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ABSTRACT

Purpose—The purpose of this research was to examine the process of transformational organizational change that occurred over time in a small manufacturing firm using the conceptual framework of organizational change and archetypes. 

Design/Methodology—This longitudinal study—which is based on six cycles of interviews with all members of the firm over a two-year period—examined how the change attempt was perceived by the strategic leadership, middle-level managers, and lower-level employees. 

Findings—Our findings suggest (a) that the pace of archetypal change is influenced by organization  members’ experience with, and capacity to, assimilate the change; (b) that, sequentially, new structures and systems are implemented prior to new interpretive schemes; and (c) that unresolved excursions are non-linear. Our findings question the conventional wisdom about the importance of leadership in sustaining organizational transformation. Most notably, we found most of the archetypal change occurred after the initiating change agent (a new CEO) had left the firm and had been replaced by the previous CEO who did not support the proposed changes. 

Originality/value—Ours is the first longitudinal study to examine the issue of substitutes for strategic leadership. In addition to two new substitutes that should be considered at this level of analysis—information systems and interpretive schemes—the data also point to the impact of collective action by mid-level supervisors and employees.
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Exploring Archetypal Change:

The Importance of Leadership and its Substitutes 


The “archetypes and tracks” paradigm developed by Hinings and Greenwood (1988) and others (e.g., Amis et al., 2004; Dyck, 1997; Greenwood and Hinings, 1993; Kikulis al., 1995) provides a holistic approach to the study of transformation in organizations. In this view, an organization is comprised of: (a) an interpretive scheme (the set of ideas, beliefs, and values that determine what an organization should be doing, how it should be doing it, and how it should be judged); (b) a supporting structure (authority-responsibility relationships, including horizontal and vertical differentiation and integration of tasks and roles); and (c) systems (organizational processes that reinforce structure, including management information systems, decision processes, and controls that activate structural elements). An archetype refers to a coordinated combination of these three elements, while tracks refer to the paths organizations take as they are transformed from one archetype to another (Hinings and Greenwood, 1988). As with most configurational approaches (Meyer, Tsui, and Hinings, 1993), this perspective assumes that there is, or at least should be, some coherence among organizations’ constituent parts, that organizations should be viewed holistically, and that, over time, there will be a tendency toward increasing coherence between an organization’s interpretive scheme, its structure, and its systems (Greenwood and Hinings, 1993).


Amis et al. (2004) have drawn attention to three distinct dimensions of archetypal change: sequence (i.e., are the various components of a new archetype implemented simultaneously, or are some elements more critical to change at the outset than others?), linearity (i.e., is change implemented in a linear step-by-step fashion, or is it more a case of two-steps-forward-one-step-back?), and pace (i.e., do changes occur in a highly concentrated time frame where speed counts, or is the process drawn out over an extended period of time?). Prior to Amis and associates’ (2004) investigation, these three dimensions had not received much empirical attention in the literature despite earlier recognition of their importance (Huy, 2002; Pettigrew et al., 2001).


Building on the contributions of Amis et al. (2004), in this paper we present a holistic, longitudinal, real-time analysis of organizational change in a small manufacturing firm. The paper is organized as follows. We first summarize the key elements of the “leadership substitutes” idea of Kerr and Jermier (1978) and note the relevance of this concept for the issue of archetypal change. We then describe our methodology (which includes a description of the research site, our data collection methods, and our method for identifying different archetypes). Next, we present our findings, focusing on how the archetypes at the firm changed over the course of the study. We conclude with a discussion of how our investigation adds to our knowledge of organizational change, and we identify some possible directions for future research. 

THE ROLES OF LEADERS AND MANAGERS IN TRANSFORMATION CHANGE 


There is a growing consensus that successful implementation of transformational change requires an emphasis on both leadership (the social/emotional/relational aspects of change) and management (the technical/instrumental/task aspects of change). Leadership is seen as the primary role, but one that typically requires managerial support if it is to be effective (e.g., Gill, 2003; Graetz, 2000; Kotter, 1995; Nadler and Tushman, 1990; Sadler, 1997; Waldersee and Eagleson, 2002). Leadership is so crucial to transformation that some argue it may be necessary to replace the incumbent CEO in order to transform an organization (Dutta and Crossan, 2005; Starbuck et al., 1978).


Having said that, there is also recognition that there are substitutes for leadership. In their path-breaking article on substitutes for leadership, Kerr and Jermier (1978) used the path goal theory of leadership (House and Mitchell, 1974) to argue that the leader’s role is to make the goals and the paths to those goals clear to subordinates. However, when the goals and the paths to those goals can be clarified by other mechanisms (for example, subordinates’ professional orientation or organizational formalization), leaders’ clarification attempts are redundant and unnecessary. Scholars have identified several substitutes for leadership—members’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes, informal relationships, group cohesiveness, organizational structure, self-managed teams, and empowerment programs (Dionne et al., 2005; Kerr and Jermier, 1978; Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Podsakoff et al., 1993; Sheridan et al., 1984; Yammarino et al., 2001). 


Recent reviews (e.g., Dionne et al., 2005; Jermier and Kerr, 1997) contend that the literature on leadership substitutes has put too much emphasis on cross-sectional designs and questionnaires, and too little emphasis on contextual factors and the subjective worlds of employees. As well, more longitudinal field research is needed, and research must go beyond lower-level managerial positions to include strategic leadership. The research reported below addresses these important issues.
METHOD 

Research Site


Data were gathered from a small manufacturing firm in the Midwest that produces a three wheeled, internal-combustion powered vehicle for street use by municipal parking patrols. The company was founded in 1993 by Fred Philips
, an entrepreneur who had a history of dabbling in the design and production of vehicles such as snowmobiles and harvesters. He considered designing and selling—rather than managing production or craftsmanship—to be his strengths. Initially, he knew virtually nothing about manufacturing three-wheeled vehicles. The work force he assembled included a few auto mechanics and several metal and machine journeymen. Most were farm-raised  men with no post-secondary education. In spite of this, the firm had been able to design and produce a government-certified motor vehicle that had taken its niche market by storm, and was threatening to displace a much larger international firm that had held a near-monopoly in that market for 40 years. (In fact, not that long after our study concluded, the latter abandoned the market.)

The firm was structured into three sub-units: Fabrication, Assembly, and Office. The Fabrication unit (5 to 8 employees) was responsible for creating all the on‑site manufactured parts. It consisted of a plasma cutter (who operated a computer-guided machine that cut parts from metal sheets), break operators (who bent the metal parts), welders, and painters. The Assembly unit (5 to 7 employees) consisted of workers in wet (greasy) subassemblies, dry subassemblies (e.g., trunks and fenders), final assembly (of chassis, engine, transmission, and electrical), and test drivers/troubleshooters for the completed vehicle. The Office unit (5 to 7 employees) consisted of research and development and records (parts administration, CAD/CAM, accounting, HR, and other administrative functions).
Like many new entrepreneurial ventures, the company encountered a series of managerial, financial, and operating problems in its struggle to create and execute an effective competitive strategy. In the first few years of the company’s existence, Fred Philips was an overwhelming presence in all aspects of the company’s operations. He made the goals and paths to goals clear for his subordinates by using two classic basic leader behaviors—consideration for subordinates and initiating structure—that were originally recognized as essential for leaders in the Ohio State leadership studies, and recently confirmed in a meta-analysis (Judge et al., 2004). But he also realized that the company was suffering from a lack of systematic management practices. To resolve this problem, he brought in his son, John Philips, who had strong academic training and work experience, to take over the role of CEO and leader in the organization. Whereas Fred and John both had consideration for subordinates, Fred knew that John was better at initiating structure. For example, according to Fred, “When John was here . . . he was giving them direction. He was their leader, you see. . . . He's much better at that than I am. That's where he shines; he's really strong in that area. It became more obvious to me that John's really strong in the administrative end.” Fred then assumed the newly-created position of Vice President, Research & Development (VP, R&D) so that he could continue with his real love—making design improvements to the vehicle. 
Within six months, John had introduced many changes in organizational design, administration, operations, and management information systems. Initially, employees responded coolly to most of these changes. Fred also resisted the changes, especially those that curtailed his power. As a result, father-son conflict developed which, in turn, caused stress and uncertainty among employees about where the organization was headed and who was really in charge. Six months into John’s tenure as CEO, he suddenly resigned from the position. However, this was not the result of disagreements with his father. Rather, he resigned to placate external investors who were unhappy with R&D cost overruns and unforeseen delays in production which had resulted in significant cash flow problems. Upon John’s departure, Fred once again assumed the role of CEO. 

Data Collection 

We collected interview data on six separate occasions over a period of 26 months, and organized these data into four time periods (T1, T2, T3, T4; see overview in Table 1). The six data collection points coincided with important events that were taking place in the firm (based on the assessment of the CEO). We eventually collapsed the six data collection points into four points for two reasons: (a) important qualitative changes that had occurred within the firm coincided with the timing of these four data collection points, and (b) there was consistency of members’ scores within time periods as grouped via these four data collection points. Therefore, the resulting time periods represent a strategic (event-based) concept of time, rather than a linear concept of time (Gersick, 1994). 

The first time period (T1), which included the first two months of John’s tenure as CEO, was characterized by John formulating and discussing the changes he was proposing (T1a data were collected in May, Year 1, and T1b data were collected in June, Year 1). The second time period (T2), which included the final four months of John’s tenure as CEO, was characterized by John implementing his changes (T2a data were collected in August, Year 1, and T2b data were collected in November, Year 1). The third time period (T3), which included the first half-year of Fred’s return as CEO (June, Year 2), was characterized by Fred returning to his old way of managing but not wanting to lose the positive structural changes that had been implemented by John.  The fourth time period (T4), which included the subsequent year of Fred’s tenure as CEO (June, Year 3), was characterized by what might be called a new hybrid archetype which features the structures favoured by John and the interpretive scheme favoured by Fred.  

A team of three researchers conducted on-site, one-on-one interviews with all organizational members who were at work on the data collection days. Workers were rotated from interviewer to interviewer on the six interview occasions. Interviews were tape‑recorded and a near-verbatim transcript of each interview was produced. Later, the transcripts were content-analyzed using ATLAS.ti qualitative research software. 

The first interview with each employee began with a series of questions dealing with the employee's past experience and current perceptions about the job and the organization, including its strategy, administration, and external environment. Most interviews lasted about 30 minutes, but some lasted up to two hours (particularly those with Fred and John). All interviews followed the same question outline, but subjects were given considerable latitude to discuss whatever was on their mind. 

--------------------------------

Insert Table 1 about here

--------------------------------

 Subsequent interviews focused on two important open-ended questions: "Has anything interesting happened at the firm since we last talked?" and "Has anything interesting happened in your job since we last talked?" As with other qualitative studies (e.g., Dyck and Starke, 1999), the use of open-ended questions enhanced “face validity” because they allowed us to better “hear” what employees thought was important to them rather than having them respond to items prompted by us. Thus, like other qualitative studies, we developed items ex-post rather than ex-ante. In order to properly examine the process of archetypal change over time, we analyze and present only the interview data for the ten organizational members (this included interviews with six employees, with two mid-level supervisors, and with two strategic leaders) who were present on at least five of the six data collection days.
Identifying Organizational Archetypes 
The process we used to identify the two competing organizational archetypes is similar to that described by Hinings and Greenwood (1988) and others working in this area (e.g., Dyck, 1997; Kikulis et al., 1992; McKinney, 1966). We conducted a comprehensive review of the interview data and generated a number of themes that provided the conceptual foundation for construction of the archetypes. We wanted to describe, contrast, and compare the differences between the archetype John wanted to implement and the archetype that Fred preferred (this is not unlike Max Weber’s method of focussing on specific individuals to develop and describe “ideal-types;” see Weber, 1958: 47). 

We used the basic conceptual framework described by Hinings and Greenwood, and then sought examples of how its concepts were described and operationalized in the interviews. Each archetype has three broad components: interpretive scheme, structure, and systems (Greenwood and Hinings, 1988, 1993; Hinings and Greenwood, 1988). In the early iterations, the reading of the interview data focused on understanding the interpretive scheme and its components (domain, principles of organizing, and criteria for evaluation). We first read all the interviews with Fred and John while searching for evidence of their respective interpretive schemes. We then examined the interviews of all other employees for evidence that allowed us to fine-tune our understanding of the interpretive schemes of Fred and John. 

Similarly, we analyzed the interview data to identify the systems and structure that Fred and John had championed or implemented during their respective times as CEO. Within the systems we looked for evidence of the presence or absence of various systems in the firm such as management information systems, accounting and financial information systems, inventory and parts control systems, and human resource systems. To understand structure, we perused the interviews to identify the horizontal as well as vertical differentiation and integration of jobs and tasks in the form of subunits, centralization versus decentralization, standardization, and formalization to comprehend the authority-responsibility relationships and communication patterns. The findings are summarized in Table 2, which provides a brief description of the interpretive schemes, systems, and structures that were evident in what we label the Entrepreneurial archetype (associated with Fred) and the Self-managing archetype (associated with John). We discuss each of these in turn.

--------------------------------

Insert Table 2 about here

--------------------------------

The Entrepreneurial Archetype (Fred Philips). Company founder Fred Philips was a self-trained mechanic who had no formal training or education in how to run a business. Most of his enormous energy went into research and development activities, and, as noted by his employees, he paid minimal attention to administrative matters:  

“Fred was always concerned with designing and developing product. When you had something [administrative] that needed to be dealt with he wouldn’t have time to answer.” (Supervisor, Time 1a)

Fred managed the company in an ad hoc but entrepreneurial manner that fit nicely with his desire to design and create new products. There was an unmistakable autocratic hierarchy in the organization, with workers typically seen as people who needed to be directed and controlled from the top. Authority and control rested with top management, decision-making was centralized, and communication was top-down.

“Right now [under Fred’s archetype] the culture is ‘autocratic family’—a very strong patriarchal figure calling all the shots and everyone like children responding to the calls of the commands of the father.” (John, Time 1a)


There were few formal systems and structures in place. Vehicle manufacturing was accomplished through a classic assembly line system, and the organization structure initially consisted of just two divisions:  front office (administration) and back office (production). 
The interview data clearly showed that Fred exhibited a strong entrepreneurial behavioral pattern (Mintzberg and Quinn, 1998). He disliked bureaucratic systems, and he maintained a simple structure that maximized his influence and increased the flexibility of the organization. His passion was designing and inventing things, not administration. As he put it:

“I'm the happiest when I have to design something. If I have a design problem to solve, my mind is never idle. I may be a bore to other people, mind you, but I'm never bored myself. I'm never stuck with things to design. I have a dozen things that I want to build.” (Fred, Time 1a)


The Self-managing Archetype (John Philips). A professional manager by education and training, John had strong skills in designing and implementing organizational systems and procedures. John’s primary objective as the new CEO was to develop Fred’s entrepreneurial venture into a smoothly functioning organization. Following Semler’s (1989) ideas, John’s management values included a strong belief in employee empowerment, participative decision making, managers as coordinators and coworkers, and managing through democracy. Soon after becoming CEO, he introduced the concepts of empowerment, profit sharing, and management through structure and systems. John’s organizational design goal explicitly called for a Self-managing archetype:  

“My goal is to provide Fred with a self-managing company. Then I could offer to come in once a week. I could do letter writing from [another nearby city]. If I do my job, the company should manage itself. [I would then be] more of a consultant [than] President.” (John, Time 2a)
The move to self-management was facilitated by opening channels of organizational communication and by sharing business decisions and other company information with employees. Weekly meetings were held with all employees where they were informed of the changes taking place in the company, and where employees’ questions and concerns were addressed. 

“All decision making has to move away from the President to employees as a common enterprise letting people think and make their own decisions, managing their own activity.” (John, Time 1b)


John also introduced systems and procedures to impose some order on the chaos he felt was evident under Fred’s leadership. These involved systems-level changes to effectively manage information and people, the two attributes he thought were most important in managing long-term efficiency and effectiveness. As he described it:
“The financial statements will reflect the minimal reporting relationships. I will set up a performance evaluation system where employees can evaluate the performance of their co-workers. Based on their evaluation of performance they will decide the future of their co-workers in the organization. In addition to that I will set up a complete management information system with respect to flow of inventory and parts control, accounts, and finance and production planning. In the area of personnel and administration, I am doing away with the existing wage system and moving towards a salary system by withdrawing overtime. I want people to be responsible for their own work at their own time.” (John, Time 1a)

On the structural dimension, John divided the company into three value centers:  front office (administration), assembly, and fabrication. He also changed the assembly line system to a cell system where teams of employees were responsible for production of a car from beginning to end. John felt that such a system would give employees a sense of ownership, pride, and accomplishment. Cell production also helped in monitoring vehicle quality and individual employee performance. 

“I want to start with splitting the company into three units as value centers—fabrication, assembly and office—looking at the value added by each department. In the process, I am changing the flow of information systems to reflect that [i.e., the new three department structure] because of the complexities of operations [the previous ‘front/back’ departmentation was too simplistic] and hoping to set up some competition between these departments, not in absolute dollar terms but people terms. So that they can look at their own performance and appreciate the reason for improving their figures when compared with others which would become an incentive to change. We get everyone involved in the battle.” (John, Time 1a)

John also wanted to introduce a profit-sharing plan. Employees would each get “individual shares” for themselves, and together decide on how to direct two “group shares.”  One group share could be for the employees’ mutual benefit (e.g., setting up a health benefit plan, a house-financing scheme, etc.) and the other for the larger community (e.g., building a play structure for a local school).

“The big thing I intend to do is employee involvement through profit sharing as a major incentive, promoting the idea of all employees as co-workers. Other than that I don’t want any distinction among individuals at any levels in the organization. Little things like titles, pay scales, clothing, even the terms we use like boss, manager etc. create differentiation which is not required. I would instead encourage ambiguity in these classifications. (John, Time 1b)

Measuring Shifts in Archetypal Emphasis Over Time


Once we had developed a clear description of the Entrepreneurial and Self-managing archetypes, we returned to the interview data to formally code each interview on a three-point Likert-type scale. Our interest here was in determining where interviewees felt the organization was at that time along an Entrepreneurial/Self-managing continuum (with “1” indicating the Entrepreneurial type, “3” indicating the Self-managing type, and “2” indicating an uncertain or ambiguous mid-point). Each interview was rated on the three dimensions of the archetype: interpretive scheme, structure, and systems. 


Once we had developed this coding scheme, the author most familiar with the interview data read the transcripts and assigned a rating of 1, 2, or 3 for each of the three components of archetypes to each interview. Areas of ambiguity or uncertainty were resolved in discussion with co-authors. We were interested in perceptions of organizational members at all levels—strategic leaders, supervisors, and employees—regarding where the organization was at each point in time throughout the process of change. The objective was to comprehend the changing emphasis on competing archetypes over time. 

RESULTS

Table 3 summarizes managerial and employee perceptions of the archetype, structure, and systems of the company over time. Figure 1 depicts the average of employee scores from Time 1 to Time 4. Important aspects of each time period are described below, and illustrative quotes from managers and employees are provided to convey the essence of what was going on in each time period. 

-----------------------------------------------

Insert Table 3 and Figure 1 about here

-----------------------------------------------

What Happened in Time 1


In T1 (May-June of Year 1), John—the newly appointed CEO—focused his attention on conceiving, designing, and describing the hallmarks of the Self-managing archetype that he envisioned for the firm. John expected Fred’s on-going presence in the firm to hamper the introduction of the Self-managing archetype since Fred’s Entrepreneurial archetype was well-entrenched. Unfortunately, John’s arrival at the firm coincided with a major redesign of the firm’s main product, a process that made Fred the center of attention: 
 “Fred is a necessary evil, and I have to just sort of tolerate him passing on his stress [to others] until he gives me a final vehicle. He keeps promising it but not delivering on time.” (John, Time 1b)

The two supervisors had quite different perceptions about the changes. Dave Smith, the Assembly supervisor, had more than 20 years of work experience in the automobile business. While he saw administrative weaknesses in the firm, he was unsure of how to solve them. His general preference was for an organization with more supervisory and managerial control:  

“Sometimes you feel you could be able to contribute more if you had total control of something. … You think things should go a certain way, and other people have different ideas, and things aren’t working out right, and you think maybe it would be better if people did what you thought would work.” (Dave, Supervisor, Time 1b).

Jason McDonald—the Fabrication supervisor who would later emerge as the Office supervisor—was also aware of Fred’s lack of organization systems, but was hopeful that John’s changes would solve some of the company’s problems: 

 “I can see where he [John] is headed…. We can understand what he wants to do. … I think, they’re good [the changes]. I have more diverse things to do. It’s more interesting. … John is more approachable than Fred was. He gives you more freedom to solve problems yourself. … Fred was harder to pin down and get a hold of. John gives you more self-empowerment. (Jason, Supervisor, Time 1b).

During T1, the non-supervisory employees moved slightly towards the Self-managing archetype, but still stood closer to the Entrepreneurial archetype. They perceived the differences, even the conflict, between the two extremes. On one side were Fred (the owner) and Dave (Fred’s right hand man). On the other side were John (the new CEO of the firm) and Jason (the Fabrication supervisor).

 “There is a conflict . . . who is in charge? I can’t listen to both. One [Fred] wants production; the other [John] wants developing [the organization].” (Employee, Time 1a)

What Happened in Time 2

In T2, John focused on implementing changes in the firm’s systems and structure. For example, he initiated an inventory and parts control system that registered the entry of every part that went into the building of every vehicle. This system helped employees in the follow-up of individual purchase orders and on parts to be replaced in case customers complained: 

“Our problem has always been a steady supply of parts to build vehicles. That follows partly from a lack of organization and from keeping on changing the vehicle. That trickles down to how we deal with warranty and stuff like that. It boils down to ‘our information systems suck’.” (John, Time 2a)

John also implemented the profit sharing plan and established a new salary system:

“Organizationally we're in the midst of implementing a profit-sharing arrangement, whereby everybody's wage is being re-adjusted as of July 1st. Fifteen percent of after-tax income is added onto everybody's pay checks, and ten percent of after-tax income is available for group benefits for the group to spend as it sees fit. They can spend it on things like group medical insurance, or they can spend it on building a playground in town, or whatever, as long as it benefits the group as a whole.” (John, Time 2a)


During T2, tension developed between John (who was trying to distance himself from Fred’s managerial shortcomings) and Fred (who wanted to have more input into how the firm was being managed). 

“John doesn’t ask questions, he just tells me what to do . . . nothing in the world would make me happier than if we could talk. But I have to listen, you know, because I am the one that’s learning, supposedly. He’s teaching me. I think that we should sort of trade that role off and on. I have something to teach as well . . . he wouldn’t come here unless I made him the President and Chief Executive Officer.” (Fred, Time 2a)

 “Fred and I don't have the same skills; they're complementary. The entrepreneur has to step out and somebody has to come in with new skills . … I've worked very hard to make his weaknesses my strengths. … I've got a different set of skills than my father.”  (John, Time 2b)


The changes John was implementing were moving the organization away from the Entrepreneurial archetype and toward the Self-managing archetype, but the various elements of the Self-managing archetype were implemented at varying speeds. For example, in T2 there was general agreement among the firm’s leaders (John, Fred, and Jason, but not Dave) that new systems characteristic of the Self-managing archetype had been implemented. And even though Fred also recognized that the interpretive scheme had become consistent with the Self-managing archetype, both supervisors still saw the interpretive scheme as Entrepreneurial (in fact, Dave still saw no change in any part of the archetype). For their part, employees in T2 perceived that the organization was at an intermediate stage between the two archetypes (the structure and systems had changed, but the interpretive scheme was lagging behind). 

Near the end of T2, the company ran into cash flow difficulties. In order to gain the trust of banks and other funding agencies, John stepped down as CEO (but stayed on as a consultant) and Fred once again took over the reins of power. We expected that the firm would revert back to its pre-change archetype. Two weeks after John’s departure, Fred described what happened in the aftermath of CEO change.

“So we went back to the old dictatorial system, the way it was [before John instituted his changes] … sort of the old school …” (Fred, Time 2b)

Others in the firm made similar observations with Fred back at the helm:

“We're back to the old organization type thing. You don't know what your job is. As Fred walks by he asks you to do something spur of the moment rather than [uncompleted thought]. You knew what your job was when you came here in the morning when John was here. Now you're just kinda: ‘What am I doing next?’ type thing.” (Jason, Supervisor, Time 2b)


Employees who recognized the positive aspects in John’s changes were hopeful that Fred would retain them: 

“John [has] put procedures into place, and Fred can't just come in and stop them because they are already sort of working and running … I think in a lot of cases it wasn't that Fred disagreed with the procedures, it's just that he couldn't see the benefit of having them. To him it just seemed like a bunch of extra paperwork. Once we got these procedures going, I think Fred has realized that it actually does make production run a lot smoother. So I don't think he wants to interfere with that.” (Employee, Time 2)
What Happened in Time 3

In T3 (six months after Fred had returned to the role of President and CEO), it seemed likely that the firm would have reverted back to its former Entrepreneurial archetype. But the story was not nearly that simple. Fred’s comments indicate his perception that the interpretive scheme had returned to the Entrepreneurial archetype, but he also accepted the merit of the structures and systems that John had implemented:

“I think that John is a good systems analyst, excellent systems analyst. He has good ability as far as putting together systems that allow us to have a good idea of what our costs are in various departments. I think, he’s done some good things as far as office procedures and accounting and that sort of thing, and I have given him a free hand at that.” (Fred, Time 3).


Fred did, however, find these changes restrictive, and he feared that the emphasis on “administrivia” got in the way of performing “actual work on the shop floor.” He therefore wanted to get back to running the company as he had done previously:

 “I used to run this place with one guy in the parts, and Mary, and one guy doing drawings. And now I’ve got … three more guys shuffling paper working these systems John has created. The only way I can justify all that is to increase my sales. If I’m going to have this kind of overhead, and sure it’s good, a lot of this stuff is nice to have, but when you are a small business you can only afford to spend so much money on paper work.” (Fred, Time 3).

Dave Smith continued to see the organization as very Entrepreneurial. But Jason (who saw the interpretive scheme as Self-managing) commented on the return of some old problems: 
“We're kind of getting burdened by paper again. John was really good at handling paper flow. He was setting up systems to make our paper flow a little easier, so we could handle it instead of every couple of weeks looking at the stuff on your desk and saying:  ‘What's going on here?  Why do I have this?’"  (Jason, Supervisor, Time 3)


A surprising development was the recognition on the part of employees that the systems that John had put in place gave them power vis-à-vis Fred. Employees perceived that the elements of the Self-managing archetype were clearly evident in the structure and systems of the organization, and as they were put into practice over time, the employees began to realize their significance.

“Things are running pretty smoothly now. We've put some good systems in place. It's

better than a year ago; then we had no systems.” (Employee, Time 3). 

“The system that John has worked out means that everybody knows what is required on a unit.” 
(Employee, Time 3).

“Orders don’t come from Fred or John. It comes through the system . . . it’s really got nothing to do with Fred or John. Employees have a fair range of discretion.” (Employee, Time 3)


“The system means we don't really need a head.” (Employee, Time 3)

What Happened in Time 4

In T4 (one year after T3, and 18 months after John had stepped down as CEO), the organization existed in something of a schizoid state. There was general agreement that: 1) the interpretive scheme was consistent with the Entrepreneurial archetype; 2) the structure was consistent with the Self-managing archetype; and 3) the systems were somewhere in the middle between the two archetypes. The employees were keen for Fred to recognize and respect not only the new systems that John had developed, but also the teamwork attitude that they engendered:

“Well, we've all decided that we were tired of the way that Fred was doing things. He was just shooting from the hip and hoping that it worked. Now we want to take more of an analytical approach to doing things so that we can decide as a group and not just one person.… It’s nice now because we’re all doing it together at the front office and instead of one guy saying ‘I'll do it,’ we'll say ‘Well, hey wait a minute - we'll do it as a team.’ So he's learning, which is kind of nice.” (Jason, Supervisor, Time 4)

Some of these initiatives to adopt a more Self-managing archetype were the result of a collective and conscious decision on the part of employees who were very aware that the interpretive scheme that they were now embracing had been articulated by John many months earlier. The supervisors and the employees worked together as a team and felt empowered to confront Fred and continue the changes:
“In the past we made them [decisions] with Fred [on a one-on-one ad hoc basis]. It used to be just spur of the moment decisions. So, the way we've approached it since the New Year is do it as a whole. We went to the guys and asked them how they wanted to do their schedule and said, ’You decide.’  We did the same thing with this time issue. We went to the guys this morning at coffee and asked them when they wanted to come in [to start their workday]  …  I don't think we do anything by ourselves anymore. It's kind of nice because it empowers the employees a little bit. They're the people who have to do the final product, so they should have some say in it. That's what John was trying to instil in us. … Everyone was afraid of Fred before. When John was here it was: ‘What do you [employees] have to say?’ And we have just continued on John’s approach. Maybe Fred didn’t like it but he’s got to hear it [from his employees].” (Jason, Supervisor, Time 4).

The employees also recognized the need to have both Jason and Dave on-side. Indeed, T4 is the only time when Dave’s views changed away from the Entrepreneurial archetype. 
“We know that Dave has the most pull around here. Fred listens to everything that Dave says, so if we can get together and talk to Dave about it, he may not be the guy to actually approach Fred, but he may be the guy to say, ’Yeah, maybe we should.’ As a group of four, I feel stronger as a team.” (Jason, Supervisor, Time 4).

For his part, Fred had also come to grudgingly recognize the benefits of John’s structural and systems changes, and he retained many of them. 
 “The things that I'll always respect are the systems that he put in place. … cost control systems and work orders, tracing the work orders so we can see where the bottlenecks are. He really put together an amazing system that gives us almost any information we need to manage the company. … It's unfortunate that he couldn't have stayed a little longer and trained us a little better on them. …So, the systems are really impeccable. He really seems to be able to ask how an organization works, what kind of information it needs. So he's a great systems analyst. I've always said that …” (Fred, Time 4) 

But Fred was still not at ease with bottom-up decision-making in the organization. He worried that employees might take advantage of Self-managing systems that de-emphasized top-down control. 

“I get frustrated sometimes because I think there is a lack of discipline . . . I guess I have mixed emotions. When everything is going well and everyone is doing their job, and no one’s taking advantage of you then it’s great, but when people start to abuse the privilege, then it’s aggravating …  I have to worry about the financial responsibility. It’s number one. It’s the biggest responsibility. And I really have to worry about all of these guys and gals here.”(Fred, Time 4).

Fred knew that his employees missed John’s more Self-managing archetypical management style. Upon reflection, Fred thought that maybe the firm might be ready now to adopt John’s ideas. Fred also recognized that both he and the organization had matured thanks to John’s changes, and that this contributed to his (Fred’s) optimism about the future and his recognition of the need to hire someone to continue the systems that John implemented.

“I feel that we have matured now, and I think I understand quite fully now the market that we are in, and the product that we are trying to build now. I think I understand it better … and I think now that we can do a couple things. I think we can make this into a real success. I don't know if I have enough energy or years left, but we need to grow a little bit and we need to hire a couple more professional people. We need to hire one seasoned engineer and one good management person, like John I guess.” (Fred, Time 4; emphasis added here)

DISCUSSION  

Out study examined transformational change over time at a small manufacturing firm as a new CEO tried to move the company away from its traditional Entrepreneurial archetype and toward a new Self-managing archetype. While such movement did begin, the transformation was not completed (due in part to the sudden departure of the new CEO). Our study is therefore one of a not-yet-fully-resolved change “excursion” (Hinings and Greenwood, 1988), but changes were implemented that facilitated the development of capabilities and long-term effectiveness of the firm (Teece et al., 1997). Because of the unexpected resignation of the new CEO, we had an opportunity to examine (1) the issues of pace, sequence, and linearity of change in the context of an unresolved change excursion, and (2) the importance of leaders in transformational change. 

The Pace, Sequence, and Linearity of Change

 In terms of pace, John developed and implemented several major changes in the structures and systems in the organization during his six-month tenure as CEO. But the data collected from employees unexpectedly showed that the amount of change that occurred during John’s six month tenure as CEO was less than the amount that occurred in the six months after he had resigned and been replaced by Fred (see Table 3). The fact that the pace of change was greater after John’s departure than during his tenure as CEO—even though John’s replacement actively resisted the Self-managing idea—lends support to research suggesting that the pace of change may be enhanced by organization members’ experience with, and capacity to, assimilate the change. As Isabella (1990) has noted, it takes time for people to embrace a new set of values and meaning for their organizational work simply because it takes time for them to cognitively process what the change might mean to them.

Our data suggest that leaders’ rapid-pace changes do not have an immediate effect on perceived change even if the leader is present and actively supporting the changes. Instead, there is a lag (perhaps as long as six months) between the time that a change to an interpretive scheme is proposed and the time it takes hold. The data are also consistent with the finding of Amis et al. (2004) that an initial burst of activity followed by a more “sedate” period allows employees to develop productive working relationships as they become accustomed to new structures and systems. 

Concerning sequence, the data suggest that, for employees, the implementation of the Self-managing archetype structures and systems preceded acceptance of the associated interpretive scheme. Indeed, the Self-managing interpretive scheme was never fully embraced by employees, even though structures and systems at T3 were seen as consistent with the Self-managing archetype. Management information systems were singled out as being of particular importance in allowing employees to implement John’s archetype even after he resigned. Employees welcomed the systems that John had implemented because they provided decision-making guidance for the key activities of the firm (e.g., managing inventory, servicing vehicles). These systems enabled employees to make better-informed decisions and to provide customers with improved service (e.g., replacing vehicle parts based on company records) than could be made by the returning CEO (Fred). 

Our findings showing the importance of decision-making systems for understanding the sequence of change are consistent with other existing research (e.g., Amis et al., 2004). The success of these systems may partly be attributed to John’s consulting work with the company after he had resigned as the CEO. More importantly, there was consensus in the organization on the legitimacy and need for systems as well as on the recognition of John’s expertise in them. 

The lag in acceptance of the interpretive scheme is also consistent with previous studies that analyzed change at a single firm (Isabella, 1990; Dyck 1997). However, our study shows that when it came to reversing the change excursion, it was the interpretive scheme that seemed to lead the way, while the structures and systems lagged behind. After the original CEO returned (i.e., between T3 and T4), the employee interviews did not suggest any change in structure, but employees did see a change in systems, and a slightly greater change in the interpretive scheme. The relatively large change in the interpretive scheme between T3 and T4 is all the more striking because of the relatively slow pace at which the interpretive scheme changed between T1 and T3. These findings are consistent with those who emphasize the importance of an organization’s founding values to its subsequent identity (e.g., Kimberly, 1987). Systems and structures, the hardware of the organization, may be expected to change several times over an organization’s life cycle, but the founding values are more difficult to change. The cognitive and cultural elements that form the software of the organization may have higher inertia and may therefore be more difficult to change and are likely to bounce back faster.

With regard to linearity, the data in Figure 1 show that the change process was quite linear from T1 to T2 to T3, but then the organization reverted back toward the Entrepreneurial archetype after its earlier movement toward the Self-managing archetype. Overall, the excursion exhibits a nonlinear pattern, which is consistent with earlier research (e.g., Amis et al., 2004). In particular, these findings are consistent with the Penrose effect, which refers to the negative correlation of growth rates of firms across time. In other words, firms that grow at a higher rate in a time one period tend to grow at a lower rate in subsequent time periods due to limited resources and capabilities for managing, learning, assimilation, and growth (Penrose, 1959; Vermeulen and Barkema, 2002). The data point to the importance of expertise being available in an organization to sustain decision-making systems. For example, whereas employees viewed the structure as a “3” at both T3 and T4, their perception of systems dropped from “3” (T3) to “2” (T4) during that same time, perhaps because the organization lacked the expertise to keep its management information systems up-to-date due to John’s absence as a consultant after T3. 

The Importance of Leaders in Transformational Change 

Perhaps the most striking finding in this study was that the organization moved toward the Self-managing archetype in the six months after the change agent (John) had been replaced by Fred, who clearly wanted the organization to revert back to the Entrepreneurial archetype. This seems to go against the widely-held assumption in the leadership literature that a major change like the one we studied requires the ongoing presence of a supportive leader (e.g., Tushman and Romanelli, 1985). 

In an attempt to more fully understand what was going on in this organization between T2 and T3, we looked at the substitutes for leadership literature. We did not find an easy explanation, but we did recognize a unique opportunity to make a contribution to this literature in three areas. First, although we had not originally designed our study for this purpose, it offers exactly the kind of qualitative longitudinal methodology that researchers in the substitutes for leadership area have been calling for to supplement standard cross-sectional, quantitative studies (Jermier and Kerr, 1997). Our study clearly indicates that something unusual was going on between T2 and T3 that neutralized Fred’s leadership to some extent. That leadership “substitute” (related to the firm’s archetype) resulted in movement in the direction of John’s leadership agenda even after he was no longer the CEO. Moreover, our study gave us an opportunity to examine the strategic leadership level, which has not yet been included in the substitutes of leadership research (Dionne et al., 2005). Our study also underscores the merit of longitudinal studies of substitutes for leadership during times of significant change. It is during such times that we may find that substitutes for leadership are most “transparently observable” (Pettigrew, 1989), and where researchers have opportunities to identify additional variables that should be incorporated into the substitutes for leadership model.  

Second, our study suggests that two new variables may be important substitutes for leadership:  management information systems and interpretive schemes. John deliberately designed information systems that facilitated bottom-up decision-making as per his interpretive scheme, but the Entrepreneurial archetype has a bias toward top-down decision making because only the CEO has access to organization-wide information. Because much of this information is informal and tacit, as an entrepreneurial firm grows and its complexity increases, the quality of decisions may decrease. This was one of the major issues that John tried to address as CEO. While John developed an information system that empowered front-line members in a way that was consistent with his Self-managing interpretive scheme, he could just as easily have designed an information system that would have helped the CEO make better-informed decisions but which did little to inform or involve other members of the organization. How John’s systems served as a substitute for leadership is evident when Fred returned as CEO. Despite Fred’s self-described intention to go “back to the old dictatorial system” he was unable to easily do so. In fact, in T3 employees saw the greatest movement toward the Self-managing archetype. 

The interpretive scheme associated with the Self-managing archetype was far more difficult to implement than the Self-managing structures and systems had been. Indeed, we speculate that the firm’s founding interpretive scheme (consistent with Fred’s Entrepreneurial archetype) might have served as a substitute for leadership in how it neutralized John’s ability to fully implement a Self-managing interpretive scheme. From the employees’ perspective, the interpretive scheme generally remained more Entrepreneurial than either the structure or systems elements throughout the course of the study. 
Third, our study contributes to the leadership substitutes literature by identifying the importance of collective action taken by the mid-level supervisors and employees during T3 and T4 which supported John’s change attempt. Our finding is consistent with the burgeoning literature on the contribution of middle management to strategic issues (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000). For example, middle managers play an important role in allocating strategic resources (Burgelman, 1983; Bower and Gilbert, 2005), in assessing the organization’s context, and in translating, interpreting, selling, and justifying change (e.g., Dutton et al., 1997, Rouleau, 2005). Their influence may also be due to their ability to provide some emotional balance between continuity and radical transformation (Huy, 2002).

Future research

Future research on archetypal change and substitutes for leadership should focus on the development of standardized questionnaires to quantitatively assess the perceptions of organizational members with regard to the issues raised in this paper. Such assessments may lead to more precise estimates and higher internal validity of the results. Further research may also focus on extending the findings of our study to service and non-profit organizations as well as organizations in different cultures. 


Studies of organizations involved in other types of changes may also help to improve the generalizability and external validity of our findings. In particular, the dynamics of change (i.e., sequence, linearity, and pace) may vary with the type of change as well as its level. We examined the change in archetypes by focusing on the interpretive scheme, systems, and structure at multiple levels of a small organization. Future researchers may investigate the phenomena of interest at multiple levels, ranging from individual to corporate to organization-field levels to determine how the dynamics vary with the type and level of change. In this study, we observed that organization change may need a gestation period, which involves complex dynamics. For example, we found that information systems, interpretive schemes, and cohesive work groups of mid-level supervisors and employees may make the goals and paths to those goals clear in an organization, thereby providing leadership substitutes. Other forms of leadership and its substitutes may be relevant for different types of changes and may lead to varying dynamics of sequence, linearity, and pace. Establishing links between leadership, its substitutes, and change dynamics may be challenging, but doing so is likely to facilitate development of a more sophisticated theory and practice of organizations and their management. 
CONCLUSION 

Our longitudinal study of an unresolved change excursion and of substitutes for strategic leadership points to the importance of members’ experiences with change, how structures and systems may be implemented prior to interpretive schemes, the non-linearity of unresolved excursions, and the importance of information systems, founding interpretive schemes, and collective action by supervisors and employees for understanding substitutes for strategic leadership. Taken together, our findings provide support for Greenwood and Hinings (1988) contention that the study of “unresolved excursions” can help to improve the theory of transformational and archetypal change. 
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TABLE 1

TIMELINE OF KEY EVENTS

	Time
	TI (two months)
	T2 (four months)
	T3 (6 months)
	T4 (14 months)

	CEO
	John
	John
	Fred
	Fred

	Top Management

(John and Fred)
	John (incoming CEO) designs and describes key elements of the Self-managing archetype. Top managers (John and Fred) have divergent views about desirability of the Self-managing archetype. A major redesign of the firm’s sole product is in process that makes Fred (VP, R&D) center of attention.
	John implements changes in the firm’s systems and structure (but unexpectedly resigns at the end of this time period due to a financial crisis in the firm). Fred perceives significant movement toward Self-managing archetype (but has reservations about it).
	After returning as CEO, Fred re-institutes the Entrepreneurial interpretive scheme. Fred grudgingly accepts the merit of structure and systems aspects of the Self-managing archetype implemented by John, but finds they restrict his management style.
	Fred perceives that the interpretive scheme is Entrepreneurial, but sees merit in the structure and systems aspects of the Self-managing archetype. Fred is increasingly aware that employees resist his top-down management style, but he continues to have concerns about bottom-up management.

	Supervisors

(Jason and Dave)
	Supervisors (Jason and Dave) also have sharply differing views about the desirability of the Self-managing archetype.


	Supervisors both perceive that the interpretive scheme is Entrepreneurial, but they have very different perceptions about the nature of the firm’s structure and systems
	Supervisors continue to have very different perceptions about whether the Entrepreneurial or Self-managing archetype is evident at the firm.
	The perceptions of the two supervisors are now very similar (both see the interpretive scheme as Entrepreneurial and the structure and systems as Self-managing).

	Other employees
	Employees perceive that the Entrepreneurial archetype is firmly in place. Employees see conflict between the Entrepreneurial and Self-managing archetypes. 


	Employees see movement toward the Self-managing archetype, particularly for the structure and systems components. There is widespread awareness among employees about the conflict of views between John and Fred.


	Employees perceive significant movement toward the Self-managing archetype (even though John is no longer the CEO). Employees realize that the structure and systems that John implemented while he was CEO give them more say in the day-to-day operations of the firm (and they use these structure and systems to “rein in” Fred’s behavior).
	Employees perceive movement back toward an Entrepreneurial interpretive scheme, but see a continued emphasis on the structure and systems that are consistent with Self-managing archetype (aligned with supervisors’ views). Employees desire participative decision making associated with Self-managing archetype. 


TABLE 2

AN OVERVIEW OF THE TWO COMPETING ARCHETYPES

	
	Entrepreneurial archetype (E)
	Self-managing archetype (S)

	Interpretive Scheme
Domain

     - what the firm should be           

     doing


	Building a product 

Research and design
	Building an organization

Fostering self-managing work

	Principles of organizing

     - beliefs and values 

     about organizing
	Manager commands and dictates

jobs and tasks

Autocratic ownership 

Differentiate managers & workers
	Downplay organization structure, charts and symbols of differentiation 

Emphasize empowerment 

Coordinator and co-worker roles



	Criteria for evaluation

     - how firm performance     

     should be evaluated


	Business viability

Immediate user satisfaction

Quick product turn-around


	Long term organizational effectiveness and efficiency  

Long-term customer relations and services

	Systems


	Ad hoc decision making;

Crisis management

CEO makes ad hoc compensation and evaluation decisions;

Wages, piece-rate, over-time, bonus


	Management information systems; Inventory and parts control system; Accounting and financial information system; Training and education

Salary scales & profit sharing;

Peer evaluation; 

Employee health benefits 

	Structure
	Front office (administration) and back office (production)

Assembly line production 

Centralized authority, control,

leadership and direction  

Top-down communication
	Three value centres: front office, assembly, & fabrication 

Production in “cells” with individual teams assigned

Employee participation and involvement

Open communication system



TABLE 3

ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERS’ PERCEPTIONS

OF THE STATE OF THE ARCHETYPE OF THE FIRM

AT VARIOUS POINTS DURING THE TRANSFORMATION PROCESS

	 
	May/June 

Year 1
	Aug./Nov. 

Year 1
	May 

Year 2
	June 

Year 3

	 
	TIME 1
	TIME 2
	TIME 3
	TIME 4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Fred Philips 
	
	
	 
	 

	Interpretive Scheme
	1*
	3
	1
	1

	Structure
	1
	2
	3
	3

	Systems
	2
	3
	2
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	John Philips 
	
	
	 
	 

	Interpretive Scheme
	3
	3
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Structure
	3
	3
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Systems
	3
	3
	n.a.
	n.a.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Supervisor 1 (Unit: Assembly)
	
	
	
	 

	Dave Smith 
	
	
	
	

	Interpretive Scheme
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Structure
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Systems
	1
	1
	1
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Supervisor 2 (Unit: Office)
	
	
	
	 

	Jason McDonald 
	
	
	
	

	Interpretive Scheme
	3
	1
	3
	1

	Structure
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Systems
	3
	3
	3
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Employees
	
	
	
	

	Interpretive Scheme
	1.25
	1.55
	2.60
	1.50

	Structure
	1.13
	2.02
	3.00
	3.00

	Systems
	1.50
	1.95
	3.00
	2.00

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Notes:

* 1=entrepreneurial archetype; 3=self-managing archetype; 2=mid-point. 
n.a. Data not available since John left his CEO position in the company at Time 3.

FIGURE 1

EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS OF CHANGES

(USING EMPLOYEE DATA FROM TABLE 2)

Self-managing
3



 Structure

Archetype







Mid-point            
2



 Systems






 Interpretive scheme

Entrepreneurial

archetype             
1


                  Time 1              Time 2              Time 3              Time 4
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