencing budgetary performance. Given the practical and theoretical significance of this 
issue, this study enhances the understanding of the complex relationship between budgeting practices and 
human behavior. 

Keywords Participation in goal setting, Paradox mindset, Perceived tensions, 
Budgetary performance, Hospital, Budget, Hybrid manager 

Paper type Research paper 

1. Introduction 
Management Control Systems (MCS) play a significant role in shaping employee behavior 
by aligning individual actions with organizational goals. Research, predominantly based on 
Goal Setting Theory (Locke and Latham, 2002), has demonstrated that participation in 
budget goal setting fosters information sharing and enhances coordination (e.g. Agbejule and 
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Saarikoski, 2006; Lau and Tan, 2006; Parker and Kyj, 2006; Chong and Johnson, 2007). It 
also promotes organizational commitment (e.g. Nouri and Parker, 1998; Wentzel, 2002), 
trust (e.g. Lau and Buckland, 2001), role clarity (e.g. Chenhall and Brownell, 1998; Chong 
et al., 2006), job satisfaction (e.g. Lau and Chong, 2002; Chong et al., 2006) and enhances 
managerial performance (e.g. Merchant, 1981; Brownell, 1982; Kren, 1992; Lau and 
Buckland; 2001; Chong, 2002; Chong and Chong, 2002; Chong and Leung Tak-Wing, 2003; 
Chong et al., 2006; for a full review, see Derfuss, 2009, 2016). However, limited research has 
been conducted on the role of MCS in influencing employees’ behavior in context of 
multiple values and logics, such as hybrid organizations (Ewert and Kurunmäki, 2004; Croft 
et al., 2015; Haigh et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2016; Chenhall et al., 2017; Grossi et al., 2020). 

In hybrid organizations, MCS navigate more complex dynamics compared to 
traditional organizations. This complexity arises from the need to balance competing 
objectives and stakeholder expectations (Chenhall et al., 2017; Grossi et al., 2020; 
Campanale et al., 2021). When conflicting logics, such as social and financial priorities, 
are simultaneously central and perceived as incompatible (Besharov and Smith, 2014), 
tensions between financial and social goals become a critical challenge, potentially 
undermining long-term organizational performance. For instance, the devolution of 
financial accountability and budgetary responsibilities to professionals can amplify the 
salience of professional identity, prompting hybrid managers to prioritize the professional 
domain. This inclination may lead managers to perceive tensions as dilemmas – mutually 
exclusive and irreconcilable – thereby fostering trade-offs, sequential decision-making or 
the compartmentalization of conflicting demands (Smith et al., 2017a, 2017b; Begkos and 
Antonopoulou, 2022a, 2022b). Such approaches risk compromising budgetary 
performance and, ultimately, organizational effectiveness, which depends on the 
simultaneous achievement of both financial and social objectives. 

Scholars have examined the nature of competing demands and goals in hybrid 
organizations, the responses of organizational members and the related implications through 
different theoretical lenses (for a review, see Smith et al., 2013a, 2013b). For instance, 
literature grounded in Institutional Theory suggests organizational solutions to resolve 
tensions, such as separation or blending (Kraatz and Block, 2008; Jarzabkowski et al., 2009a, 
2009b; Reay and Hinings, 2009; Pache and Santos, 2010; Battilana and Dorado, 2010; 
Greenwood et al., 2011; Tracey et al., 2011; Dalpiaz et al., 2016). However, when tensions 
are both central and perceived as incompatible by employees, organizational practices and 
solutions designed to resolve these tensions, may have a limited impact. 

Paradox Theory represents a promising, relatively new theoretical framework that helps 
to understand and manage the complex and often contradictory demands faced by 
organizations and individuals. According to Paradox Theory, paradoxes are inherent in 
systems or socially constructed and can be understood as “contradictory yet interrelated 
elements that exist simultaneously and persist over time” (Smith and Lewis, 2011, p. 382). 
Unlike other theories, such as Institutional Theory, Paradox Theory posits that the 
relationship between opposing forces cannot be resolved but can be accepted and 
accommodated. At the individual level, the concept of a paradox mindset has gained 
attention in literature as a way to understand how employees effectively handle tensions. A 
paradox mindset is defined as “the extent to which one is accepting of and energized by 
tensions” (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018, p. 26). Individuals with this mindset view tensions as 
paradoxes, rather than dilemmas, and are more likely to embrace and feel motivated by these 
tensions, which can enhance job performance and foster innovation (Miron-Spektor et al., 
2011; Keller et al., 2017; Zheng et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2020a, 2020b; Liu and Pak, 2023). 
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Research in management accounting regarding the interplay between organizational and 
individual responses to institutional tension is still in its early stages. To the best of our 
knowledge, there is a scarcity of studies that have examined the role of paradox mindset in 
the relationship between participation in goal setting and budgetary performance in hybrid 
organizations. Contributing to this emerging field, we build on Goal Setting Theory and 
Paradox Theory. In line with Goal Setting Theory, we posit that participation in goal setting 
decreases perceived tensions, which then influence budgetary performance. In addition, 
building on Paradox theory, we focus on the individual differences in budget goals 
attainment drawing on the concept of paradox mindset and predict that hybrid professionals’ 
ability to think paradoxically is an important individual-level mechanism that accounts for 
higher budgetary performance. The research was conducted in the Italian public health-care 
sector, where financial accountability was devolved by decree (D. Lgs. 502/92) to medical 
doctors as part of the New Public Management (NPM) reforms (e.g. Hood, 1995; Lapsley 
and Wright, 2004; Lapsley, 2009; Hoque and Adams, 2011). In this context, senior medical 
doctors hold budgetary responsibilities, which require them to pursue both high-quality 
health care and cost efficiency. However, perceived tensions between social and financial 
objectives can undermine budgetary performance. Although participation in goal setting can 
reduce perceived tensions between clinical and financial goals, individuals with a paradox 
mindset embrace a “both/and” thinking approach, enabling them to simultaneously hold two 
seemingly opposing ideas. This mindset fosters the generation of new solutions that would 
not typically arise from conventional thinking, thereby contributing to higher budgetary 
performance. 

The results of the tested model, based on a survey of 72 budget holders working in a 
public hospital, show that participation in goal setting is negatively associated with 
experiencing tensions. However, the relationship between experiencing tensions and 
budgetary performance was not significant. Moreover, paradox mindset positively moderates 
the relationship between experiencing tensions and budgetary performance. 

To date, limited studies in behavioral management accounting using a multitheoretical 
framework have explicitly examined the role of tensions in the relationship between 
participative goal setting and budgetary performance. Moreover, existing research has yet to 
explore how paradoxical thinking shapes the effect of tensions on budgetary performance 
within a hybrid setting. By addressing these gaps, this study provides a novel contribution to 
management accounting research and advances both Goal-Setting Theory and Paradox 
Theory. 

First, this research extends behavioral management accounting studies (Covaleski et al., 
2003), which primarily draws on the core principles of Goal-Setting Theory. While previous 
studies have acknowledged that the impact of budgetary participation on managers’ attitudes 
and behaviors may be moderated or mediated by psychological variables (e.g. Covaleski 
et al., 2003; Birnberg et al., 2006; Lau and Tan, 2006; Wibbeke and Lachmann, 2020), they 
have overlooked the specific role of paradox mindset and the experience of tensions between 
competing objectives. By incorporating these underexplored variables into the budgetary 
participation-performance link, this study offers a fresh perspective on the cognitive and 
perceptual dynamics underpinning budgeting practices and results in hybrid organizations. 

Second, in response to Miron-Spektor et al.’ s (2018) call for a more nuanced 
investigation into employees’ paradoxical cognition and its behavioral outcomes, this study 
contributes to the growing interdisciplinary dialogue on paradox theory (Bednarek et al., 
2021). Unlike previous research, which has primarily focused on paradox mindset in 
corporate settings, this study examines its role in a budget-setting environment in a public 
organization, demonstrating how paradox mindset enables hybrid managers to navigate 
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competing demands and develop innovative responses to tensions potentially affecting their 
performance. 

Finally, this research advances public sector literature by shedding light on the 
implications of NPM-related practices. As highlighted by Pollitt (2012), there remains a 
critical need for studies examining the real-world consequences of NPM-driven reforms. By 
situating paradox mindset and budgetary participation within a hybrid governance context, 
such as public health care, this study provides empirical insights into how hybrid managers 
reconcile institutional tensions while striving for effective budgetary performance. 

The remainder of this paper is divided the following sections. Section 2 presents the 
theoretical background and Section 3 the research hypotheses; Section 4 presents the research 
method; Section 5 describes the results; Section 6 presents the discussion of the findings; 
Section 7 concludes the paper; and Section 8 presents the limitations of the study and 
suggestions for future research. 

2. Theoretical background: paradox and goal-setting theory 
Paradoxes encompass elements that, while seemingly logical in isolation, appear 
contradictory or paradoxical when considered together, necessitating responses that both 
acknowledge and manage these tensions concurrently. Interdependence is a key facet of 
paradoxes, referring to the interplay between these seemingly opposing elements. While 
these elements can be isolated, they are, as Lewis (2000, p. 761) notes, “two sides of the 
same coin”: “the more that members seek to pull the contradictions apart, to separate them so 
that they will not be experienced as contradictory, the more enmeshed they become in the 
self-referential binds of paradox” (Smith and Berg, 1987, p. 14). These tensions may emerge 
from a variety of sources, including competing organizational goals, conflicting stakeholder 
expectations or the delicate balance between stability and change. 

Paradoxical tensions can be both inherent – existing within complex systems where 
competing demands and goals naturally arise - and socially constructed, created by the ways 
in which individuals perceive and interpret situations, particularly when individuals must 
adopt opposing yet coexisting roles and identities (Smith and Lewis, 2011). These inherent 
tensions can become more salient under certain circumstances, especially in contexts of 
resource scarcity, which intensify the awareness of conflicting demands (Smith and Lewis, 
2011; Miron-Spektor et al., 2018, 2022). When individuals face cognitive conflict between 
competing demands, their responses may be defensive. For instance, individuals may narrow 
their focus to factors within their immediate control, collaborating more closely with 
colleagues who share similar perspectives (Lewis and Smith, 2014, p. 135). Such defensive 
responses, driven by discomfort with dissonance, can perpetuate reinforcing vicious cycles 
of behavior that hinder performance (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Tsoukas and Cunha, 
2017). 

Rather than avoiding or denying these tensions, organizational actors in paradoxical 
settings must work through them and even thrive in the face of such challenges. This 
approach to paradox requires individuals to embrace tensions, viewing conflicting elements 
not as contradictions but as complementary, allowing them to integrate these elements into a 
cohesive strategy. Such integration leads to enhanced individual and organizational 
performance (Murnighan and Conlon, 1991; Denison et al., 1995; Cameron and Lavine, 
2006; Tushman et al., 2010; Smith and Lewis, 2011). 

The capacity to recognize, accept and simultaneously navigate contradictory or opposing 
perspectives is a defining feature of the paradox mindset (Miron-Spektor et al., 2011, 2015, 
2018, 2022). This mindset is characterized by a tolerance for ambiguity, complexity and the 
coexistence of conflicting demands, rather than an effort to resolve or choose between them. 
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Psychologically, individuals with a paradox mindset are more comfortable with uncertainty 
and display greater resilience and adaptability. These individuals perceive contradictions not 
as problems to be resolved, but as opportunities for growth and innovation. The paradox 
mindset enables individuals to manage tensions without attempting to eliminate them. Rather 
than adhering to an “either/or” approach, those with a paradox mindset adopt a “both/and” 
mindset, allowing them to hold two seemingly contradictory ideas simultaneously, which 
fosters the generation of innovative solutions that would not typically emerge from 
conventional approaches. 

Organizations play a pivotal role in assisting managers to embrace and navigate such 
tensions. For example, organizational research suggests that collaborative interventions and 
reflective practices during significant organizational changes can help managers understand 
and embrace tensions (Lüscher and Lewis, 2008). This role extends to the context of 
budgeting. Management accounting research has extensively drawn upon Goal-Setting 
Theory (Locke and Latham, 1990, 2002) to highlight the beneficial effects of participative 
budgeting (see for a review, Derfuss, 2009, 2016). Goal-Setting Theory posits that 
consciously set goals serve as a primary driver of employee motivation, directing attention, 
effort and persistence toward goal-relevant activities, while also promoting the development 
of strategies for goal achievement. In this context, participative budgeting – defined as “a 
process whereby subordinates are given the opportunity to get involved in, and have 
influence on, the budget-setting process” (Chong and Chong, 2002, p. 68) – is a critical 
organizational practice. It enables employees to comprehend and internalize organizational 
goals, facilitating knowledge exchange and ensuring that organizational efforts are 
coordinated to support the achievement of strategic objectives, ultimately leading to 
enhanced performance (see for a review, Derfuss, 2009, 2016). 

However, research indicates that the effectiveness of participative processes in improving 
performance is contingent upon various factors, including task, organizational and individual 
variables (Kenis, 1979; Brownell, 1982; Shields and Shields, 1998; Libby and Lindsay, 
2010). Locke et al. (1981) caution that “individuals can have subconscious conflicts or 
premises that subvert their conscious goals” (Locke et al., 1981, p. 126). When individual 
values and demands conflict with organizational goals, cognitive processes are disrupted, 
influencing intentions and subsequent actions. Specifically, when individuals experience 
cognitive biases due to conflicting objectives, they tend to prioritize consistency over 
inconsistency (Smith and Tushman, 2005), leading them to favor one side of the conflict over 
the other (Birkinshaw and Gupta, 2013; Lin et al., 2013; Bedford et al., 2019). 

Early research on the conflict between organizational and individual goals demonstrated 
that participative goal setting helps reduce tensions arising from the perceived conflict 
between personal and organizational objectives, thereby aligning the two (Kenis, 1979; 
Locke and Latham, 1990). More recent studies have expanded this framework to examine 
the effects of goal setting in the context of multiple organizational goals (Wentzel, 2002; 
Macinati and Rizzo, 2014; Macinati et al., 2016). In such contexts, the simultaneous pursuit 
of conflicting goals can lead to dysfunctional outcomes if individuals perceive these tensions 
as dilemmas and attempt to resolve them. This often results in negative effects on both 
individual and organizational performance, especially when the processes involved in 
achieving these goals are seen as incompatible (Pintrich, 2000; Miron-Spektor and Beenen, 
2015). For instance, Masuda et al. (2015) conducted an experiment examining the 
simultaneous pursuit of multiple learning and performance goals, finding a negative 
curvilinear relationship between total goal difficulty and performance, both for self-set and 
assigned goals. 
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3. Research hypotheses 
Participation in goal-setting processes can significantly guide decision-making toward 
organizational success, particularly when multiple, seemingly conflicting goals are at play. 
As Latham (2004, p. 129) asserted, “when there are two or more goals, goal conflict may 
occur in the absence of employee participation in the process. Performance on both goals 
may suffer.” This scenario is particularly salient in health care, where medical managers are 
tasked with simultaneously pursuing high-quality care and cost containment objectives, 
which are essential to ensuring the accessibility, sustainability and effectiveness of the 
health-care system. These dual goals, when examined individually or within a social context, 
may appear as an absurd coexistence of opposites (Lewis, 2000). The tension between these 
two conflicting dimensions of organizational performance can be amplified by the medical 
managers’ professional identity and their need to reconcile these seemingly incompatible 
constructs. Typical responses to these and other conflicting demands often include feelings of 
threat, defensiveness and a tendency to prioritize one goal over the other (Lewis, 2000). Such 
tensions, when approached as dilemmas, often lead to dysfunctional responses as individuals 
seek to resolve the discomfort caused by conflicting demands. The cognitive dissonance 
arising from competing objectives can push medical managers toward the “medical side,” 
especially in resource-scarce environments, where the conflict between demands is 
magnified, triggering recognition of the tension (Smith and Lewis, 2011; Miron-Spektor 
et al., 2018). Over time, such responses may become resistant to change. 

Participation in budget goal-setting processes can aid in clarifying these goals and 
mitigating tensions by involving managers in the reconciliation process. Through 
participative goal setting, both hospital management representatives and medical managers 
are able to share values, demands and information, fostering greater acceptance of both 
financial and clinical objectives. The cognitive effects of participation serve to flatten the 
abstractions that often separate polarities by enabling individuals to better understand and 
critically engage with the underlying demands (Lewis, 2000, p. 764). By examining and 
reinterpreting the interconnections between multiple, sometimes opposing goals, actors can 
accommodate these conflicting elements, recognize synergies and reverse the cycle of 
reinforcing tensions (Lewis, 2000). Hence, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H1. Participation in budget goal setting significantly reduces the perceived experiencing 
tensions between competing goals. 

Cognitive conflicts arising from tensions between competing objectives can be particularly 
challenging. If these tensions are not actively embraced, individuals encountering 
contradictions in goals, ideas or emotions may experience negative consequences (Emmons 
and King, 1988; De Dreu and Nijstad, 2008; Boudreaux and Ozer, 2013; Schad et al., 2016; 
Sleesman et al., 2019). Given the human tendency to seek cognitive consistency and order 
(Festinger, 1957), managers may resort to counterproductive defense mechanisms 
(Schneider, 1990), such as favoring a preferred or more familiar position. Such tensions have 
been shown to “potentially impede sense-making, decision-making, and action” (Ingram 
et al., 2016, p. 164), thereby hindering the execution of organizational tasks (e.g. Liu et al., 
2020a, 2020b; Liu and Pak, 2023) and ultimately compromising performance (Lewis, 2000; 
De Dreu and Weingart, 2003; Raza-Ullah, 2020). Moreover, prioritizing one side of 
competing demands inevitably amplifies the neglected side (Schad et al., 2016). As a result, 
paradoxical tensions can overwhelm managers, impairing their analytical and strategic 
abilities. Research on paradoxes suggests that these dynamics may drive organizations into 
self-reinforcing negative cycles, ultimately reducing overall effectiveness and performance 
(Pradies et al., 2020). 
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In a budgetary context, managers frequently face conflicting yet interdependent 
objectives, such as balancing cost containment with high-quality health care in public health 
systems. Under these conditions, paradoxical tensions can trigger a vicious cycle in which 
defensive reactions – such as prioritizing one goal at the expense of another – exacerbate the 
tension and hinder resolution (Schad et al., 2016; Tsoukas and Cunha, 2017). Compared to 
other organizational settings, hybrid organizations often attach profound symbolic meanings 
to paradoxical choices, with one side of the paradox frequently perceived as a threat to 
professional identity. Consequently, defensive strategies such as denial or separation may be 
more pronounced. While avoiding tension may offer temporary psychological relief by 
fostering a sense of consistency and control (Tsoukas and Cunha, 2017), it ultimately limits 
managers’ ability to engage with deeper organizational challenges and adapt existing 
practices to meet multiple objectives (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003). As managers 
repeatedly favor one perspective over another, the unattended demands become increasingly 
urgent, fueling entrenched organizational conflicts (Schad et al., 2016). In a budgetary 
setting, this dynamic can manifest as declining budgetary performance, with professional 
identity concerns further intensifying the paradox. Thus, a high level of experienced tension 
– resulting from managerial engagement with multiple conflicting budgetary goals – is likely 
to have a detrimental impact on budgetary performance. Accordingly, we propose the 
following hypothesis: 

H2. Experiencing tensions significantly reduces budgetary performance. 

Despite our postulation that experiencing tensions between multiple goals negatively 
impacts performance, research suggests that negative outcomes are less likely when 
individuals approach tensions with a paradox mindset. Previous studies have indicated that a 
higher paradox mindset is associated with positive work-related outcomes, such as improved 
in-role job performance and innovation (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018), as well as enhanced 
innovation performance (Smith and Tushman, 2005) and work engagement (Yin, 2023). 
Individuals with a paradox mindset are also more likely to exhibit innovative behaviors (Liu 
et al., 2020a) and greater commitment (Sleesman et al., 2019). Accordingly, we further 
investigate whether and how paradox mindset influences the relationship between 
experienced tensions and performance. We posit that embracing the tension should allow 
medical managers to recognize the delicate balance and the dynamic relationship between 
efficiency and high-quality care, thus increasing budgetary performance. More specifically, 
we hypothesize that the negative effects of experiencing tensions on budgetary performance 
will be attenuated for individuals with a paradox mindset. Those with such a mindset do not 
prioritize one side of the conflict over the other; instead, they recognize how the two 
demands can complement each other (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018, 2022), making decisions 
that leverage synergies and integrate opposing elements into new solutions, which may 
ultimately lead to superior outcomes (Lewis, 2000; Smith and Lewis, 2011; Leung et al., 
2018). Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H3. Paradox mindset significantly moderates the relationship between perceived 
tensions and budgetary performance. 

Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical model, which summarizes the relationships between goal-
setting participation, experiencing tensions and budgetary performance. The model implies a 
moderation effect of paradox mindset in the relationship between perceived tensions and 
budgetary performance. 
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4. Research methodology 
4.1 Data collection and survey design 
The data collection process for this study used both a survey and archival data. A cross-
sectional, Web-based questionnaire was used to gather information on the key variables of 
the model – goal-setting participation, experiencing tensions and paradox mindset – along 
with demographic and organizational data from respondents (e.g. gender, age, tenure, 
departmental affiliation and size), which served as control variables. Archival data, 
specifically internal budget variance reports, were analyzed to assess respondents’ budgetary 
performance (for further details, see subsection 4.2). 

The survey was administered to 80 budget holders working at a public hospital [1] in  
Italy. At the research site [2], each budget holder is a senior medical doctor who: 

• is designated as a “cost center”; 
• is allocated a budget for management and control purposes; 
• bears financial responsibility for managerial decisions; and 
• reports directly to the General Director of the organization. 

The survey was conducted online, following the procedures outlined by Dillman et al. (2014) 
[3]. 

Out of the 80 questionnaires distributed, 72 were returned, resulting in a response rate of 
90%. All returned questionnaires were fully completed and included in the analysis. Despite 
the high response rate, non-response bias was tested using an independent samples t-test. The 
results revealed no significant differences across any of the study variables, thereby 
confirming the absence of substantial non-response bias in the sample. 

4.2 Variable measurement 
We used well-established multi-item instruments to measure goal-setting participation, 
experiencing tensions and paradox mindset. All multi-item measures were presented on a 
seven-point Likert-type scale, with response options ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to  
7 (“strongly agree”). The specific details of each variable’s measurement are outlined below, 
and the wording of the items used in the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 1. 

Goal-setting participation was measured using the two-item scale developed by Locke 
and Latham (1984, 1990) and  Milani (1975), and previously employed by Sholihin et al. 
(2011). 

Paradox 

mindset 

Experiencing 

tensions 

Budgetary 

performance 
Goal-setting 

participation 

H1 H2 

H3 

Source(s): Authors’ own creation 

Figure 1. The theoretical model 
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Experiencing tensions and paradox mindset were assessed using two separate scales 
developed and validated by Miron-Spektor et al. (2018). Specifically, experiencing tensions 
was measured using a seven-item scale, whereas the paradox mindset was assessed using a 
nine-item scale. 

Budgetary performance was operationalized using a results-oriented objective criterion 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). We retrieved the global performance index (ranging from 0 to 100) 
from internal budget variance reports, which summarizes the percentage of budget targets 
achieved for each budget holder (see for similar use: Macinati et al., 2022). 

To control for the effects of other factors that the literature reports as having the potential 
to influence the study’s dependent variables, we included as control variables: age, gender, 
tenure, size and departmental affiliation (see, e.g. for similar use: Chong et al., 2023; Miron-
Spektor et al., 2018, 2022; Macinati et al., 2022; Zhang and Bartol, 2010; Cunningham et al., 
2012). Specifically, tenure was measured in terms of years of employment in the organization 
(e.g. Ng and Feldman, 2013); size was measured by the natural logarithm of the number of 
full-time employees under each budget holder’s responsibility (e.g. Maiga et al., 2014); 
departmental affiliation was measured using two dummy variables – “Dep. 1” and “Dep. 2” –  
with “Dep. 3” serving as the reference category (e.g. Boemelburg et al., 2023), and gender 
was included as a dummy variable, with male respondents serving as the reference category. 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and frequencies for all variables considered in 
the model. 

4.3 Common method bias 
Given that the data used in this study were collected from a single source, with the same 
questionnaire administered at a single point in time using self-reported instruments, common 
method bias (CMB) represents a potential source of measurement error. In accordance with 
established guidelines (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Jordan and Troth, 2020), both procedural and 
statistical strategies were used to mitigate the potential impact of CMB. In terms of 
procedural strategies, we followed the recommendations of Podsakoff and Organ (1986) to 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics (n = 72) 

Section A: descriptive statistics for 
multi-items measures and continuous variables Mean SD Theoretical range Actual range 

Goal-setting participation 4,2 1.5 1–7 1–7 
Paradox mindset 4.6 1.1 1–7 2–7 
Experiencing tensions 5,6 1 1–7 3–7 
Budgetary performance 70 11 1–100 60–100 
Age (years) 57 5.2 NA 40–67 
Tenure (years) 7 3,7 NA 1–24 
Size (ln n. employees) 2,8 0.69 NA 1.6–3.9 

Section B: frequencies for dummy variables Frequency (%) 
Gender = 1 (Male) 50 69 
Gender = 0 (Female) 22 31 
Budget holders in Dep.1 29 40 
Budget holders in Dep.2 34 47 
Budget holders in Dep.3 9 13 

Source(s): Authors’ own creation 
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design the survey in a way that minimizes CMB and prevents the reporting of biased 
responses. Specifically, participants were provided with an information cover sheet that 
clearly outlined the study’s purpose; to enhance the clarity of the scale items, we used a 
seven-point Likert-type scale anchor for all items; the items within each scale were 
randomized to reduce the likelihood of respondents making connections between their 
responses and the underlying constructs (Straub et al., 2004); and respondent anonymity was 
ensured to mitigate the risk of socially desirable or dishonest responses. In addition, to 
further minimize CMB, we incorporated measures for both dependent and independent 
variables from multiple sources, specifically combining survey responses and archival data 
for budgetary performance (Speklé and Widener, 2018). From a statistical perspective, two 
tests were conducted to assess the potential presence of CMB in the data: Harman’s (1976) 
one-factor test and the lateral collinearity test (Kock, 2015). According to the first test, the 
results indicated that CMB was not a concern, as the total variance extracted by a single 
factor (43.09%) did not exceed the recommended threshold of 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
For the second test, we conducted a full collinearity assessment following Kock’s (2015) 
procedure, analyzing the variance inflation factors (VIFs) for all inner model variables. 
Because all VIFs were below the recommended threshold of 3.3 (see Table A1 in 
Appendix 2), this confirms that CMB did not pose a threat to the validity of the study’s 
findings (Kock, 2015). Taken together, these results suggest that CMB was not a potential 
concern for our model (Kock, 2020). 

4.4 Structural equation modeling 
We used partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) to assess the 
measurement and perform the structural model. We selected a PLS-SEM approach over a 
covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) approach due to its advantages, including the absence of 
distributional assumptions on the data and its effectiveness in making predictions with small 
sample sizes [4] (Hair et al., 2020; Sarstedt et al., 2019). The decision to use PLS-SEM was 
further supported by its suitability for explaining causal-predictive relationships in complex 
structural models that involve numerous constructs, indicators and relationships (e.g. Hair 
et al., 2019, 2020). In addition, PLS-SEM provides more accurate estimates of moderation 
effects by accounting for errors that may otherwise attenuate estimated relationships, thus 
enhancing the validation of theoretical models (Henseler and Fassott, 2010; Sarstedt et al., 
2019). This approach is particularly well-suited for studies in the early stages of theory 
testing, such as paradox theory, where the analysis context is exploratory and limited 
confirmed knowledge is available (Hair et al., 2021). The PLS-SEM output includes both the 
measurement model and the structural model, which are estimated simultaneously but 
interpreted in two distinct stages, as detailed in the following sections. For the analysis, we 
used Smart-PLS 4.1.0.6 software (Richter et al., 2022; Ringle et al., 2024). PLS-SEM relies 
on bootstrapping for significance testing (Henseler et al., 2009) and in line with the 
recommendations of Hair et al. (2019;2020;2021), all calculations were based on 5,000 
bootstrap resamples. 

5. Results 
5.1 Measurement model 
In the first stage of the analyses, the PLS measurement model out was examined to check the 
properties of the reflective scales included in the measurement model to assess their 
reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. As shown in Table A2 in Appendix 2, most 
item loadings were larger or very close to the cut-off value of 0.708 and significant at 0.000 
level, demonstrating satisfactory indicator reliability [5] (Hair et al., 2020, 2021). Given that 
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all the composite reliability (CR) scores and Cronbach’s alphas values reported in Table 2 
exceeded their cut off value of 0.7, internal consistency of the scales was confirmed. 
Convergent validity on the construct level was established by the high values of average 
variance extracted (AVE) that complied with the threshold requirement (AVE > 0.50) (see 
Table 2) (Chin, 1998). Assurance of the constructs’ distinctiveness was provided by the 
values of the heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio, which were below the threshold of 0.85, 
and the bootstrapped confidence intervals do not contain the value one (Table 3) (Henseler 
et al., 2015). As an alternative and more conservative reflective constructs’ dissimilarity test 
we also applied the Fornell–Larcker criterion. Table 2 reports that the square roots of the 
AVEs (diagonal) were all greater than the respective correlations between constructs, thus 
supporting discriminant validity [6] (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Therefore, our 
measurement model exhibits the sound reliability and validity necessary for further testing of 
our research hypotheses. Table 4 reports the full latent variable correlations between the 
validated constructs and the other variables included in the model. 

5.2 Structural model 
In the second stage of the analysis, considering the satisfactory evaluation of the quality of 
the reflective scales included in the measurement model, the PLS structural model output 
was examined to test the hypotheses. Before assessing the structural model, we ensured that 
collinearity was not an issue in our data set by analyzing the collinearity diagnostics. Because 
all VIFs values for the precursor constructs were below the cut-off threshold of 5 (Hair et al., 
2019), this suggests that collinearity does not threaten the robustness of the study’s findings. 
Next, as recommended by Hair et al. (2019), the PLS structural model output was assessed 

Table 2. Composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s alpha, average variance extracted (AVE) and 
interconstruct correlations with square roots of AVEs shown in diagonal (bold-faced) (n = 72) 

CR 
Cronbach’s 
alpha AVE GSP ET PM 

Goal-setting participation (GSP) 0.927 0.844 0.865 0.930 
Experiencing tensions (ET) 0.920 0.899 0.624 −0.353** 0.790 
Paradox mindset (PM) 0.911 0.890 0.536 −0.494*** 0.617*** 0.732 

Note(s): *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed) 
Source(s): Authors’ own creation 

Table 3. Heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratios and confidence intervals*(CI) (n = 72) 

GSP ET PM 

Goal-setting participation (GSP) – 
Experiencing tensions (ET) 0.397 – 

CI = 5% (0,206) – 95% (0.597) 
Paradox mindset (PM) 0.566 0.797 – 

CI = 5% (0.433) – 95% (0.705) CI = 5% (0.666) – 95% 0.907) 

Note(s): **CI for HTMT ratios estimated with 10,000 bootstrap samples (one-tailed) 
Source(s): Authors’ own creation 
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using the coefficient of determination (R2), the blindfolding-based cross-validated 
redundancy measure (Q2) and the statistical significance and relevance of the path 
coefficients. In particular, because the objective of PLS is to maximize explained variance 
rather than model fit, the overall incidence of significant relationships between constructs 
and the explained variance of the dependent variables (i.e. the R2 measures) was used to 
evaluate the PLS model instead of traditional goodness-of-fit measures (Chin, 1998; Hair 
et al., 2019). Another assessment of the structural model involved evaluating its predictive 
capability, as indicated by Stone-Geisser’s Q 2 measure of predictive relevance. The R 2 and 
Q2 values for the study’s endogenous variables are reported in Table 5. Overall, the results 
suggest that the model exhibits good predictive power. Specifically, the R2 values indicate 
that 17% of experiencing tension and 49% of budgetary performance are explained by the 
model, supporting the model’s in-sample explanatory power (Hair et al., 2019). In addition, 
the Q2 values – obtained through the blindfolding procedure based on the cross-validated 
redundancy approach – were greater than zero for all endogenous variables, supporting the 
predictive relevance of the corresponding explanatory variables. Table 6 reports the model’s 
path coefficients and their significance. In particular, the results suggest that goal-setting 
participation negatively influences experiencing tensions (β = −0.35, p = 0.002), supporting 
H1. In contrast, the relationship between experiencing tensions and budgetary performance 
was not statistically significant (β = 0.21, p = 0.10), leading to the rejection of H2. Finally, the 

Table 4. Full latent variables correlations matrix between validated constructs and all control 
variables included in the model (n = 72) 

GSP ET PM BP Age Gender Tenure Size Dep_1 

Goal-setting participation (GSP) 

Experiencing tensions (ET) −0.353** 

Paradox mindset (PM) −0.494*** 0.617*** 

Budgetary performance (BP) 0.272** 0.468*** 0.613*** 

Age 0.123 −0.029 −0.020 0.088 

Gender+ −0.051 −0.131 −0.091 0.047 −0.014 

Tenure 0.055 −0.032 0.024 0.069 0.351** −0.232** 

Size 0.105 0.068 0.195* 0.095 0.139 −0.049 0.040 

Dep_1++ 0.116 −0.022 −0.042 −0.038 0.152 −0.218* −0.146 0.210* 

Dep_2++ 0.095 −0.084 −0.043 −0.022 0.067 −0.023 0.118 0.043 −0.358** 

Note(s): *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (using a two-tailed test). +Male is the reference category. 
++Dep 3 is the reference category. + Dep 3 reference category 
Source(s): Authors’ own creation 

Table 5. Measures of predictive power and relevance (n = 72) 

Endogenous variables: R2 Q2* 

Experiencing tensions 0.17 0.10 
Budgetary performance 0.49 0.37 

Note(s): *Q2 values were assessed by blindfolding procedures with an omission distance of D =10 
Source(s): Authors’ own creation 
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moderating effect of paradox mindset on the experiencing tensions–budgetary performance 
relationship was significant and positive (β = 0.26, p = 0.000), confirming H3. In addition, 
the effect size analysis (f2) for the structural model’s hypothesized relationships, as reported 
in Table 6, revealed values ranging from 0.04 to 0.17, corresponding to small and medium 
effects (Cohen, 1992). 

5.3 Further exploratory analysis and robustness tests 
To enhance the validity of this study’s findings, we performed additional exploratory 
analyses to address potential alternative explanations and verify the robustness of the results 
reported in subsection 5.2. First, we investigated whether experiencing tensions exerted an 
indirect effect on the relationship between goal-setting participation and budgetary 
performance. The analysis revealed that the indirect effect of experiencing tensions was not 
statistically significant (β = −0.076, p = 0.122), indicating that experiencing tensions does not 
mediate the goal-setting participation-budgetary performance relationship. Second, we 
expanded the model in Table 6 to include a moderation effect of paradox mindset on the 
relationship between goal-setting participation and experiencing tensions. Results from this 
extended moderation model showed that the path coefficient for the added moderation term 
was not significant (β = 0.10, p = 0.15). Importantly, all other path coefficients in this model 
remained consistent with those previously reported in Table 6. Furthermore, to address the 
potentially spurious effects of omitted control paths on paradox mindset and goal-setting 
participation, two other additional models were performed. The structural model in Table 6 
was retested by including the effect of the control variables on paradox mindset. The findings, 
detailed in Table A3 (Appendix 2), confirm that the inclusion of these control paths did not 
alter the significance or direction of any path coefficients compared to those in the model 
presented in Table 6. Specifically, previously significant paths remained significant, while 
nonsignificant paths remained unchanged. Finally, Table A4 in Appendix 2 presents the 
results of a structural model that incorporates the effects of the control variables on both the 
dependent and independent variables of the model. The findings are qualitatively similar to 
those obtained in the model presented in Table 6 without these additional control paths. These 
additional analyses reaffirm the robustness of findings reported in Section 5.2, further 
strengthening confidence in the study’s results. 

6. Discussion 
Our findings support two of the three hypothesized relationships. First, we found that 
participation in goal setting significantly reduces the perceived tensions experienced by 
budget holders, thereby corroborating our theoretical expectation (H1). This suggests that 
when hybrid managers are actively involved in and exert influence over the goal-setting 
process, they gain a clearer understanding of the financial objectives’ underlying rationale. 
By acquiring pertinent, goal-related information, these managers experience a positive 
cognitive effect that alleviates perceived tensions between clinical and financial goals. This 
result not only supports the extant literature on the beneficial cognitive effects of budgetary 
participation on mental states (for a comprehensive review, see Derfuss, 2009) but also 
provides empirical evidence of its positive impact on mitigating tensions arising from 
conflicting goals. This reduction in perceived tensions diminishes the likelihood that budget 
holders interpret these conflicts as dilemmas, which in turn diminishes the potential for 
dysfunctional behaviors such as trade-offs, sequential decision-making or the 
compartmentalization of conflicting demands. 

Second, our findings reveal that the direct relationship between the experience of tensions 
and budgetary performance is not statistically significant, thus failing to support H2, While 
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prior research has extensively discussed the deleterious effects of tensions on work outcomes 
(e.g. Vince and Broussine, 1996; Lewis, 2000; Liu et al., 2020a, 2020b; Liu and Pak, 2023), 
our results support the work of Miron-Spektor et al. (2018), who found that merely 
experiencing tensions does not necessarily affect in-role job performance. While perceived 
tensions between competing objectives can be prevalent in public health care, this 
individual-level variable possibly interacts with other individual-level or organizational and 
context-specific variables in affecting budgetary performance. For example, Covaleski et al. 
(2003) suggested that performance may be influenced by various factors, including a range 
of mental states, budget difficulty, budget-based performance evaluation, task uncertainty, 
data manipulation and communication inaccuracies. Building on this, among the mental 
states that can influence the relation between tensions and performance, we considered the 
moderating role of paradox mindset. 

Our data confirm the hypothesized positive moderating effect of paradox mindset in the 
relationship between experiencing tensions and budgetary performance (H3). This finding is 
consistent with previous empirical research (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018), indicating that 
budget holders who possess a paradox mindset are more inclined to perceive tensions as 
opportunities. These individuals derive energy from engaging in a broader search for 
integrative solutions, thereby facilitating superior budgetary performance. In contrast, those 
with a less developed paradox mindset tend to focus on eliminating tensions, which 
ultimately impedes their budgetary performance. Our analysis thus underscores the pivotal 
role of paradoxical thinking as a key mechanism in mitigating the potential negative effects 
of experiencing tensions on budgetary performance. 

Taken together, our findings contribute to the growing empirical literature exploring the 
impact of budgeting practices on how individuals navigate tensions and the subsequent 
effects of these coping strategies on budgetary performance within hybrid organizations. 

7. Conclusion 
Although prior research, particularly in organizational studies, had explored the role of a 
paradox mindset in shaping work outcomes, our understanding of how budgeting practices 
helped hybrid managers navigate tensions remained limited. Moreover, the ways in which a 
paradox mindset contributed to higher performance levels had yet to be fully examined. 
Drawing upon the frameworks of Goal-Setting Theory (Locke and Latham, 1990, 2012; 
Locke et al., 1981) and Paradox Theory (Miron-Spektor et al., 2011), we have proposed and 
tested a model involving 72 hybrid managers (budget holders) working within public 
hospitals to explore: 

• the impact of participation in goal setting on the experience of tensions, and, in turn, 
the influence of these tensions on budgetary performance; and 

• the moderating effect of paradox mindset in the relationship between experiencing 
tensions and budgetary performance. 

Given the discussions above, our study yields theoretical, practical and policy implications. 
First, our findings enrich behavioral management accounting research by illuminating 

the role of two underexplored psychological variables in explaining the mechanisms that 
link budgeting practices to performance outcomes (Covaleski et al., 2003; Birnberg 
et al., 2006; Wibbeke and Lachmann, 2020). To the best of our knowledge, this study is 
one of the few that explicitly examines the role of experiencing tensions within the 
budgetary participation–performance relationship and to clarify the function of paradox 
mindset in mitigating the potential adverse effects of tensions on budgetary performance 
in a hybrid setting. Second, our results substantiate the fundamental tenets of Goal 
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Setting Theory, which asserts that participation in goal-setting processes influences 
cognitive perceptions, such as tensions arising from conflicting goals, behaviors and, 
ultimately, performance (Locke, 1968; Locke et al., 1984). Furthermore, in response to 
the call for more research on the potential role of paradox mindset in influencing job 
outcomes (Miron-Spektor et al., 2018), our study confirms that paradox mindset plays a 
crucial role as a mechanism through which budget holders can effectively navigate and 
manage work-related tensions. 

The findings of this study have significant practical implications. In public health-care 
organizations – characteristic examples of hybrid organizations – delegating financial 
accountability and budgetary responsibilities to professionals may lead hybrid managers to 
perceive tensions as rigid dilemmas. This perception frequently leads to trade-offs, 
sequential decision-making or compartmentalized approaches, all of which can ultimately 
hinder the overall performance of the health-care system. Interestingly, the results suggest 
that actively involving medical managers in budgeting processes and fostering their paradox 
mindset can significantly enhance budgetary performance. To achieve this, organizations can 
create a supportive environment that helps managers effectively navigate and balance the 
paradox between cost containment and high-quality care. For instance, specialized training 
programs, leadership development initiatives and cross-functional teams can help 
professionals reconceptualize tensions between budgetary objectives as complementary 
rather than contradictory, enabling them to view apparent contradictions as opportunities for 
innovation rather than as obstacles. 

The findings of this study also contribute to illuminating the organizational context within 
which NPM-inspired reforms have been enacted, shedding light on how budgeting practices 
influence the beliefs and behaviors of medical managers who have been devolved financial 
accountability. This research offers critical insights for the formulation and execution of 
policies that necessitate reconciling potentially competing objectives, thereby fostering 
enhanced efficiency and effectiveness within the public sector. 

8. Limitations of the study and future research suggestions 
We acknowledge several limitations in this study, which may inspire future research 
directions. First, as the sample was drawn from a single organization, the findings are 
context-specific and may not be generalizable to other settings; thus, caution should be 
exercised in generalizing these results beyond similar organizational types. Future research 
could replicate our study using a cross-industry sample and a larger sample size to validate 
the generalizability of our findings. 

Second, the cross-sectional research design used in this study precludes the ability to 
infer causal relationships, thus limiting our understanding of the causal processes 
involved. Future studies could adopt a longitudinal or experimental research design to 
provide stronger evidence of causal relationships between the variables in the proposed 
model. 

Third, our study did not examine the antecedents of goal-setting participation or tensions, 
nor did it consider other forms of performance beyond budgetary performance. Future 
research could include the examination of the effects of certain antecedent variables, such as 
task uncertainty on goal-setting participation and resource scarcity on tensions, as well as 
introduce additional performance measures, such as supervisors’ performance ratings. 
Furthermore, scholars could explore other individual and job-related variables, including 
ambidexterity and learning (Smith and Tushman, 2005), design thinking (Gaim and Wåhlin, 
2016) and resilience and well-being (Lomranz and Benyamini, 2016). Finally, our research 
adopted a general approach to perceived tensions without distinguishing between the three 
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common types of tensions – learning, performing and belonging – that employees typically 
face. Future studies could incorporate these distinctions by to offer a more comprehensive 
view of the tensions under investigation. 

Despite these limitations, we believe that this study offers important preliminary evidence 
regarding the influence of participative goal setting on experiencing tensions and budgetary 
performance and, more importantly, highlights the crucial role of paradox mindset in 
moderating the relationship between experiencing tensions and budgetary performance 
within hybrid organizations. 

Notes 

1. The real name of the research site was made anonymous for confidentiality reasons. 

2. Before selecting this site for the study, we conducted an unstructured interview with the 
General Director and the head of the Controller’s office to obtain permission to carry out this 
independent research; gather information on the organizational structure and budgeting 
environment; and confirm that the target hospital had implemented a formal participative 
budgeting approach. 

3. Because the survey was distributed in Italian, it was initially translated from English using the 
backtranslation procedure described by Behling and Law (2000). Before the full distribution, the 
questionnaire underwent pilot testing by three university researchers and three budget holders 
(senior medical doctors not included in the sample) to ensure clarity and face validity (Dillman 
et al., 2014). Minor revisions were made to the wording of certain items as a result of this pretest. 
The survey distribution process consisted of an initial prenotice email to inform potential 
respondents about the study; a subsequent email containing the study’s information cover sheet 
and a link to the Web-based survey; and two follow-up emails sent before the survey deadline. To 
encourage participation, respondents were promised a summary of the results and assured 
confidentiality (Dillman et al., 2014). 

4. The required sample size was determined using G*Power software (Faul et al., 2007), which 
recommended a sample size of 68 based on an effect size of 0.15, a significance level (α) of 0.05, 
and a power (1 − β) of 0.80 (see for details: Hair et al., 2021). Therefore, our final sample of 72 is 
in line with the minimum sample size required for the analysis. 

5. In assessing reliability, scholars suggest retaining as many items as possible to ensure the content 
validity of the instruments (Henseler et al., 2009). Specifically, indicator reliability is adequate 
when an item has a factor loading greater than 0.708 on its respective construct (Hair et al., 2020). 
Indicators with very low loadings (<0.40) should be permanently removed. In contrast, indicators 
with loadings between 0.40 and 0.70 should be considered for removal only if they lead to an 
increase in CR and AVE above the recommended threshold (CR > 0.70–AVE ≥ 0.50). The 
indicator with a low factor loading than 0.708 is retained if CR and AVE meet their threshold 
requirements (Hulland, 1999, p.198). Based on such recommendations, although the loadings for 
PM5, PM8 and PM9 were somewhat below 0.708 (range between 0.556 and 0.692), they were 
retained because the values of the CR and AVE complied with their threshold requirements; this 
choice preserved the content validity of the scales. 

6. An additional test for discriminant validity was conducted to verify that each measurement item 
exhibited a higher loading on its designated construct compared to any other constructs, as 
recommended by Chin (1998). The analysis of the cross-loadings matrix, derived from the PLS 
measurement model, confirmed that all measurement items loaded more strongly on their 
respective constructs than on any alternative constructs. These results provide further evidence 
supporting the discriminant validity of the measurement scales. Detailed results of this test are 
available upon request. 

JAOC 
21,7 

134 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026



References 
Agbejule, A. and Saarikoski, L. (2006), “The effect of cost management knowledge on the relationship 

between budgetary participation and managerial performance”, The British Accounting Review, 
Vol. 38 No. 4, pp. 427-440, doi: 10.1016/j.bar.2006.08.002. 

Battilana, J. and Dorado, S. (2010), “Building sustainable hybrid organizations: the case of commercial 
microfinance organizations”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 53 No. 6, pp. 1419-1440, 
doi: 10.5465/amj.2010.57318391. 

Bedford, D.S., Bisbe, J. and Sweeney, B. (2019), “Performance measurement systems as generators of 
cognitive conflict in ambidextrous firms”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 72, 
pp. 21-37, doi: 10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.007. 

Bednarek, R., Pina e Cunha, M., Schad, J. and Smith, W.K. (2021), “The value of interdisciplinary 
research to advance paradox in organization theory”, Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 
Vol. 73, pp. 3-25, doi: 10.1108/S0733-558X2021000073a002. 

Begkos, A. and Antonopoulou, M. (2022a), “Managing paradoxes in hybrid organizations: the role of 
paradoxical leadership”, Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 43 No. 5, 
pp. 752-769, doi: 10.1108/LODJ-06-2021-0414. 

Begkos, C. and Antonopoulou, A. (2022b), “Institutional logics and the performance paradox in hybrid 
organizations: evidence from a comparative case study”, Journal of Organizational Change 
Management, Vol. 35 No. 3, pp. 255-272, doi: 10.1108/JOCM-06-2021-0170. 

Behling, O. and Law, K.S. (2000), Translating Questionnaires and Other Research Instruments: 
Problems and Solutions, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, doi: 10.4135/9781412986373. 

Besharov, M.L. and Smith, W.K. (2014), “Multiple institutional logics and the organization’s response 
to conflict: a framework for understanding hybrid organizational behavior”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 272-289, doi: 10.5465/amr.2012.0245. 

Birkinshaw, J. and Gupta, K. (2013), “Clarifying the distinctive contribution of ambidexterity to the 
field of organization studies”, Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 287-298, 
doi: 10.5465/amp.2012.0167. 

Birnberg, J.G., Tuorri, D.L. and Greenberg, M.L. (2006), “The politics of budgeting in the 21st century: 
a managerial perspective”, Accounting and Business Research, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 135-160. 

Boemelburg, R., Zimmermann, A. and Palmié, M. (2023), “How paradoxical leaders guide their 
followers to embrace paradox: cognitive and behavioral mechanisms of paradox mindset 
development”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 56 No. 4, p. 1023, doi: 10.1016/j. 
lrp.2023.102319. 

Boudreaux, M.J. and Ozer, D.J. (2013), “Goal conflict, goal striving, and psychological well-being”, 
Motivation and Emotion, Vol. 37 No. 3, pp. 433-443, doi: 10.1007/s11031-012-9333-2. 

Brownell, P. (1982), “Participation in the budgeting process: when it works and when it doesn’t”, 
Journal of Accounting Literature, Vol. 1, pp. 124-153. 

Brownell, P. (1982), “The role of accounting data in performance evaluation, budgetary participation, 
and organizational effectiveness”, Journal of Accounting Research, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 12-27, doi: 
10.2307/2490760. 

Cameron, K.S. and Lavine, M. (2006), Making the Impossible Possible: Leading Extraordinary 
Performance: The Rocky Flats Story, Berrett-Koehler Publishers, San Francisco, CA. 

Campanale, C., Cinquini, L. and Grossi, G. (2021), “The role of multiple values in developing 
management accounting practices in hybrid organisations”, The British Accounting Review, 
Vol. 53 No. 6, p. 100999, doi: 10.1016/j.bar.2021.100999. 

Chenhall, R.H. and Brownell, P. (1998), “The effect of participative budgeting on job satisfaction and 
performance: role ambiguity as an intervening variable”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 
Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 225-233, doi: 10.1016/0361-3682(88)90001-3. 

Journal of 
Accounting & 
Organizational 

Change 

135 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2006.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.57318391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2018.05.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S0733-558X2021000073a002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-06-2021-0414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-06-2021-0170
http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412986373
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0245
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2023.102319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2023.102319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11031-012-9333-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2490760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2021.100999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(88)90001-3


Chenhall, R.H., Hall, M. and Smith, D. (2017), “The expressive role of performance measurement 
systems: a field study of a mental health development project”, Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, Vol. 63, pp. 60-75, doi: 10.1016/j.aos.2014.11.002. 

Chin, W.W. (1998), “The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling”, in Modern 
Methods for Business Research, pp. 295-336. 

Chong, V.K. (2002), “A note on testing a model of cognitive budgetary participation processes using a 
structural equation modeling approach”, Advances in Accounting, Vol. 19, pp. 27-51, doi: 
10.1016/S0882-6110(02)19003-1. 

Chong, V.K. and Chong, K.M. (2002), “Budget goal commitment and informational effects of budget 
participation on performance: a structural equation modeling approach”, Behavioral Research in 
Accounting, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 65-86, doi: 10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.65. 

Chong, V.K. and Johnson, D.M. (2007), “Testing a model of the antecedents and consequences of 
budgetary participation on job performance”, Accounting and Business Research, Vol. 37 No. 1, 
pp. 3-19, doi: 10.1080/00014788.2007.9730055. 

Chong, V.K. and Leung Tak-Wing, S. (2003), “Testing a model of the motivational role of budgetary 
participation on job performance: a goal setting theory analysis”, Asian Review of Accounting, 
Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 1-17, doi: 10.1108/eb060760. 

Chong, V.K., Eggleton, I.R. and Leong, M.K. (2006), “The multiple roles of participative budgeting on 
job performance”, Advances in Accounting, Vol. 22, pp. 67-95, doi: 10.1016/S0882-6110(06) 
22004-2. 

Chong, V.K., Wang, I.Z. and Leong, M.K.C. (2023), “The effect of budgetary participation on job 
performance: the roles of budget adequacy and organizational commitment”, Accounting and 
Finance, Vol. 63 No. 1, pp. 123-150, doi: 10.1111/acfi.12850. 

Cohen, J. (1992), “A power primer”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 112 No. 1, pp. 155-159, doi: 10.1037/ 
0033-2909.112.1.155. 

Covaleski, M.A., Evans, J.H., III., Luft, J.L. and Shields, M.D., (2003), “Budgeting research: three 
theoretical perspectives and criteria for selective integration”, Journal of Management 
Accounting Research, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 3-49, doi: 10.1016/S1751-3243(06)02006-2. 

Croft, D., Haigh, N. and Waddell, L. (2015), “The role of accounting in supporting sustainability in 
hybrid organizations”, Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, Vol. 28 No. 7, 
pp. 1180-1205, doi: 10.1108/AAAJ-05-2014-1651. 

Cunningham, G.B., Fink, J.S. and Sagas, M. (2012), “Access discrimination, perceived lack of fit, and 
career satisfaction of men and women in coaching”, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
Vol. 42 No. 12, pp. 2976-3003, doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00970.x. 

Dalpiaz, E., Rindova, V. and Ravasi, D. (2016), “Combining logics to transform organizational agency: 
blending industry and art at Alessi”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 61 No. 3, 
pp. 347-392, doi: 10.1177/0001839216636103. 

De Dreu, C.K.W. and Nijstad, B.A. (2008), “Mental set and creative thought in social conflict: threat 
rigidity versus motivated focus”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 95 No. 3, 
pp. 648-661, doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.648. 

De Dreu, C.K.W. and Weingart, L.R. (2003), “Task versus relationship conflict, team performance, and 
team member satisfaction: a meta-analysis”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 4, 
pp. 741-749, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.741. 

Denison, D.R., Hooijberg, R. and Quinn, R.E. (1995), “Paradox and performance: toward a theory of 
behavioral complexity in managerial leadership”, Organization Science, Vol. 6 No. 5, 
pp. 524-540. 

Derfuss, K. (2009), “The relationship of budgetary participation and reliance on accounting 
performance measures with individual-level consequent variables: a meta-analysis”, European 
Accounting Review, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 203-239, doi: 10.1080/09638180802652371. 

JAOC 
21,7 

136 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2014.11.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(02)19003-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.65
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2007.9730055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eb060760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(06)22004-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(06)22004-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1751-3243(06)02006-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-05-2014-1651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00970.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001839216636103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638180802652371


Derfuss, K. (2016), “Reconsidering the participative budgeting–performance relation: a meta-analysis 
regarding the impact of level of analysis, sample selection, measurement, and industry 
influences”, The British Accounting Review, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 17-37, doi: 10.1016/j. 
bar.2015.07.001. 

Dillman, D.A., Smyth, J.D. and Christian, L.M. (2014), Internet, Phone, Mail, and Mixed-Mode 
Surveys: The Tailored Design Method, 4th ed., Wiley, Hoboken, NJ. 

Emmons, R.A. and King, L.A. (1988), “Conflict among personal strivings: immediate and long-term 
implications for psychological and physical well-being”, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, Vol. 54 No. 6, pp. 1040-1048, doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1040. 

Ewert, R. and Kurunmäki, L. (2004), “The impact of institutional change on organizational dynamics: 
evidence from the Swedish health sector”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 29 No. 1, 
pp. 35-65, doi: 10.1016/S0361-3682(03)00024-6. 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.G. and Buchner, A. (2007), “G*Power 3: a flexible statistical power 
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences”, Behavior Research 
Methods, Vol. 39 No. 2, pp. 175-191, doi: 10.3758/BF03193146. 

Festinger, L. (1957), A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance, Row, Peterson, Evanston, IL. 

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50, doi: 
10.1177/002224378101800104. 

Gaim, M. and Wåhlin, N. (2016), “In search of a creative space: a conceptual framework of synthesizing 
paradoxical tensions”, Scandinavian Journal of Management, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 33-44, doi: 
10.1016/j.scaman.2015.12.002. 

Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E.R. and Lounsbury, M. (2011), “Institutional 
complexity and organizational responses”, Academy of Management Annals, Vol. 5 No. 1, 
pp. 317-371, doi: 10.5465/19416520.2011.590299. 

Grossi, G., Vakkuri, J. and Sargiacomo, M. (2020), “Accounting, performance and 
accountability challenges in hybrid organisations: a value creation perspective”, 
Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 256-280, doi: 
10.1108/AAAJ-02-2019-3869. 

Haigh, N., Waddell, L. and Croft, D. (2015), “Hybrid organizational forms and the construction of 
management control systems”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 52 No. 7, pp. 1211-1237, 
doi: 10.1111/joms.12188. 

Hair, J.F., Risher, J.J., Sarstedt, M. and Ringle, C.M. (2019), “When to use and how to report the results 
of PLS-SEM”, European Business Review, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 2-24, doi: 10.1108/EBR-11-2018-
0203. 

Hair, J.F., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2020), A Primer on Partial Least Squares 
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), 3rd ed., SAGE Publications, Thousand Oaks, 
CA. 

Hair, J.F., Jr, Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., Danks, N.P. and Ray, S. (2021), Partial Least 
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) Using R: A Workbook, Springer Nature, 
Cham, p. 197. 

Harman, H.H. (1976), Modern Factor Analysis, University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

Henseler, J. and Fassott, G. (2010), “Testing moderating effects in PLS path models: an illustration of 
available procedures”, in Esposito Vinzi, V., Chin, W.W., Henseler, J. and Wang, H. (Eds), 
Handbook of Partial Least Squares: Concepts, Methods and Applications, Springer, Berlin, 
pp. 713-735, doi: 10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8_31. 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015), “A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity 
in variance-based structural equation modelling”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 115-135, doi: 10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8. 

Journal of 
Accounting & 
Organizational 

Change 

137 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(03)00024-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2015.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2019-3869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joms.12188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8_31
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8


Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sinkovics, R.R. (2009), “The use of partial least squares path modeling in 
international marketing”, Advances in International Marketing, Vol. 20, pp. 277-319, doi: 
10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014. 

Hood, C. (1995), “The 'new public management’ in the 1980s: variations on a theme”, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, Vol. 20 Nos 2/3, pp. 93-109, doi: 10.1016/0361-3682(93)E0001-W. 

Hoque, Z. and Adams, C. (2011), “The rise and use of balanced scorecard measures in Australian 
government departments”, Financial Accountability and Management, Vol. 27 No. 3, 
pp. 308-334, doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0408.2011.00527.x. 

Ingram, A.E., Lewis, M.W., Barton, S. and Gartner, W.B. (2016), “Paradoxes and innovation in family 
firms: the role of paradoxical thinking”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 40 No. 1, 
pp. 161-176, doi: 10.1111/etap.12113. 

Jarzabkowski, P., Balogun, J. and Seidl, D. (2009a), “Strategizing: the challenges of a practice 
perspective”, Human Relations, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 5-27, doi: 10.1177/0018726708101904. 

Jarzabkowski, P., Matthiesen, J.K. and Van de Ven, A.H. (2009b), “Doing which work? A practice 
approach to institutional pluralism”, in Lawrence, T.B., Suddaby, R. and Leca, B. (Eds), 
Institutional Work: Actors and Agency in Institutional Studies of Organizations, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, pp. 284-316, doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511596605.011. 

Jordan, P.J. and Troth, A.C. (2020), “Common method bias in applied settings: the dilemma of 
researching in organizations”, Australian Journal of Management, Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 3-14, doi: 
10.1177/0312896219871976. 

Keller, J., Loewenstein, J. and Yan, J. (2017), “Culture, conditions and paradoxical frames”, 
Organization Studies, Vol. 38 Nos 3/4, pp. 539-560, doi: 10.1177/0170840616685590. 

Kenis, I. (1979), “Effects of budgetary goal characteristics on managerial attitudes and performance”, 
Accounting Review, Vol. 54 No. 4, pp. 707-721. 

Kock, N. (2015), “Common method bias in PLS-SEM: a full collinearity assessment approach”, 
International Journal of e-Collaboration, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 1-10, doi: 10.4018/ijec.2015100101. 

Kock, N. (2020), “Harman’s single factor test in PLS-SEM: checking for common method bias”, Data 
Analysis Perspectives Journal, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 1-6, doi: 10.1177/09504222241299670. 

Kraatz, M.S. and Block, E.S. (2008), “Organizational implications of institutional pluralism”, in  
Greenwood, R., Oliver, C., Sahlin, K. and Suddaby, R. (Eds), The SAGE Handbook of 
Organizational Institutionalism, Sage Publications, London, pp. 243-275, doi: 10.4135/ 
9781849200387.n10. 

Kren, L. (1992), “Budgetary participation and managerial performance: the impact of information and 
environmental volatility”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 67 No. 3, pp. 511-526. 

Lapsley, I. (2009), “New public management: the cruellest invention of the human spirit?”, ABACUS, 
Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 1-21, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6281.2009.00275.x. 

Lapsley, I. and Wright, E. (2004), “The diffusion of management accounting innovations in the public 
sector: a research agenda”, Management Accounting Research, Vol. 15 No. 3, pp. 355-374, doi: 
10.1016/j.mar.2003.12.007. 

Latham, G.P. (2004), “The motivational benefits of goal-setting”, Academy of Management 
Perspectives, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 126-129, doi: 10.5465/ame.2004.15268727. 

Lau, C.M. and Buckland, D.P. (2001), “Budgeting—the role of trust and participation: a research note”, 
Abacus, Vol. 37 No. 3, pp. 369-388, doi: 10.1111/1467-6281.00091. 

Lau, C.M. and Chong, V.K. (2002), “The effects of budget emphasis, participation, and organizational 
commitment on job satisfaction: evidence from the financial services sector”, Advances in 
Accounting Behavioral Research, Vol. 5, pp. 183-211, doi: 10.1080/09638180802652371. 

Lau, C.M. and Tan, S.L. (2006), “Budgetary participation, goal commitment, and job performance: a 
path analysis”, Asian Review of Accounting, Vol. 14 Nos 1/2, pp. 19-39, doi: 10.1108/eb043416. 

JAOC 
21,7 

138 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(93)E0001-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0408.2011.00527.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/etap.12113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726708101904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511596605.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0312896219871976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840616685590
http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/ijec.2015100101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09504222241299670
http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781849200387.n10
http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781849200387.n10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2009.00275.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2003.12.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/ame.2004.15268727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-6281.00091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638180802652371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eb043416


Leung, A.K.-Y., Liou, S. and Chiu, C.-Y. (2018), “The role of instrumental emotion regulation in the 
emotions-creativity link: how worries render individuals with high neuroticism more creative”, 
Emotion, Vol. 18 No. 6, pp. 852-865, doi: 10.1037/emo0000379. 

Lewis, M.W. (2000), “Exploring paradox: toward a more comprehensive guide”, The Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 760-776, doi: 10.2307/259204. 

Lewis, M.W. and Smith, W.K. (2014), “Paradox as a metatheoretical perspective: sharpening the focus 
and widening the scope”, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 127-149. 

Libby, T. and Lindsay, R.M. (2010), “Beyond budgeting or budgeting reconsidered? A survey of North-
American budgeting practice”, Management Accounting Research, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 56-75, doi: 
10.1016/j.mar.2009.10.003. 

Lin, H., McDonough, E.F., Lin, S.J. and Lin, C. (2013), “Managing the exploitation/exploration 
paradox: the role of a learning capability and innovation ambidexterity”, Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 262-278, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00998.x. 

Liu, Y. and Pak, K. (2023), “Paradoxical leadership and employee creativity: the role of creative process 
engagement and psychological safety”, Journal of Business and Psychology, Vol. 38 No. 2, 
pp. 345-359, doi: 10.1007/s10869-022-09845-3. 

Liu, Y., Xu, S. and Zhang, B. (2020a), “Thriving at work: how a paradox mindset influences innovative 
work behavior”, The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, Vol. 56 No. 3, pp. 347-366, doi: 
10.1177/0021886319888267. 

Liu, J., Zhang, X., Meng, F. and Lai, K.H. (2020b), “Deploying gamification to engage physicians in an 
online health community: an operational paradox”, International Journal of Production 
Economics, Vol. 228, p. 107847, doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107847. 

Locke, E.A. (1968), “Toward a theory of task motivation and incentives”, Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, Vol. 3 No. 2, pp. 157-189, doi: 10.1016/0030-5073(68)90004-4. 

Locke, E.A. and Latham, G.P. (1984), Goal Setting: A Motivational Technique That Works!, Prentice 
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Locke, E.A. and Latham, G.P. (1990), A Theory of Goal Setting and Task Performance, Prentice Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Locke, E.A. and Latham, G.P. (2002), “Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and task 
motivation: a 35-year odyssey”, American Psychologist, Vol. 57 No. 9, pp. 705-717, doi: 
10.1037/0003-066X.57.9.705. 

Locke, E.A. and Latham, G.P. (2012), “New developments in goal setting and task performance”, in  
Locke, E.A. and Latham, G.P. (Eds), New Developments in Goal Setting and Task Performance, 
Routledge, New York, NY, pp. 3-15. 

Locke, E.A., Shaw, K.N., Saari, L.M. and Latham, G.P. (1981), “Goal setting and task performance: 
1969–1980”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 90 No. 1, pp. 125-152, doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.90.1.125. 

Locke, E.A., Frederick, E., Lee, C. and Bobko, P. (1984), “Effect of self-efficacy, goals, and task 
strategies on task performance”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 69 No. 2, pp. 241-251, doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.69.2.241. 

Lomranz, J. and Benyamini, Y. (2016), “The impact of war captivity on post-traumatic stress symptoms 
in later life: the role of subjective appraisal”, Aging and Mental Health, Vol. 20 No. 7, 
pp. 695-703, doi: 10.1080/13607863.2015.1033683. 

Lüscher, L.S. and Lewis, M.W. (2008), “Organizational change and managerial sensemaking: working 
through paradox”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 51 No. 2, pp. 221-240, doi: 10.5465/ 
amj.2008.31767217. 

Macinati, M.S. and Rizzo, M.G. (2014), “Budget goal commitment, clinical managers’ use of budget 
information and performance”, Health Policy, Vol. 117 No. 2, pp. 228-238, doi: 10.1016/j. 
healthpol.2014.05.003. 

Journal of 
Accounting & 
Organizational 

Change 

139 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/emo0000379
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/259204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2009.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2012.00998.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-022-09845-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0021886319888267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107847
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(68)90004-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.57.9.705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.1.125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.1.125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.69.2.241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2015.1033683
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.31767217
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.31767217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.05.003


Macinati, M.S., Bozzi, S. and Rizzo, M.G. (2016), “Budgetary participation and performance: the 
mediating effects of medical managers’ job engagement and self-efficacy”, Health Policy, 
Vol. 120 No. 9, pp. 1017-1028. 

Macinati, M.S., Rizzo, M.G. and Hoque, Z. (2022), “Medical managers’ financial accountability: 
the effects of feedback on work outcomes and managerial decision-making in public 
healthcare organizations”, Financial Accountability and Management, Vol. 24 No. 2, 
pp. 187-205. 

Maiga, A.S., Nilsson, A. and Jacobs, F.A. (2014), “Assessing the interaction effect of cost control 
systems and information technology integration on manufacturing plant financial 
performance”, The British Accounting Review, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 77-90, doi: 10.1016/j. 
bar.2013.10.006. 

Masuda, A.D., Kane, T.D., Shoptaugh, C.F. and Minor, K.A. (2015), “The role of a vivid and 
challenging personal vision in goal hierarchies”, Journal of Leadership and Organizational 
Studies, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 175-189, doi: 10.1177/1548051814554862. 

Merchant, K.A. (1981), “The design of the corporate budgeting system: influences on managerial 
behavior and performance”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 56 No. 4, pp. 813-829. 

Milani, K.W. (1975), “The relationship of participation in budget-setting to industrial supervisor 
performance and attitudes: a field study”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 50 No. 2, pp. 274-284. 

Miron-Spektor, E. and Beenen, G. (2015), “Motivating creativity: the effects of sequential and 
simultaneous learning and performance achievement goals on product novelty and usefulness”, 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 127, pp. 53-65, doi: doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.12.002. 

Miron-Spektor, E., Gino, F. and Argote, L. (2011), “Paradoxical frames and creative sparks: enhancing 
individual creativity through conflict and integration”, Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, Vol. 116 No. 2, pp. 229-240, doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.03.006. 

Miron-Spektor, E., Emich, K.J., Argote, L. and Smith, W.K. (2022), “Conceiving opposites together: 
cultivating paradoxical frames and epistemic motivation fosters team creativity”, Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 171, p. 104153, doi: 10.1016/j. 
obhdp.2022.104153. 

Miron-Spektor, E., Ingram, A., Keller, J., Smith, W.K. and Lewis, M.W. (2018), “Microfoundations of 
organizational paradox: the problem is how we think about the problem”, Academy of 
Management Journal, Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 26-45, doi: 10.5465/amj.2016.0594. 

Murnighan, J.K. and Conlon, D.E. (1991), “The dynamics of intense work groups: a study of British 
string quartets”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 165-186, doi: 10.2307/ 
2393352. 

Ng, T.W.H. and Feldman, D.C. (2013), “Age and innovation-related behavior: the joint moderating 
effects of supervisor undermining and proactive personality”, Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, Vol. 34 No. 5, pp. 583-606, doi: 10.1002/job.1802. 

Nouri, H. and Parker, R.J. (1998), “The relationship between budget participation and job performance: 
the roles of budget adequacy and organizational commitment”, Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, Vol. 23 Nos 5/6, pp. 467-483. 

Pache, A.C. and Santos, F. (2010), “When worlds collide: the internal dynamics of organizational 
responses to conflicting institutional demands”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 35 No. 3, 
pp. 455-476, doi: 10.5465/amr.35.3.zok455. 

Parker, R.J. and Kyj, L. (2006), “Vertical information sharing in the budgeting process”, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 27-45. 

Pintrich, P.R. (2000), “The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning”, in Boekaerts, M., 
Pintrich, P.R. and Zeidner, M. (Eds), Handbook of Self-Regulation, Academic Press, San Diego, 
CA, pp. 451-502, doi: 10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50043-3. 

JAOC 
21,7 

140 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051814554862
http://dx.doi.org/doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.03.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2022.104153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2022.104153
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0594
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2393352
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2393352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1802
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.35.3.zok455
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50043-3


Podsakoff, P.M. and Organ, D.W. (1986), “Self-reports in organizational research: problems and 
prospects”, Journal of Management, Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 531-544, doi: 10.1177/ 
014920638601200408. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method biases in 
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies”, Journal of 
Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 885-879, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879. 

Pollitt, C. (2012), New Perspectives on Public Services: place and Technology, Oxford University 
Press, New York, NY. 

Pradies, C., Tunarosa, A. and Lewis, M.W. (2020), “From vicious to virtuous paradox dynamics: the 
social-symbolic work of supporting actors”, Organization Studies, doi: 
10.11772F0170840620907200. 

Raza-Ullah, T. (2020), “Experiencing the paradox of coopetition: a moderated mediation framework 
explaining the paradoxical tension–performance relationship”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 53 
No. 1, pp. 1018-1063, doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2018.12.003. 

Reay, T. and Hinings, C.R. (2009), “Managing the rivalry of competing institutional logics”, 
Organization Studies, Vol. 30 No. 6, pp. 629-652, doi: 10.1177/0170840609104803. 

Richter, N.F., Hauff, S., Ringle, C.M. and Gudergan, S.P. (2022), “The use of partial least squares 
structural equation modeling and complementary methods in international management 
research”, Management International Review, Vol. 62 No. 4, pp. 449-470, doi: 10.1007/s11575-
022-00475-0. 

Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., Mitchell, R. and Gudergan, S.P. (2024), “Partial least squares structural 
equation modeling in HRM research”, The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, Vol. 31 No. 12, pp. 1617-1643, doi: 10.1080/09585192.2017.1416655. 

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M. and Hair, J.F. (2019), “Trustworthiness of the PLS-SEM results”, in Latan, 
H. and Noonan, R. (Eds), Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling: Basic Concepts, 
Methodological Issues and Applications, Springer, Cham, pp. 131-146, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-
30551-4_6. 

Schad, J., Lewis, M.W., Raisch, S. and Smith, W.K. (2016), “Paradox research in management science: 
looking back to move forward”, Academy of Management Annals, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 5-64, doi: 
10.5465/19416520.2016.1162422. 

Schneider, K.J. (1990), The Paradoxical Self: Toward an Understanding of Our Contradictory Nature, 
Insight Books/Plenum Press, New York, NY. 

Shields, J.F. and Shields, M.D. (1998), “Antecedents of participative budgeting”, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 49-76, doi: 10.1016/S0361-3682(97)00014-7. 

Sholihin, M., Pike, R., Mangena, M. and Li, J. (2011), “Goal-setting participation and goal 
commitment: examining the mediating roles of procedural fairness and interpersonal trust in a 
UK financial services organization”, The British Accounting Review, Vol. 43 No. 2, pp. 135-146, 
doi: 10.1016/j.bar.2011.02.003. 

Sleesman, D.J., Lennard, A.C., McNamara, G. and Conlon, D.E. (2019), “Putting escalation of 
commitment in context: a multilevel review and analysis”, Academy of Management Journal, 
Vol. 63 No. 2, pp. 489-522, doi: 10.5465/amj.2017.0701. 

Smith, K.K. and Berg, D.N. (1987), Paradoxes of Group Life: Understanding Conflict, Paralysis, and 
Movement in Group Dynamics, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA. 

Smith, W.K. and Tushman, M.L. (2005), “Managing strategic contradictions: a top management model 
for managing innovation streams”, Organization Science, Vol. 16 No. 5, pp. 522-536, doi: 
10.1287/orsc.1050.0134. 

Smith, W.K. and Lewis, M.W. (2011), “Toward a theory of paradox: a dynamic equilibrium model of 
organizing”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 381-403, doi: 10.5465/ 
amr.2009.0223. 

Journal of 
Accounting & 
Organizational 

Change 

141 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://dx.doi.org/10.11772F0170840620907200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840609104803
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11575-022-00475-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11575-022-00475-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1416655
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30551-4_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-30551-4_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2016.1162422
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(97)00014-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2011.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.0701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0134
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0223
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0223


Smith, W.K., Binns, A. and Tushman, M.L. (2013a), “Complex business models: managing strategic 
paradoxes simultaneously”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 46Nos No. 2, pp. 449-474, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.lrp.2012.09.005. 

Smith, W.K., Gonin, M. and Besharov, M.L. (2013b), “Managing social-business tensions: a review and 
research agenda for social enterprise”, Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 407-442, 
doi: 10.5465/AMBPP.2013.187. 

Smith, E., Erez, M. and Jarvenpaa, S. (2017a), “Adding complexity to theories of paradox, tensions, and 
dualities of innovation and change”, Organization Studies, Vol. 38 Nos 3/4, pp. 303-317, doi: 
10.1177/0170840616687099. 

Smith, W.K., Lewis, M.W. and Tushman, M.L. (2017b), “Paradox as a metatheoretical perspective: 
sharpening the focus and widening the scope”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 42 No. 2, 
pp. 403-423, doi: 10.5465/amr.2014.0352. 

Speklé, R.F. and Widener, S.K. (2018), “Challenging issues in survey research: discussion and 
suggestions”, Journal of Management Accounting Research, Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 3-21, doi: 
10.2308/jmar-51860. 

Straub, D., Boudreau, M.C. and Gefen, D. (2004), “Validation guidelines for IS positivist research”, 
Communications of the Association for Information Systems, Vol. 13, p. 24. 

Sundaramurthy, C. and Lewis, M.W. (2003), “Control and collaboration: paradoxes of governance”, 
The Academy of Management Review, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 397-415, doi: 10.5465/ 
amr.2003.10196737. 

Tracey, P., Phillips, N. and Jarvis, O. (2011), “Bridging institutional entrepreneurship and the creation of 
new organizational forms: a multilevel model”, Organization Science, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 60-80, 
doi: 10.1287/orsc.1090.0522. 

Tsoukas, H. and Cunha, M.P. (2017), “On organizational circularity: vicious and virtuous circles in 
organizing”, in Smith, W.K., Lewis, M.W., Jarzabkowski, P. and Langley, A. (Eds), The Oxford 
Handbook of Organizational Paradox, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 393-411, doi: 
10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198754428.013.20. 

Turner, R., Taylor, D. and Thompson, L. (2016), “The paradox of organizational identity in hybrid firms”, 
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 669-693, doi: 10.5465/amr.2014.0227. 

Tushman, M.L., Smith, W.K., Wood, R.C., Westerman, G. and O’Reilly, C.A. (2010), “Organizational 
designs and innovation streams”, Industrial and Corporate Change, Vol. 19 No. 5, 
pp. 1331-1366, doi: 10.1093/icc/dtq040. 

Vince, R. and Broussine, M. (1996), “Paradox, defense and attachment: accessing and working with 
emotions and relations underlying organizational change”, Organization Studies, Vol. 17 No. 1, 
pp. 1-21, doi: 10.1177/017084069601700101. 

Wentzel, K. (2002), “The influence of fairness perceptions and goal commitment on managers’ 
performance in a budget setting”, Behavioral Research in Accounting, Vol. 14 No. 1, 
pp. 247-271, doi: 10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.247. 

Wibbeke, L.M. and Lachmann, M. (2020), “Psychology in management accounting and control research: 
an overview of the recent literature”, Journal of Management Control, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 275-328. 

Yin, J. (2023), “Effects of the paradox mindset on work engagement: the mediating role of seeking 
challenges and individual unlearning”, Current Psychology, Vol. 42 No. 4, pp. 2708-2718. 

Zhang, X. and Bartol, K.M. (2010), “Linking empowering leadership and employee creativity: the 
influence of psychological empowerment, intrinsic motivation, and creative process 
engagement”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 53 No. 1, pp. 107-128, doi: 10.5465/ 
amj.2010.48037118. 

Zheng, W., Kark, R. and Meister, A. (2018), “Paradox versus dilemma mindset: a theory of how women 
leaders navigate the tensions between agency and communion”, The Leadership Quarterly, 
Vol. 29 No. 5, pp. 584-596, doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.04.001. 

JAOC 
21,7 

142 

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​jaoc/​article-pdf/​21/​7/​118/​10086098/​jaoc-11-2024-0386en.​pdf by guest on 26 September 2026

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2013.187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840616687099
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0352
http://dx.doi.org/10.2308/jmar-51860
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.10196737
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2003.10196737
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198754428.013.20
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtq040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/017084069601700101
http://dx.doi.org/10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.247
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.04.001


Further reading 
Barclay, D.W., Higgins, C.A. and Thompson, R.L. (1995), “The partial least squares (PLS) approach to 

causal modeling: personal computer adoption and use as an illustration”, Technology Studies, 
Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 285-309, doi: 10.1177/1094428114526928. 

Chong, V.K., Eggleton, I.R. and Leong, M.K. (2005), “The effects of value attainment and cognitive 
roles of budgetary participation on job performance”, Advances in Accounting Behavioral 
Research, Vol. 8, pp. 213-233, doi: 10.1016/S1475-1488(04)08009-3. 

Latham, G.P. and Locke, E.A. (2006), “Enhancing the benefits and overcoming the pitfalls of goal setting”, 
Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 332-340, doi: 10.1016/j.orgdyn.2006.08.008. 

Macinati, M.S., Nieddu, L. and Rizzo, M.G. (2020), “Examining the role of value congruence, 
professional identity, and managerial job engagement in the budgetary participation– 
performance link”, Health Care Management Review, Vol. 45 No. 4, pp. 290-301, doi: 10.1097/ 
HMR.0000000000000231. 

Pollitt, C. and Dan, S. (2012), “Searching for impacts in performance-oriented management reform: a 
review of the European literature”, Public Performance and Management Review, Vol. 35 No. 4, 
pp. 475-509, doi: 10.2753/PMR1530-9576350401. 

Smith, W.K. (2014), “Dynamic decision making: a model of senior leaders managing strategic paradoxes”, 
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 57 No. 6, pp. 1592-1623, doi: 10.5465/amj.2011.0932. 

Smith, W.K. and Tracey, P. (2016), “Institutional complexity and paradox theory: complementarities of 
competing demands”, Strategic Organization, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 455-466, doi: 10.1177/ 
1476127016638565. 

Corresponding author 
Marco Giovanni Rizzo can be contacted at: marcogiovanni.rizzo@unicatt.it 

Appendix 1 

Unformatted word version of the survey questions (Web-based) 
SECTION 1 

Age: _______ Gender:_______ How long have you been working in your current position? 

_________ What is the approximate number of full-time employees under your responsibility? 

__________ 
SECTION 2 

Think about your regular experience at work when you answer these questions. The response 

format for is a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

(1) Participation in goal setting 
• My superior allows me to participate in setting my performance goals/targets. 
• I am highly involved in setting the budget goals/targets. 

(2) Paradox mindset 
• When I consider conflicting perspectives, I gain a better understanding of an issue. 
• I am comfortable dealing with conflicting demands at the same time. 
• Accepting contradictions is essential for my success. 
• Tension between ideas energizes me. 
• I enjoy it when I manage to pursue contradictory goals. 
• I often experience myself simultaneously embracing conflicting demands. 
• I am comfortable working on tasks that contradict each other. 
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• I feel uplifted when I realize that two opposites can be true. 
• I feel energized when I manage to address contradictory issues. 

(3) Experiencing tensions 
• I often have competing demands that need to be addressed at the same time. 
• I sometimes hold two ideas in mind that seem contradictory when appearing 

together. 
• I often have goals that contradict each other. 
• I often have to meet contradictory requirements. 
• Usually when I examine a problem, the possible solutions seem contradictory. 
• I often need to decide between opposing alternatives. 
• My work is filled with tensions and contradictions 

Please note that the wordings “Participation in goal setting, Paradox mindset and Experiencing 
tensions” were not shown on the online questionnaire and all items were listed randomly. 

Appendix 2 

Table A1. Inner variance inflation factor (VIF) values for the model’s main variables (n = 72) 

Relationships: from to Inner VIF 

Goal-setting participation >> Experiencing tensions 1.000 
Experiencing tensions >> Budgetary performance 2.341 
Paradox mindset >> Budgetary performance 2.180 

Source(s): Authors’ own creation 

Table A2. Item loadings from the PLS measurement model (n = 72) 

Constructs Item Item loadings p-Values* 

Goal-setting participation GPS1 0.918 0.000 
GPS2 0.941 0.000 

Experiencing tensions ET1 0.845 0.000 
ET2 0.857 0.000 
ET3 0.799 0.000 
ET4 0.737 0.000 
ET5 0.776 0.000 
ET6 0.781 0.000 
ET7 0.725 0.000 

Paradox mindset PM1 0.791 0.000 
PM2 0.732 0.000 
PM3 0.850 0.000 
PM4 0.731 0.000 
PM5 0.692 0.000 
PM6 0.732 0.000 
PM7 0.801 0.000 
PM8 0.665 0.000 
PM9 0.556 0.000 

Note(s): All loadings are statistically significant at 0.000 level tested with a two-tailed test 
Source(s): Authors’ own creation 
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