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FOUNDER=BULTURE IN ORGANIZATIONS = ITS IMPACT ON QRGANIZATIONAL
GROWTH, DYNAMISM AND INNOVATIVENESS

Abstract

Organizational culture has recantly emerged as one of the prominent
focuses of organization research. This is partly because of the disillusion-
ment with the research on the more 'objective' phenomena such as structure
and technology. Several rasoarchers point out that culture could be the
most important factor that ‘detcrmines' the other characteristics and per=-
formance of an organization. It may be naturally asked how an orgamizztion's
culture evolves. 0One of the hypotheses of this paper is that a major in=-
fluence on the development of organizational culture is the founder. A
review of existing research shows that the founder's influence is critical
and is difficult to change except during a crisis created by changes in the
environment. It is also proposed that the type of culture would vary with
the type of founder. An external (or organization) orientcd founder (as
opposed to a sclf-oriented one) is likely to create a professional, dynamic
and sometimes innovative organization. On the other hand, the organization
created by the selfe-orientod founder would remain non=professional and non=
innovative, characterised by limited growth and dynamiam oxcept if it
changes its culture in response to a change in the snvironment and a con-
sequent crisis within the organization. Thec change, which may takec placc
eithar through 'heretics' in an incremental fashion, or through new leaders
in a discontinuous fashion, can turn these organizations around to make
them adaptively or innovatively dynamic. Tho paper discusses .
these influences and changes through a modcl of foundcr's influence
onh organizational culture along with eight: other propositions.



FOUNDER=-CULTURE IN ORGANIZATIONS - 175 IMPACT ON ORGANIZATIONAL
GROWTH, OYNAMISM and INNOVATIVENESS

I INTRODUCTION

Organizatione have become an indispensabls part of human life. Every
aspect of our life is being served, facilitated, regulated or controlled
by organizations of various kinds. What they have in common is that they
are created for satisfying one or more needs of human life. They are, how=-
gver, different in their size, structuro, nature, importance, longevity and
so forth. At tho one extremo thore are organizations, liku the Catholic
Church, which have been in existenco for centuries; at the other extreme,
thore are temporary organizations like the ono created for conducting an
oxhibition. Even among organizations which arc creatod for roletively por=-
manant oxistence, liko the industrial and commcrcial organizations, thero
ara interosting diffurences in their growth rato and life span. To take a
few oxamples from the Indian industrisl scenc, the Tatas, the Walchands and
Ranchodlal Chotalal had comparable beginnings. Today we find that the
first of thesc organizations has attained an imprecssive growth, the second
is waking up from slumber and stagnation, end tho third has been liquidatod

way back in 1934 (Tripathi and Mohta, 1981).

These uxamplas may bo considored archetypal modols of three pattcrns
commonly observed in the emerqunce, growth, stagnation, or deterioratioa of
organizations. Somo organizations grow fast ana sustain thoir growth over
a long period of time; others stagnato for somo timc and wako up usually at
the shock of crisis with or without a change in lcadership; still others
staghate and oventually die out apparcntly duc to internal or oxternal

crisis.



What explains the differenccs in the growth of orgenizations? Obviously,
thero is no singlc answer to this juustion. The 'life cycle thcory' suggosts
‘that entreprensurs, by thoir very naturo, are incapable of managing orga=-
nizational growth and so havo to undergo a stylc changc or hand over the
management to professionals. Whilc this theory can cxplain the pattern of
growth in many organizations, it fails to account for those ontreprcneurs
who have achivwvod impressive growth for their organizations without thcmselvos
undergoing any style change. The contingency theory has sought the cxplanat-
ion in the interrelationships among such variables as size,structure, tech-
nology, onvironmental characteristics and so on. However, there is a grow-
ing disillusionment about the predictive validity of these relationships, as
exemplified in the wcrds of Starbuck (1982)s "Their aggregate finding is
that almost nothing correlatus strongly and consistently with anything elsc.
This null finding fits the hypothesis that organizational structures and
technologies are primarily arbitrary, tomporary and supcrficial character-
istics, Those characteristics are determincd by complex interactions among
ideologies elthough 'detormined' may bc an inappropriate description, becausc
people acting under ideologies pcrceciva that thoy arc choosing freuly".
Thus it is not unrcasonable tc hypothcsize that organizational culture may
be a major determinant of organizaticnal growth or stagnation, For reasons
to be explained subsequently, onc of tho most potent influences on org;nizat-
ional culturc is the ideology of the foundcr. Organizational sentiments
often bear testimony to this. Listen, for examplo, to the wcrds of
J.R.De Tata (1958) : "If the House of Tata survived some exceptionally
difficult times and prospered and cuntinued tc grow both in size and stasturc,
I sincercly belicve it is becausag throughout it huld fast to the principles

and idoals of J.N. Tata".



It would, therefore, be a useful exercise to investigate into the
founder-culture and its influences on the orgenization's subsequent culture
and, in turn, on its other characteristics. This paper proposes to rslate
the type of founder with professionalism, dynamism end innovativeness of the
organization, It will also examine the circumstances under which the founder=-
culture may changs. The rosultant hypotheses are expected to provide a

partial explanation to the different rates and patterns of organizational

grouth,

11  THE CONCEPT OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

Research on organizational culture is an outcome of the recognition of
the role of the 'non-rational' in shaping organizational bsheviour. The move=-
ment of organization thsory away from the rational is not a recent phenomenon.
It 16 rooted in the concept of bounded rationality proposcdby March and
Simon (1958) end is kept alivo by scverasl other theorists a;d rcsearchers
(ef: Clark, 1972; Cohen, March and Olsen, 1972; March and Olsen, 19763
Mcrer and Rowan, 19773 Weick, 1976). The reasone for thc shift from the
rational to the symbolic arev summarisod by Doal and Kennedy (1983)3 (1) The
expocted cohnoctions amang structure, goals and tochnology are. hot obscrved
to be valid always; (2) There has boen several failures in implementing
changc using conventional thcoriuos; (3) The cultural frame has shown itself
to be capablo of explaining some of the anomaliszs in the existing frames of
analysis; (4) There is a general shift in the socictal norms towards recog-

nition of the velue and place of symbols in poople's livas.

The symbolic aspects of organizational 1lifo aro collectively designatod
as organizational culture. Somc authors (Decal and Kennedy, 1983, for example)

hold that culture is thec name for all that is b.yond measurement in thg



behaviour of organizations. They compare it with the oxperience of say,
tasting wine, which cannot bc mcasured but can be symbolically expressed.
Culture dofies measurement, roplication and gencralization, but it can be
experienced as a penctrable, parsimonious and powerful concept, and oxpressed
in 4 symbolic ways Such a concept of culture which is not measurable may not
be of interest to rescarchers. We may gquotc a fow other definitions, somo

of which aro squally vague and clusive. Peters and Waterman (1982) offer a
deceptivoly simple description of culture as 'shzred values'. They also
highlight its importance by aseigning to it the central position in tho

7=5 figure and thus indicatc. its overriding influcnce on tho other six Ss,
namely, structure, strategy, system, staff stylc and skills, Tunstall (1983)
defines corporate culture as "a goncral constellation of beoliofs, moros,
customs, value systoms, behavioral norms and ways of doing business that are
uniqua to each corporation". Pettigrcw (1979) introducecs the changoability
of culture and also hints at its major function of intorpreting situations

to individuals § "Culture is thc system of publicly and collictiveoly accepte~
ed meanings oporating for a given group st a giventime. This systom of tqyms,
forms catugorics and images interprets a people's ouwn situation to themsclues'.
Cultura, according to Pettigrow, finds exprcssion in six forms: (1) symbol,
(2) language, (3) idoology, (4) bclicf, (5) ritual and (6) myth, of which
symbol is the most inclusivo catcgorye. In other words the categorics are

not mutually exclusive, bccause, for oxample, all the forms of cultura}hox-
pression are symbolic., Similarly, ideologies cannot bo gisspciated from
beliefs. Starbuck's (1982) dufinition of ideologics incluoces mores "“lduoloe
gies are logiccolly integrated clusters of bilicfs, values, rituals and

symbols®,



The problem of defining culturc is complicated not only by the lack of
procision in classifying its exprossions but also by the disagreement about
the number of ways culturc expresses itself. Trice and Beyer (1984) idontify
thirtoen distinctive cultural forms, namsly, (1) rite, (2) ceremonial,

(’5 ritual, {(4) myth, (5) saga, (6) legend, (7) story, (8) folktalc,
(9) symbol, (10) language, {11) gesturs, (12) physical setting, and

(13) ertifact.

It may be noted that 'cultural forms' do not stand for diffcrent kinds
of culture; they are nothing but the diffurent forms in which a culturec may
manifest itself and hence may be doscribed as its superstructurc. Tho
infrastructure is the system aof iduologies, beliofs, values znd norms, Ono
may approach the study of culturc cither through the infrastructure or
through the superstructure (sco Figure=1). The current trond is to analyse
the suporstructurc with a visw to understanding thec infrestructurc,
Empirically oriented researcncrs on corporate culture try to duvelop en in=-

Pascale (1985) calls it, the extent of corporate socialization.
dex for sharod valuos or as/FPascale's scalc ranges from 16 to 80, with com-
panius like IBM, P&G, and Morgan Guarantee falling in the 65=80 range and :
Unjtod Technologies and ITT falling in the 25-34 rangoe. It would be inter-
esting to develop such indicss and to explorc their rclationships with other
organizational elements like structurc, strategy, style,tcchnology and per=

-
formance. Our concern, howcuvcr, is about the scurce of corporate socializat

ion and its impact on organizational growth and innovativcness.

II1 THE FOUNDER AS THE FOUNTAIN=HEAD OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

Where does the organizaticn acquire its culture from? It is undoubtudl
from its members. But the contributicns of all the members are not likcly

to ko egual. For obvious reasons, thoc founger of an crganization is likcly
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to exort the largest influence cn thae devolopmont of its culture. His
position and authority in tho organization cnables him to select and train
his subordinates. His opinions and decisicns on impertant issues wculd
croate precedonces which other mombors might imitate. Henca, "entreprs-
neurs may be sean not only as creators of the more rationzl and tangible
aspects of organizations such as structure and tochnologics but also as
creators of symbols, ideologios, languages, bsliefs, rituals and myths -
aspects of the more cultural and expressive components of organizational
life" (Pettigrew, 1979). The founder's preeminence as the major source of
organizational culture is explained by Schein (1983) by an analogy from tho
Roman mythologys "“Minerva, the Roman goddess of wisdom, is said to have
sprung full=blown from the foreohcad of Zeus. Similarly an organization's
culturc begins life in tho hoad of its founder springing from thc founder's

idoas about truth, reality and the way the world works".

Organizations are foundod with a purposc, the achicvement of which ine
volves commitment and order among the members. Tho task bufore a now crga=
nizaticn, thereforo,ars® two=folds (1) Rosclving tho problems of oxternal -
adaptation and survival and (2) rosolving the problams of internal intcgrat-
ion. In finding solutions to thesc problems, thec organization has to make
implicit assumptions about (i) its rolaticnships to the cnvironment, (1i) the
nature of reality and truth, (iii) thc natwre of man at work, (iv) moraljty
end othics, and {v) tho nature of human rulationships. It is tho pattern of
these assumptions that 2 given group has invented, discovered cr develcoped
in learning to cope with its problems of oxtcrnal adaptation and internal
integration that Schein (1983) calls arganizational culture. It implies

that the culture evolves through action and the founder being the principal

asource of action in the organizaticn, is alsc the principal source cf its
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culture: Starbuck (1982) stresses the importance of action in organizat-
idns by pointing out that organizations rarely operate in the problea-
salving mode in which perceived problems instigate searches for solutions
but operate in the action=generating mode in which choices of actions
stimulate the creation of problems to justify actions. And, ideoclogies and

culture emerge from these actions.

Empirical studies associating the type of founder with the type of
organizational culture are not many. However, one Jf the strong evidences
towards such assoCiation was obtained as early as 1967. In a study of 110
enterprises and their founders, Smith (1967) found that there are at least
two types of sntreprensurs whp can be differsntiated on the basis of their
orientation and characteristic behavior patterns, and that their firms shouw
characteristic differences in their culture and grouwth patterns. The
Craftsman-Entrepreneur (C~E) who are characterised by (a) narrowness of edu=
cation and training, (b) low social awareness and involvement, (c) a feeling
of incompetence in dealing with the sconomic and social environments and
(d) a time-orientation limited to the presont and the past, are associated
with 'rigid' firms. The Opportunistic-Entrepreoneurs (0-E) who are characte
orised by (a) breadth in education and training, (b) high social awareness
and involvement, (c) confidencoc in their own ability to deal with the eco=
nomic and social environments, and (d) a future timc orientation, are asgo-
ciated with 'adaptive' firms. O-E's firms grow much faster (with an averago
sales growth rate 8.8 times as the C-E firms); they show a tendency to expand

ahd diversify,

Such an association is not incongruent with the given process of founde

ing and managing organizations. Mutual compatibility of one type or the
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othdr is at the core of this process. The founding process usually takes

.&he following steps (Schein, 1983) 3
.(1) A single person (founder) has an idea for a new cnturprise.

(2) A founding group is created om thc basis of initial consensus that the

idea is a good one,workable and worth running some risk for.,

(3) The founding group begins to act in concert to create the organizat-

ion by raising funds, obtaining petents, incorporating and so forth.

(d) Others are brought inte the group according to what the founder or
founding group considers neccssary and the group begins to function,

developing its own history.

It is but natural that tho originator of the idea will have biases on
how to get the ideas implemented, and this will have a major impact on the

organization's subscquent culturc.

In addition to the direct and consciously exerted influence, there
are a number of ways in which tho buliefs and actions of the founder permeato
the organization. Founders often will haveo positions of authority in their.
organizations. Even if they do not occupy farmal positions, thay will
aluays be considered by organization memburs as the ultimato source of
formal authority in the organization (Wcbor, 1917). Ressarch has shown
that there are sevoral indirect ways in which a suporior's belisfs and aél-

ions influence tho subordinates. Thuss ere summarized by Nystrom and

Starbuck (1984a).

1. Subordinates conform tc suporiors' boliefs hocause the formor con-
sidors the latter to ba wiser and bctter informed (Drceben, 19683

Milgram, 1974).
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Subordinates are prepared vven to act agzinst their consciencos if it
becames a condition for keeping thuir jobs or winning promotion:s

(Smith, 19613 Vandivicr, 1972).

People pay qreater attention to messages from superiors than from
subordinates (Porter and Roberts, 1976).

Designs for lowelevel jobs emphasizo rules that govern incumbents'
behaviors and so their beliefs have lesscr impact on their jobs than
the belisefs of those who have designed thom (Nystrom, 1981).

Superiors can recruit and select subordinatas holding compatible
beliefs and can mould new membcrs' becliefs by designing appropriate
training programs (Mintzberg, 1979).

Superiors can consciously creato sagas and stories which would later on
serve as the moral capital for tho subordinates (Clark, 1972).

Since the major actions in organizations are undertaken only with the
approval of the top, the bcliefs of the top=brass filter through
organizations' strategic behaviors (Fettigrew, 1979).

Once a culture is established, tho chanccs are greater for it to per-
potuato itself than to undergc change (This point will be discussed
later under 'Change of Culture'). Honce, the founder-generated culture

is more likely to continue than to change.

MECHANISMS OF ENCULTURATIQON

that
1t has been pointed owt uarlie;{the founder of an organization is pri-

marily concerned with actions for achieving certain objoctives through the

performance of specific tasks, While he is oporating in this action=-gener-

ating mode, he is explicitly or implicitly engaged in an enculturation

process. Mechanisms of enculturation commonly employed in organizations aro
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enumerated in Schein (1983) and Pascale (1985), which largely correspond te
the superstructure of organizational culture showg in Ffigure=1. These
cultural expressions or 'forms' may be manipulated so that they may help
create the desired culture in the organization, (as indicatod by the dotted
lines in Figure=1). The use of some of.these forms makes it clear that the
'user' wants to build up a specific culture, and hence these 'forms' may be
called the obtrusive mechanisms. Others are less obtrusive, but apparsently
no less offective. (See Figure-=2 for a classifiod list of enculturation-

mcchanisms),

MECHANISMS OF ENCULTURATION

DBTRUSIVE LESS OBTRUSIVE UNOB TRUSIVE

Formal Statements of Physical scttings Myths
ideologies

Teaching and training Artifacts Sasas

Deliberate Role Mcres & Customs Logeﬁds
making Rites Stories

Structures Rituals Rumours

Systems Ceremonials Folktales

Procedures Symbols

Rules Gestures

Norme Languages

Researchers on organizational culture seem to be more interested im the
felatively unobtrusive mechanisms such as sagas, myths, stories, rites;
3?1%9@%:. ceremonies and sc forth (. Clark, 1972; Pcttigrew, 1979; Trice
and Beyer, 1984). Some authors highlight the importance of these by pointing
out how such unobtrusive mechanisms are hidden in many of the routine actie

Wdtles of the organization. Trice and Beycr (1984), for instance, proposo
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thét rites and ceremonials are the most codmonly used mechanisms of encult-
uration in organizations, and interpret some organizational rcutines as rites
guch as (1) rites of passage (e.g. induction, training), (2) rites of degre-
dation (esge firing, replacing), (3) rites of cnhancement (e.g. t refresher
courses, seminars), (4) rites of renewal (0D activitics), (5) rites of con-
flict-roduction (e.g. collective bargaining) and (6) rites of integraticn

(e.q. office Christmas party).

Dcal and Kennedy (1982) distinguish bctwecen strong and weak cultures.
In strong cultures, the members' behaviour is regulated by mutual accord than
by command or rule, Such cultures arc charactorised by some of the mecha-
nisms they adopt for getting themselves installed and perpetuated, such as
(1) publicly professed and sharod valucs, (@.g.’'universal service' of Bell
Telephones, '8echnology first' of Honda Motor), (2) hcroes and herocines,
usually founders, living through organizational stories and sagas (:.g. Thomas
Watson of IBM, Mary Kay Ash of Mary Kay Cosmatics, or nearer home, Vikram
Sarabhai and Ravi Mathai of IIMA), (3) rituals and ceremonies expressive of
the dominant values of the organization (e.g. 1BM amployecs addressing each
other using Mr., Miss atc. as an expression of professionalismj the Seminars
at Mary Kay Cosmetics; the Annual Convocation at I1IMA), (4) a watchful cul-
tural nctwork which is operated through story=tellers, spies, whispers,
gossips ctc. (e.g. David Packard of Hewlctt=Packard crushing e model made of ..
inferior terminals, and the story sprcading; Scichirc Honda discouraging the’
use of manuals in operating machincs).

Thus, it is observed that 'strong cultures', or ‘clans! in thc words of

Wilkins and Ouchi (1983), are built around founders/lsacurs who have strong

ideas about what they want to achicve and how it is to be achicved. The
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principal mechanisms that are used for building such culturvs are not prie-
marily the obtrusive oncs such as induction and training, but the relativoly
unobtrusive ones such as storios, sagas, myths, ctc. It may bu notod that z
comparative study of the prevalcnce of organizational stories in strong
(Thoory=2-firm with a clan governance) and weak (Theory=A=firm with a burcau=
cratic governance) cultured organizaticns by Wilkins (1975) revealed that
there are significantly gruater number of stories tcld in the Japancse=like

Ancrican Theory=-Z=-firms than in the more burecaucratic Americaen Thcory=a~firms.

Ve  CHANGE OF CULTURE, aND CULTURE OF CHANGE

There is a strong view that one of the major functicns cf culture is to
provide the organization-members with a framework for understanding, inter=-
preting and dealing with unfamiliar situations. !'Streng cultures' aro
thercfore considered to bc useful in promoting efficient organizational per-
fermance (Deal and Kennedy, 1982). This opinicn is not unconditionally
endorsed by all researchers. Wilkins and Cuchi (1983), for instance, found
that a clan or strong culturc is cost-effective only under conditions ¢f ambi-
guity, complexity and interdependence. another point of view (Starbuck et Qj'
1978) is that strong culturos are efficient only in the short run. Heavy
investment in ideulogies and commitments to them are helpful in the shart run
because they clarify goals and promcote efficient utilization of rescurces.

But in the long run gocals grow diffuse, technologies change and new interpret-
ive schemes become necessary. High investment in current ideologics make
cxperimentation and discovery almost impossibles. The organization, then,
fails to understand its new envircnment and tu evolve effective solutions to
its problems. As a consequence it begins to stagnato. Thus it would ~ppear

that a strong culture is necossarily antitheticzl tc organizaticnal dynamiam.
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There is reasonably good research support fur the persistence of crga-
nizational beliefs and ideologics. Oppertunitiss for deviaticns from existing
cultures arise when new members jcin the organizatinone. However, entry-level
screening serves to minimise potenticzl doviations (Kanter, 1977). Never-
theless, it should not be assumed that curganizations can always choose
members solely on the besis cf their ideologies; they noed varicus compoctence
ies and specialitivs, and so people with diffouring ideologies dc comc in.
Organizatinns then try to sccialise them into thoir ideoologies (Luis, 1980;
Van Maanen, 1976). Such efforts arc largely successful bocause when one or
two new members join a cohesive group, the new members will end up either
espousing the shared belicfs or leaving thc group (Hirschman, 1970). One of
the most illustrative examplus of this phenomencn is described in a case study
of a counter culture in Genoral Motors (Martin and Siehl, 1983), where the
leader of the countereculture movement had to finally quit. In most cases,

a counter=culture movemant is unlikely to develops. Poople follow their
beliefs in familiar situations; but in novel situctions, such as that of now
recruits thuy would imitatoc the existing membcrs' acts and then would start
leoking for ideas that would justify their acts and reject other ideas that™
make the behavicr irraticnal or wrceng (Kiesler, 19713 lcftus, 1979; Salancik,
19773 Sproull, 1981; Staw and Ross, 1978). This is espucially true of public
and volitional acts. Morecver, peuple like tc oxporiment when their belicfs
are ambiguous; they act, s;c tho consaguences and sclect what they shouldf>
believc (March and Olson, 1976; Weick, 1979). Thus organizaticnal cultures
arg so persistent that even when the envircnment changes, organizations refuse
to change and run into crises (Starbuck ct 2l.,1978), which : 1is impoussible

to resclve witheut a cultural changc. Hence, the mest effective turnar.und

strategy for such organizations is tc replzce the top=-management en-massc
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(&f. Khandwalla, 1981} Nystrom and Starbuck, 1984; Schendel et al. 1976).
In other words, the foundur=culturse is difficult to chapge except under a
founder=oquivalent, Therefore, the succossful internal change=agents in
vell minaged companics aro "“tinkerors rather than inventors, making amall
stops of progress rather than conceiving swceping new concopts" (Peters,

1980).

How do these 'tinkerers' operato? One¢ thoory is that they remain
'heretics' (whc hold different personal ideologies) and bide their time,
without becoming 'deviants' (whc behave against the norms cf the organizaticn).
This ie posasible because our socio-cultural norms ondorse organization's
effortes to control members' bchaviour, but contrclling their personal
ideologies is considersd to be illegitimate (Harshbarger, 1973). It is dur=
ing crises that such covert heretice can act. When the organizaticn incurs
heavy losges and facos external pressures, many an unconventicnal course of
action may come up for consideration by the management. Their ideological
implications would not be apparent, and it would not ®e difficult for tho
'heretica' to persusde the organization to choose one course or the other.\j

The commitment to one type of behavior later may induce a shift in tha ideo=-

logy and culture of the organization {Jonsscn and Lundin, 1977).

It appears that, since a change of culturo is rathor difficult to achicve,
the foundors of organizations should take care to foster a culture of cqgﬁge
(dynamism) within their organizations sc that the latter would be capable of
dealing with the future changes in tho unvironment. In othor words, the
culture should simultaneously facilitate stability and change (Dunber st al,,
1982). Tho Lifo-Cycle theorists hold that a chango in culture is called for

not only to deal with changes in tho environmont but also to take care of the
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growth of the eonterprise (Chandler, 1962; Clifford, 19733 Geiner, 1972
Kimberly and Miles, 1980; Steinmetz, 1969). The gencral theme of this

theory is that as the firms grow, the entreprencurs must undergo a stylc-
change or be replaced by a professivnal manager in the 'bureaucratic' tradi=-
tion. However, it may be recalled that Smith (1967) observed that the change
of style is required only for the craftsmaneentrepreneur, which implies that
there are entreprencurs (opportunistic entrepreneurs, fcr example) who can
build dynamism into their organizations. These are the adaptive organizate
ions which register a much faster growtherate. The principal mechanism for
building dynamism scems to bo capability dovelcpmont (Gancsh, 1984)., If men
are chosen on the basis of their compstencies rather than their personel
idealogies, and given sufficient freedom tc act, the organizstion will have

a group of the soe-called potential horetics who woulc be able tc conceive

and implemont change as and whon roquired (Dunbar ot al., 19823 Harshbargor, -
1973). Porhaps it is advisablc tc provide a long-rope to counter culturos

8o that thecre is a safo area from where creative ana inncvative ideas can
emerge (Martin and Siehl, 1983; Tunstall, 1983). The fauﬁdora of Honda Motor,
Soichire Honda and Takoo Fujisawa provide excocllent oxamples of building\‘
dynamism, inncvativeness and profossionalism into the crganization. True to
the traditions of oriental philosophy, they believed in the continuity of lifé
though not of individuals, and did not particularly want thoir family members
to succoed them. Instead they developed an expert system so that theréhwould
be several Soichiro Hondas in place of one, whc would havo tho innovative

ideas required for meeting futurc change needs (Sekiya, 1982).
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vl CULTURE GF INNOVATIVENESS

It is clear from the above discussion that inngvativeness is linked
with dynamism ahd both these are lisked with professionalism. Soichiro Honda
started his company with an innovative thrust, as expressed by his motto i
"Technology first", However, it would have been impossible for him to in-
stitutionalize that spirit, had not Fujisawa developed the professionals and
experts and made such structural changes that would permit them to freely
operate. The founder should not only develop his subordinates but also have
faith in their ability to handlse their jebs independently. Honda used to
say: "Thg driving force behind corporate success is ioueas. Therafore....
priority must be given to the ideas of those who work at the job, rather than
to technology itself. True technology is the crystallization of philosophy".
Even the workers were trusted so much for their competence that thuy were
exhorted to operate the machines without using the manuals: "Don't you
know that these machines werc made well before the instruction manuals were
printed? Technology makes progress cveryday. You must try to obtain a o°
N
botter performance than that given in the manual®. As for the expert cadrag,
there used to be constant debates between them and the top management. ldeas
wvere respected for their cwn sake and not for the sakc of their origin so
that even Honda had to give up his cherished idea of air-cooled car engipe
in . geference to thc opinion of his experts. At thc board meetings Hodda

end Fujisawa were ovager to prevent what Janis (1972) would later call ‘group-

think': they never used t# attend tho beard meetings so that the ather

members could have a free and uninhibited discussion. Thus, the founder
of Honda Motor were careful in developing their men at all luvels and en-

couraging them to think independently.
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Sponsoring of innovations at Honda Motor (Sakiya, 1982) illustratae the
process of how an innovative culture ic developed in an organization. The
founders of such arganizations are creative individuals many of whom have
had frustrating experisnces of not having been able to exercise their croat-
ivity in their previous jobs., They are often persons with very strong ideas
as to what to do and how to do, often exprussed by a catchword or slogan
(Truskie, 1984) such as thoso of Honda Motors (Technology first), IBM
(Customer service), Hewlett-Packard (Individual creativity and informality
at all levels), Delta Airlines (Delta family-feeling), AT & T (Universal
service in a regulated environment), Digital Equipment Corporaticn (Corporate
individualism) and Wang laboratories (Streetwise application of technology).
However, their commitment to a particular ideal or philosophy does not make
them blind to other peints of view. In fact, the continuance of 'the inng=-
vative thrust' depends largely on how freuly the profcssionals are allowed to
discuss and experiment with their new ideas. Most of the innovative entre~
prensurs are aware of it and provide for ig probably because they have
learned the lesson the hard wey from their previous job experience. Bleicher
ot al., (1983), when discussing innovation in high=tech organizations, draw
similar conclusions from a few cases. They ebscrvc that innovative highetech
organi zations are characterised by (1) ducentralization and delegation, -

(2) small flexible units, (3) downstreamecoupling (c.g. between R & D, p}o-
duction, marketing, etc.), (4) matrix structures, (5) free flow of communicat-
ion, and (6) frequent changes in personnol policies to accommodate talonted
paople. They also note that these findings corroborate the observation cf
Peters and Waterman (1982) that successful companies conccntrate more on

soft '8 (staff, skill, style and superordinate goals) than on r.ard 'S'

(strategy, structure and system).
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VII CULTURE OF PROFESSIONALISM

It may be recalled that tho life=cycle thoorists havs argued that as
the organizations grow, the founder-ontreprensur has to undorgo a style
change or bc replsced by professional managers. Implicit in this theory is
the assumption that the founder entrepreneur is not professional chough to
manage the growth of his company. He is belicved to be characteriscd by
putocratic style, unilateral decision=making and shorteterm oriéntation which
are hardly the requirements of the second stagoe of organizational -arowth
(Thain, 1969)« Collins, More and Unwalla in an corlicr study (1964) obscrved
‘that since a majority of entroprcnours are persons who lcft their previous
jobs becausc of their difficulty in dcaling with euthority figures, it is
natural that they fail to dcvelop or foel comfortable with bureaucratic hier=-
archiess, A recent study of emall and madium=sized firms im Nether lands
(Gesraerts, 1984) has confirmed that owncrs are roluctant to sﬁare power cven
when they arc legally obliged to do so. Besides it was found that there was
greater differontiation, formalization and specialization in companies managed
by professionals than in those managed by owncr=mansgers. Salancik and
Pfeffer (1980) have found that exscutivec tenurc is unrelated to organiZatiqﬁal
performance in owner-managad companies, whercas they are positively related in
mehagement=controlled companies, which implies that there is grocater profes-
sionalism. in the latter. Similar results are obtainud by Pondy (1969) in a
study of Administrative Intcnsity (Al) which is defincd as the proportiom of
managors, profcssionals and clerks to craftsmen, cperatives and labourefs. It
was found that Al increases with separstion of ownership and management., A
recent study by Smith and Miner (1983) has recve.led some difforences butween

entrepreneurs and managers which confirm earlier rcsearch on entreproneurial
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profoesionalism. The auoralo omtreprancurs do net puweud@ a 0eQreg af
managerial motivation as high as that of thu avufago corporgte middle
manager. They do not express a strong need for powor; nor dc they show a

high degree of competitivencss.

Thus, there scems to bu a convetgence of rosecrch findings in favour of
the position that cntroprenecurs rarely possess professional criontation.
There are, of course, some basic differonces bectween cntreprensurs and pro-
fessional managers. Schein (1983) makcs a comprehunsive list of the aspects
under which the founders/owners oiffer frum the professional managers. He
pocints out that there arc important giffercnces with regard to their
(1) motivation and emotional oricntation, (2) analytical orientation,

(3) interpersonal orientation, and (4) structural and positional placement.
These differences, apparcntly imply that it is almost impossible for a pro=-
fessional culture to cvolve from foundei e and ocwners. However, it may not
be inappropriate to take a clue from a lonc dissenter (Smith, 1967), who
found that while a particular category of untreprenvurs whom he calls the
craftsmen-entreprencurs conform to the widely held vicw, the other group |
whom he calls, tho opportunistic entrepruncurs create conditions for theiQ\
organizations to adapt to chamges and grow. Soc the latter do not have tc
undergo a style-change cr get replaced. The cases of innovative entrepre-

ncurs building profaessional organizations, some cf which are guoted above
-

of fer additional support to the positicn that not all entreprensurs are |
averse to a profussicnal culture. Perhaps the research studies queted in
support of the opposite position havo sampling biases. Most of them have
studied small and medium organizations., In their cffort to get hcld cf the

'pure' entreprenours, they might have endcd up studying the firms that have
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not grown into large corporations. Obviously, they will not be showing any
professional orientation. What is proposed here is that there is a type of
entreprensurs/foundsrs who are able to professionalise their organizations
and make them dynamic and innovative. Some specific propositions are dis~

cussed in the next section.

VIIT _ DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The review of literature on the influence of founders on organizational
culture with special reference to professionalism, dynamism and innavative-
ness suggest a few hypotheses. Some of tham are obvious conclusions from

the existing research, while others are inferred from them ;

Te Organizational culture is perhaps the most dominant influence on orga-
nizational characteristics and psrformance. It oxerts a causal influence
on such apparently independent variables as size, structure and

technology.

2. Culture springs from an organization's need for action. The founder

being the principal source of action, communicates his ideologiss and

beliefs directly and indircsctly through the choice of actions.

3. Since founders usually occupy positions of authority or are respected
as the ultimate source of authority in the organization, thoir impact on
the organization's culturq?iikolxz:a greater than that of any otheg‘
member.,

4, Founders having a very clear idea of what to do and how to do are likely
to send strong and consistent messages which, in turn would lead to the
creation of 'strong' cultures, where the intensity of value-sharing is

very high. This is why spin=off founders ara usually creators of strong

culturese.
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Strong cultures are likely to make greater use of relatively uncbtru-
sive mechanisms of enculturation, such as sagas, stories, myths, stc.

than weak cultures.

A change of culture is difficult oxcept during crisis or after a relat~
ively 'total' and 'deviant' chango of leadership. This implies that
under normal conditions the founder=culture is likely to continue and
can be changed only during crisis and usually with the help of a

founder=eguivalent.

Since a change of culture is rather difficult, it is important that
the founders build a culture of change into their organizations, if
they want their organizations to survive and grow in the sver=changing

environment.

A culture of dynamism and ibnovativeness can come out of a professional
orientation on the part of the founder. Howcver, not all founders are
capable of having and fostering this orientation. It is proposed that
professional orientaticn is linked with the founder's motive of esta-

blishing an organization.

Entropreneurs may be classificd into (1) self-orientce and (2) external
(or orgenization) = oriented. The lattcr are more likely to create a

profassional organization, while the former would like to treat theﬁ
organization as their extended selves. (A model of the founder's iﬁ-

fluence on organizational culture is given in Figurc=3, which alcng

with the terms are explained subsoquently).

The classification of founder entrcpreneurs is based on their predomi-

nant interest. It is qenerally believed that the economic man is an
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embodimant of self=interest (Meyers, 1983). Thic is true in many cascs.
Entrepraneurs whose primary motive is self-~aggrandisement through profits,
personal 'glory! and so on are classificd as sclf-criented ontreprencurs.
There is, however, anothur grcup cf cntrupreneurs whose primary motive is

the accomplishment of something cutside themsclues, such as providing a much
noeded scvrvice to pecple, implementing on innovative idca, and sc forth.
These are the external-oriunted or niganization=griented entrupreneurs.,
Theirs is a kind <f unlightcned self-intorcest. These individuals will be
concerned about building a professionazl organizaticn bccause that is requircd
fer the accomplishmunt of the 'oxtocrnal' cbjective. Many of these ari likoly
to have oxpericnced croative discantent on their provious jobs from wherc
they had bocume kuenly aware of the inadequacy of the cxisting apprcaches
towards survicing specific custrmer needs sr opromcting croative idcas. Such
ontrepreneurs are likoly t- crcate crganizations characterisod by inncvative
dynamism. The sub-group without this creative discontent arc likely tco
creato organizations charactcrised by ~daptive dynamism, wherc the crganiza-

ticn is able tc adapt to change, in the envirommunt but is not equipped to *\

intrcduce changes 'suc mote'.

The solf-orientcd cntreprencurs create crganizations that arc nothing
moro than there own extanded:- selves. Such orgenizations will be non=-
profossional non=inncvative and will be characterisud by limited gruwth adg
dynamism. They got a chance to chonge when the relevant cnvironment changes
to their disadvantage. A crisis is goneratod and thc organization cannct
cope with it using its existing cultural framc of reference. 'Horotics', if

there are any, may fcrece tho organizztion tc make unconventicmal cheoices

which may slightly alter the cxisting culture. The crganizaticn moues
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towards adaptive dynamism. If, however, thcre are no effective 'herctics',
the organization may be fcrced tc undorgo a change ¢f lecadership, which may
take it tc adeptive dynamism or inncvative dynamism. In case the crgani=-
zation does not adrpt a coursc of culturc-change thrcugh cither of the

above means, it is likely to experience sickness cr failure.

The model proposed sbove is'at best an infeorence from oxisting rese-
garch studies on the development and change of crganizaticnal culturc. The
offort was to identify thc typc of founders who would be ablc to create
prcfessional, dynamic and innovative crganizaticns which are the principal
instruments of oconcmic qrewth, and henco are the nced of the hour of
gevelcping nations. The unanswered qucsticn is how to create the 'external
oriunted' entreprencurs. It may largely depcnd un thc development of a
'conducive! cnvironment, the identification and festering of which might in=

volve a good deal of further rescarch,
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