







































































































































































































































































performance (Thompson & Strickland, 1987), was determined in
part by the content analysis of company documents, trade
journals and newspapers. The primary source of information
was manager interviews at each administrative level.
Questions were asked about the firm’s business, its mission,
and within which industry segment the firm competed. The
questions asked were:
a. This may seem like an obvious question, but in your
own words, tell me what business (company name) is
in.

b. Again, in your own words, please tell me what the
mission of (company name) is.

c. How would you define the segment of the industry in

which (company name) competes?

Business Strategy. Business level strategy was defined,
in this study, as the intended strategic orientation that
had been espoused by the organization at the business level
for the past year. All managers were asked to rank each of
a series of competitive methods (West, 1988) in terms of its
importance to the firm during the past year. Any documents
relating to the strategy were reviewed to compare content
with the described strategies of managers.

Information about business strategy was gathered in
the following manner:

Now I would like to ask you about how (company name)

competes with other restaurant firms.
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a.

10.

i1.

12.

13.

I have listed on this card several methods of
competing. Please take a few minutes to read them,
and then rank each one in terms of how important
each has been to the company during the past 12
months.

Rank on a scale of 1 to §
-—- least important
-- somewhat important
moderately important
~-- very important
-- most important

O W
1
1

Emphasizes new ideas in facilities and equipment

Emphasizes efficiency & tight control in operations

Requires specifications for the purchase of food and
supplies

Offers a specialized product and type of service

In purchasing, is more concerned about getting the
best product rather than the best price

Develops new products or services to appeal to a
broad market

Targets and serves a special market

bDepends on forecasting to determine market growth

Emphasizes the use of gquality control measures in
operations

Believes industry reputation is very important

Prefers to own outlets, rather than franchise to
others

Standardizes operations to reduce overhead

Serves a limited geographic market
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14. Emphasizes new ideas in marketing, promotions, and
advertising

15. Seeks to improve existing products and services

16. Maintains competitive prices for products and
services

17. Emphasizes promotion of company identity

Organizational Structure. Information about the shape,

division of labor, departmentalization and formality of the
firm was determined through an analysis of organization
charts, firm documents, and interviews. Information about
communication channels, the nature of decision-making
processes, and access to information pertinent to strategic
matters was gathered through interviews at all management
levels. The interview questions were patterned after
Khandwalla (1976/77) and Miller and Droge (1986), and are
listed below:

a. Can you tell me about the types of decisions you are

allowed to make?
Probe for * product or service offerings

* operations

* marketing strategy

* research and development

* capital budget decisions

* long term strategy decisions

Now I would like to ask you about the how
information flows in your firm.

b. Do you follow a formal chain of command in your
company when you communicate to managers or other
employees?
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c. When you receive orders from upper level management,
is the formal chain of command followed?

d. Would you consider the channels of communication
(company name) open and informal, or closed and
formal?

e. Would you say that access to financial and operating
information is limited or unlimited?

Organizational Culture. Information about the
organizational culture in each firm was gathered through
content analysis of company documents, articles in recent
trade journals and local newspapers, observation of company
offices and buildings, and analysis of personnel practices
and company get-togethers. All managers were asked to define
the company culture within the frame of reference provided
by the following definition: "...culture is the shared
understanding of an organization’s employees--how we do
things around here. These beliefs, values, ... and
philosophies determine how things work. They define
expected standards of behavior, speech, presentation of self
and ‘shoulds,’" (Wallach, 1983, p. 29). The question was
asked of the interviewees in the following manner:

a. On this card is a definition of organizational
culture. Using this definition as a guide, how would
you define your firm’s culture?

"Culture is the shared understanding of an
organization’s employees-~how we do things around
here. These beliefs, values, ... and philosophies
determine how things work. They define expected
standards of behavior, speech, presentation of self

and ’‘shoulds.’"
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Process Variables

Information Systems. All management levels were

interviewed regarding the flow of information and the amount
of integration between and within management levels in each
firm. Questions were asked about the types of reports
deemed most useful, the type and fregquency of meetings and
informal gatherings, and the types of communication, e.q.,
telephone, memoranda, face-to-face, used most frequently.
These same questions were also asked in reference to the
strategic project being traced. The questions were developed
from Lorsche and Allen (1973), and are shown below.

a. What types of company financial reports do you find
the most helpful in doing your job?

Probe for * five or multiple year planning
documents

annual budget documents
quarterly budget documents
monthly budget report

monthly operating report
weekly operating report

others

* ¥ ¥ * * ¥

b. What was the most helpful type of financial report
that you used for the Project?

c. How frequently are meetings held concerning long
term company progress?

d. Who attends these meetings?

e. How frequently are meetings held concerning short
term company progress?

f. Who attends these meetings?

g. How frequently were meetings held concerning the
Project?
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h. Who attended these meetings?

i. How frequently are meetings held concerning progress
of the Project?

j. Who attends these meetings?

k. Do you ever have informal get togethers outside of
work with other managers or employees?

1. If so, what type of activities are involved and how
often do these get togethers occur?

m. What type of communication provides you with the
most helpful information in terms of day to day
operations?

Probe for * written memos or reports
* telephone conversations
* electronic mail messages via
computer
* newsletters or company bulletins
* face to face

n. What type of communication provides you with the
most helpful information on long range company
issues?

Probe for * written memos or reports
* telephone conversations
* electronic mail messages via
computer
* newsletters or company bulletins
* face to face

o. What type of communication provided you with the
most helpful information about Project?

Resource Allocation. All managers were questioned

about how resources were allocated in their firm. They were
also asked how resources were allocated for the selected

strategic project. Planning and budget documents were
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reviewed, where available. The questions asked in the
interview are as follows:

I would like to ask you about resource allocation in
your company.

a. Who decides how resources will be allocated?
b. What criteria is used?

c. Who decided how resources were to be allocated for
Project?

d. What criteria were used to allocate resources for
Project?

Planning and Control. Information about the nature and

formality of the control system was determined from specific
questions regarding how performance was monitored in
general, and for the selected strategic project. The
questions were patterned after the research of Miller and
Droge (1986). All management levels were asked about the
types of control devices used in the firm, the types of
information collected for monitoring and the frequency of
both monitoring and feedback. Planning documents were
analyzed in terms of how they followed the strategic
orientation described by managers as well as the strategic
plan for each firm.
The questions that were included in the interviews

are indicated below.

I wonder if you could tell me about the types of

controls that you have in your company.
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a. Does your company have any of the following control
devices in place to gather information about
performance?

1) a company wide information system
2) cost centers for cost control
3) profit centers and profit targets

4) quality control standards in operations

5) cost control by fixing standard costs and
analyzing variation.

6) formal appraisal of personnel

b. What types of information are collected to monitor
the financial performance of a region, area, or a
unit in your company? (CORPORATE)

c. Are the same types of information being collected
to monitor the financial performance of the
Project? (CORPORATE)

d. What types of financial data are collected to
monitor performance of the Project?
(DISTRICT, UNIT)

e. Are other types of data collected and sent to
corporate, such as guest count, number of employees,
etc.? (DISTRICT, UNIT)

f. How frequently is data collected for Project?
g. How often is performance feedback on the

Project sent to the manager in charge of each unit?
To the Area of District manager?

Ask for: * profitability
* customer numbers, etc.

Reward and incentive system. Questions about how

manager performance was evaluated and what company-wide
criteria was used were asked of all management levels. All

85



management levels were also asked how their performance was
evaluated and rewarded for the selected strategic project.
Question content was based on Gupta and Govindarajan (1984).
The questions asked are as follows:

a. How are incentives and rewards determined for

managers?
Probe for * long-term vs. short-term
oriented
* formula vs. subjective or a
combination
* based on unit/region/company
performance
b. What incentives were presented for Project?
c. How were bonuses awarded for Project?

Project initiation style of managers. All managers

were interviewed concerning their style of initiating
strategic projects. They were given a card describing four
styles of project introduction patterned after Nutt (1987),
and were asked to select the style they employed most often.
Managers were also asked which style they used to
initiate the project that was being traced. The questions
are as follows:
Now I would like to ask you about the communication
style that you use to introduce a new project to other
managers or employees. Four different styles are listed
on this card. Please take a moment to read them and
then refer to them as you answer the next 3 questions.
1. Justify the need for the project, show how
performance can be improved by the project, and

then solicit the support of key people in the
organization.
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b.

c.

2. Delegate all the planning and decision making for
the project to one group.

3. Delegate all of the planning and decision-making
to one person, who is an expert in the project
area.

4. Formulate the plan for the new project yourself,
and then issue a directive that the plan will be
adopted.

Does the management style you use depend on the
nature of the project that you are introducing? If
so, in what way?

Which management style would you say you use most
often?

What management style did you use to initiate the
Project?

Manager demographics. Manager demographics was not a

variable included in the initial model. However, the first

five questions in the interview requested information about

the manager’s job title, tenure with the firm, and tenure in

the restaurant industry. This information was used as part

of the determination of organizational culture and to

provide background information about each firm’s history.

The questions are as follows:

a.

b.

d.

What is your present position or job title at
(company name)?

How many years or what length of time have you held
this position?

How many years have you been with the company?
What other positions (in the company) have you held

during that time?
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e. How many years have you worked in the restaurant
industry?

Functional strategies. Functional strategies was not a

separate model variable. It was addressed under the
planning and control variable. Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984)
suggested that functional or operational strategies should
follow logically from the corporate and business strategies.
Therefore, in order to track the flow of ideas from the
strategic plan to the functional or operational strategies
in each firm, unit managers were interviewed about the unit
level functional strategies in the areas of operations,
human resources, and marketing. (Questions related to
finance were not included in this part of the interview
because they were addressed as part of planning and
control.) The questions, which were based on Umbreit’s work
(1989), were as follows:

a. How many full-time equivalents are there at this
unit?

b. Can you tell how employees are scheduled/positioned
in the front and back of the house?

c. How many customers per day do you serve?

d. What is your role in marketing for your store,
specifically, for what aspects of advertising and
promotion are you responsible?

e. Are there specific policies and procedures that you

follow for hiring, firing, and promoting employees
at the unit level?
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f. What type of training procedures do you follow at
the unit level?
Method of Analysis

The use of statistical analysis is limited in case
study research due to the nature of the type of data
collected and the small number of subjects. Therefore, the
interpretation of findings must be done in other ways, such
as relating the data to a theoretical model.

Since this was an exploratory study, the intent was to
describe each variable and then to analyze all of the
variables in the framework of a model. Therefore, the types
of analysis used here are primarily descriptive.

Data Reduction

One of the difficulties in any type of qualitative
research methodology is handling, in a consistent manner,
the quantity of data that is collected, which in this case,
were verbal responses. Some form of data reduction, defined
by Miles and Huberman (1984) as the "...process of
selecting, focusing, simplifying, abstracting and
transforming the ’‘raw’ data that appear in written-up field
notes," (p. 21) is usually necessary. In this study,
concept mapping and numeric ranking were the two types of
data reduction used for analysis.

Concept Mapping. Concept mapping, a procedure for

content analysis, is a method of schematically representing
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the meaning of prose materials (Novak & Gowen, 1984). The
method breaks down the content into its most basic elements
of meaning. A schematic of concept mapping is shown in
Figure 3-1.

Concept mapping was used initially to help readers
derive meaning from textbook passages (Novak & Gowen, 1984).
It has since been used in a variety of situations where it
was necessary to understand and summarize a diversity of
information.

Sherratt and Schlabach (1990) employed concept mapping
to improve the ability of prospective librarians to
effectively organize and match patrons’ queries with
available information sources. Concept mapping has also
been used to determine knowledge gain in two studies in
which interviews were conducted before and after teaching
sessions (Auld, et. al., 1990; Novak, 1990); and to analyze
group interviews for determining a framework for program
evaluation (Trochim, 1989).

Concept mapping includes four steps, as described
below.

1. All the key concepts (defined as regularity in

objects or events designated by some label) from a
prose passage are listed. See Step One and Step Two

in Table 3-1.
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Hierarchy
Level

Concept Descriptions

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

VERY GENERAL
CONCEPT

W

GENERAL CONCEPT

SPECIFIC
CONCEPT

SPECIFIC SPECIFIC
CONCEPT CONCEPT

Figure 3-1
A Schematic of Concept Mapping
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2. Within the context of the prose passage, these
concepts are ranked hierarchically from very general
to specific. This ordering is based upon the
researcher’s general background knowledge of the
content being analyzed. See Step Three in Table 3-1.

3. A map is constructed, using the rank ordered list of
concepts as a guide. These concepts are linked when
possible, using words that show the relationships
between them. Figure 3-2 provides an example of a
completed concept map based upon the information
provided in Table 3-1.

4. Finally, a statement is constructed that retains the
meaning of the original prose passage, but is more
concise and easy to use in the research format. An
example is shown at the bottom of Figure 3-2.

The method of concept mapping has content validity

since the map is a logical and systematic distillation of

the content of the material (A Glossary, 1989). Content

validity is defined here as how well the concept map
measures the content of the prose passage. This process
provides a very complete measure of content because it
allows the researcher to focus not only on the essential
concepts, but also on relationships that are not otherwise

readily apparent.
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Table 3-1

A Step By Step Description
of the Concept Mapping Analysis Procedure

Step 1. An example of a prose passage

Reading comprehension is atwo-way process. The author'staskisto communicate
with the reader, and the reader’s task is to understand the author. Imagine the
author of a book as a football quarterback and the reader as the pass receiver. The
message the author wants to get to the reader is the football. The quarterback
throws the ball and the readertriesto catchit. Both activities, throwing and catching,
are active processes. On a football team the quarterback and the receiver work
together. The same should be true of the relationship between the author of a book
and the reader. The reader should take advantage of the techniques used by the
author in order to understand as much of the message as possible.

Step 2. A list of significant concepts

reading comprehension
two-way process
communicate

reader

author

active process
techniques

@=~0po000

Step 3. Reordered list of concepts from most to least
general; some concepts are equal.

communicate

two-way process, reading comprehension
author, reader

active process

techniques

LY
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1. A Concept map based on the reordered list of concepts in Table 3-1

COMMUNICATION

ACTIVE PROCESS

TECHNIQUES

2. The derived summary statement

Communication, which includes reading comprehension, is a two-way
process. This active process involves both the author and reader
utilizing techniques that improve reading comprehension.

Figure 3-2
A Concept Map and the Derived Summary Statement
from the Prose Passage in Table 3-1
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There is also some statistical evidence of convergent
validity when using concept mapping. Dumont (1989) compared
computed concept maps generated from multi-dimensional
scaling and cluster analysis with hand placed concept maps
of interviews. When categorization of like terms was
compared, there was a significant correlation between them.
Although these results were based on a very small sample,
the findings suggest the potential for the overall validity
of the hand placed concept maps.

Numeric Ranking. Numeric ranking or scaling was used
for two variables. Respondents ranked competitive methods
for the business strategy variable. The researcher also
ranked key concepts post hoc for the perceived environmental
uncertainty variable. Arithmetic averages were derived for
the data when numerics were used.

Categorization and Analysis of Data

Figure 3-3 provides a flow chart of the categorization
and analysis of the data for this study. The process is
explained below.

Data from the interviews were transcribed and reviewed
by the researcher. The data were categorized by variable
and by management level. When appropriate, the information
that was gathered from the documents, e. g. annual reports
and training manuals, and other literature, i. e.,
newspapers and trade journals, was combined with the
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interview data into matrices for analysis (Miles & Huberman,
1984).

One matrix was constructed for each variable at each
management level in each of the firms. This matrix included
responses to all of the questions that operationally defined
each variable. An example of this type of matrix is shown
in Table 3-2. Concept mapping and/or numeric ranking were
then used to derive a summary statement for each variable at
each management level. An example of the summary statements
for one variable for all three management levels in one firm
is shown in Table 3-3.

To determine a description of each variable for each
firm, summary statements for all management levels were
analyzed using concept mapping and/or numeric ranking to
arrive at a grand summary statement, as shown in Table 3-4.
When appropriate, the grand summary statements were used for
cross-site analysis of variables. They also served as a
source of information describing uniquenesses among the
firms.

An abbreviated description for each variable in each
firm was derived from the grand summary statements using
concept mapping. These variable descriptions served two
purposes. First, they were used to describe the
implementation of strateqgy in each firm in terms of the
model that was introduced in Chapter One. The description
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Upper Level Manager #1

Tahle 3-2

Question Responses and Summary Statements that Operationally Define
One Variable (CorporateStrategy) for Upper Level Management in Company A

Upper Level Manager #2

Upper Level Manager #3

Upper Level Management Summary
Statement

What business is your firmin?

Family style ltalian restaurant that
specializes in regional dishes of a
good guality homemade taste, af-
fordable pricesinaquick serve mode.

What business is your firm in?

To serve the publicfoodand provide
customer service; providing a din-
ing service with good value in the
upscale fast food segment.

What business is your firm in?

Providing fast food Italian ataffordable
prices to the public; serving primarily
white collar workers.

What business is your firmin?

1. Value, customer service, quality,
affordable

2. Fast Food ltalian

3. White collar and families

4 ltalian fast food restaurant that
serves family and white collar cus-
tomers. It provides value through
quality food at affordable prices

86

What is the mission of your
firm?

To become the most favorite italian
restaurantchain, "I'dlike to be Num-
ber One in the Italian segment.”

What is the mission of your
firm?

Tobecome the NumberOneleaderin
this segment

What is the mission of your
firm?

To continue to provide quality food at
affordabie prices while expandingour
market.

What is the mission of your
firm?

1. To be #1 in Italian fast food restau-
rant chains that provide quality food
at affordable prices

2. To maintain profitability

3. To grow rapidly by franchising {(from
documents)

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

Italian, sthnic, fast food, unigue

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

Fast food — upscale — almost are
creating a segment; concept is go-
ing to duplicate. Only chain thatis a
direct competitor is

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

Unique, upscale, fast food, Italian

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

1. Unique, fast food, Italian




Table 3-3

Summary Statements for One Variable (Corporate Strategy)
for All Management Levels in Company A

Upper Management
Summary Sheet

Middie Management
Summary Sheet

Lower Management
Summary Sheet

What business is your firm in?

1. Value, customerservice, qual-
ity, affordable

2. Fast Food ltalian

3. White collar and families

4. ltalianfastfoodrestaurantthat
serves family and white collar
customers. It provides value
through quality food at afford-
able prices

What business is your firm in?

1. Customer service that is
affordable
2. Fast ltalian food

What business is your firm in?

1. Please customer via service,
entertainment and good food

2. ltalianfastfoodthat is nourish-
ing and good

3. Emphasis on service

What is the mission of your firm?

1. Tobe #1 in Italian food restau-
rantchains that provide quality
food at affordable prices

2. To maintain profitability

3. To grow rapidly by franchising

What is the mission of your firm?

1. To serve and satisfy guests
2. To be a profitable company

What is the mission of your firm?

—

. Serveftake care of guests

2. Provide good quality products

3. Provide clean restaurant with
friendly “associates”

4. Grow rapidly, good image in
community

5. Focus on expenses

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

1. Unique, fast food, Italian

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

1. Quick service
2. ltalian food

In what segment of the industry
does your firm compete?

1. Hybrid of full service and fast
food, ltalian

2. Provide a unique product that
is high quality
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Table 3-4

Grand Summary Statement
for
One Variable (Corporate Strategy) for Company A

Company A is a single business firm that will provide customers with
entertainment at an excellent price. Entertainment involves friendly
and fast service in a restaurant that is a hybrid of full and fast service
and is clean. The product that is served is unique. It is ltalian,
nourishing and better than in other restaurants. If these criteria are
met, the company will be profitable and expand rapidly, providing it
focuses on expenses and lets the communities in which it is located
know about the company.
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for each firm is shown in Table 4-1 in Chapter 4. Secondly,
the variable descriptions from all three firms were used to
form propositions that described associations between
variables. The variable descriptions were placed in one of
three matrices. One matrix compared context and process
variables; another compared context variables, and the third
compared process variables. A mock-up showing the design of
the matrices is displayed in Figure 3-4.

The final product of the reduction, categorization, and
analysis of the data was a new model. The model described
the ways in which the variables were influenced each other.
Interpretation of Vvariables

When appropriate, the analysis of data included
comparisons to previous research. A description of the
process of analysis for each variable follows.

Context Variables

Perceived Environmental Uncertainty. Responses for
perceived environmental uncertainty were first concept
mapped to summarize meaning. Each environmental factor was
then ranked post-hoc according to a scale, based on the
research of Miller and Droge (1986), to analyze the factors
in terms of either frequency of occurrence or level of
difficulty in predicting. The ranking scale ranged from
five to one, with five indicating the highest level of
frequency or difficulty, and one indicating the lowest level
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Context Variables

Matrix 1

Process Variables

Info.
Systems

Planning
+
Control

Resource
Allocation

Project
Initiation
Style

Rewards
+
Incentives

Perceived
Environ-
mental
Uncer-
tainty

Organiza-
tional
Structure

Organiza-
tional
Culture

Corporate
Strategy

Business
Strategy

Scale: 1inch =5 1/2 inches

Matrix #1 plots process variables x context variables
Matrix #2 plots context variables x context variables
Matrix #3 plots process variables x process variables

* In each cell, statements from each variable description, e.g., from perceived
environmental uncertainty and information systems, are analyzed to find

potential interrelationships. This was done for each variable combination.

Figure 3-4
Mock-Up of Matrices for Analysis of Variables
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of frequency or difficulty. Responses for each method were
arithmetically averaged for each management level. Managers
were also asked to indicate which of the environmental
factors would cause the greatest threat to their firm.

Corporate Level Strateqy. Manager statements about the
business, mission, and industry segment of the firm, were
concept mapped to arrive at a statement for each firm.
Rumelt’s (1974) strategies of corporate diversification were
used to categorize the firms.

Business Level Strateqy. For business level strategy,

respondents were asked to rank each of the competitive
methods listed on a scale of importance ranging from five
representing most important, to one representing least
important. Responses for each method were first averaged
for each management level, and second for all management
levels in each firm. Methods ranked as highly important were
compared with those included in the grand strategy factors
found by West and Anthony (1990). Responses were also
compared to the works of Miles and Snow (1978), Porter
(1980), Miller (1988), and Herbert and Deresky (1984).
Organizational Culture. The narratives about
organizational culture were concept mapped. The resulting
key concepts and all other information about organizational
culture were categorized according to Deal and Kennedy’s
(1982) framework. Categories included internal business
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environment, heroes, values, and cultural network. Also,
Woods (1989) description of restaurant culture was used in
the analysis.

Organizational Structure. Responses to the
organizational structure variable were compared to the works
of Burns and Stalker (1961), Mintzberg (1979) and Miller and
Droge (1986).

Process Variables

Information Systems. Integration between management
levels and frequency of contacts both within and between
management levels were compared with those which have been
described by Lorsch & Allen (1973) and Langley (1989).
Meetings were defined as formal integration; phone calls and
face to face conversations were defined as informal
integration. Financial records, memoranda and company
bulletins were defined as integrative devices (Lorsch &
Allen, 1973). The preference and how often certain
communication modes were used at different management levels
were compared to those described by Rice and Shook (1990). A
description of the methods used in each firm and at each
management level, as well as an analysis of the most common
methods used at each management level, was developed.

Resource Allocation. Responses about resource

allocation were compared to Bower (1970) and Thompson and
Strickland (1987). Similarities and differences between the
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process described by the respondents at each management
level and those described by the comparison research were
analyzed. The most common method was described.

Planning and Control. Responses concerning monitoring
of performance and feedback, which are major aspects of
control, were compared with those described by Goold and
Quinn (1990) and Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984). Descriptions of
the process of planning and control and the most commonly
used approach were developed for all management levels at
each firm.

Rewards and Incentives. Responses about the rewards

management received for maintaining a high level of
productivity were compared to the work of Govindarajan &
Gupta (1984) and Balkin and Gomez-Mejia (1990).

Similarities and differences were described and the most
common approaches used at each management level in each firm
were described.

Project Initiation Style of Managers. Responses were
analyzed by comparing the obtained responses to the
framework developed by Nutt (1987). Similarities and
differences between the obtained responses and Nutt’s
framework were described. A description of the most common
initiation style at each level of management was identified.

Finally, the context and the process variables were
combined to delineate the strategy implementation model for
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each firm. The resulting models for each firm were compared
and contrasted to each other. A set of propositions and a
model were developed.
Tests for Design Quality

Construct validity

Miles & Huberman (1984) indicated that construct
validity is achieved in qualitative research by relating the
research design to theory. Yin (1989) stated that another
method of arriving at construct validity in case study
research is by using either multiple sources of evidence or
a chain of evidence. A chain of evidence is achieved by
citing appropriate parts of the documentation in the
write-up. In this study construct validity was achieved in
the following manner:

1. by operationalizing all of the variables with
definitions from the theoretical literature.

2. by analyzing multiple sources of data for each of
the variables. Both interviews and archival
documents were used in this process.

3. by providing a chain of evidence, e.g., quoting from
the tape recorded interviews, when necessary.

Internal Vvalidity

Descriptive or exploratory research does not involve
causal relationships. However, case study research, often
involves making inferences about the relationships. Making
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accurate inference depends upon the presence of internal
validity. Internal validity can be verified by
comparing the data to a predicted model which is in place
before the study is initiated. This type of verification was
done for the present research study.
External validity

As was mentioned in Chapter One, attaining external
validity or generalizability is difficult in case study
research (Yin, 1989). 1In this study, case studies of three
firms were investigated with the intent of gathering
information that would enhance the development of a
conceptual framework for strategy implementation. Since
model and proposition development were the focus of this
research, as opposed to replication of findings,
generalizability was not important at this stage of the
research.
Reliability

In case study research, reliability refers to the
ability to replicate the same case study (Yin, 1989). It
must be emphasized that the very same case study must be
replicated, not one that is only similar. Thus, true test-
retest reliability, as is referred to in quantitative
research, is difficult to attain.

Since reliability in the traditional sense cannot be
tested in case study research, the investigator must provide
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evidence of careful documentation and the use of multiple
sources of information, where possible (Yin, 1989). In this
study, documentation was done by maintaining a data base,
which contained audio tapes, notes taken during the
interviews, written transcriptions of the audio tapes, and
company documents, such as menus, newsletters, pamphlets,
advertisements, annual reports, budget information, and any
other written materials that were made available to the
researcher.

Test Instrument Development, Validity and Reliability

The interview questions were based on the literature
cited in the variable description section of this chapter.
The instrument consisted of a combination of card assisted
closed-ended questions and open-ended gquestions. The order
of the questions was in a funnel sequence. The more general
questions were asked at the beginning of the interviews and
the more specific information at the end. Although the
questions in the latter part of the interview were open
ended, most required more specific answers.

The test instrument was pre-tested on a group of six
representative industry experts (Brenner, Brown, & Canter,
1985; Gottlieb, 1986). Wording adjustments were made based
on their suggestions, while maintaining the intended

meaning.
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In case study research it is also difficult to attain
high instrument test-retest reliability because the
instrument or a particular question may have to be asked in
the "site’s (or person’s) terms," (Miles & Huberman, 1984;
Eisenhardt, 1989). For example, if an interviewee’s
previous comment is not related to the questionnaire iten,
the researcher may have to restructure the next question in
order to get the interviewee back on track. In this study
the same structured questionnaire was used in each interview
in order to maintain reliability. However, in some
instances, wording variations were required by the
researcher.

Summary

This chapter provided a rationale for the use of
gqualitative and case study methodology in this
investigation. The plan of how this research study was
conducted was explained. Concept mapping, the primary type
of analysis method used, was described. Each variable was
operationally defined. Design quality issues, unique to

qualitative research, were presented.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction
Chapter Three outlined the design of the research that
was conducted. This chapter presents the results of the
research. The unit of analysis for each firm (a strategic
project), and the process of the project’s implementation is
described. The context and process variables for each firm
are described by comparing and contrasting them among the
three firms. To substantiate the findings, relevant
theoretical literature is included where appropriate. An
abbreviated description of the context and process variables
is presented for each firm in Table 4-1.
Company Demographics
Company A
Company A was a single business (Rumelt, 1974), multi-
unit, privately held corporation with 20 company-owned
units. The year old company was headquartered in the
southeastern United States. The concept, Italian fast food,
had been purchased from a large corporate restaurant company
one year before this study was undertaken. Company A’s
current owner was an Asian firm that owned cleaning and
American food franchises in the Pacific Rim area. Company A
was this firm’s first food endeavor in the United States. A
five year strategic for the company indicated that growth
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Table 4-1 (Part 1)

Strategic Implementation Model for Company A

CONTEXT

PEU
1. Slightly above average due to consumer choice.
2. PEUis higher among unit level managers.
Corporate strategy
1. Asinglebusiness firm that offers a good, unique product, quick service
at competitive prices. Focus on employees and company expansion.
Rapid growth by both franchising and adding company owned units
nation-wide.
Business Strategy
Most important competitive methods:
1. Tight control over operation and product.
2. Seek to improve existing product.
3. Seek to make company well known.
Structure
1. Input from all levels of management but centralized decision-making
within a hierarchical structure.
2. Organization chart closely followed.
Culture
1. Young growth oriented company that stresses hard work, innovative
ideas, open communication and customer satisfaction.
2. CEOis seen as hero.

PROCESS

Information Systems

1. Information flow is frequent and open within and between (adjacent)
management levels.
Informal communication is more frequent than formal mestings.
Face-to-face and telephone communication is preferred over memo-
randa.
The most useful planning information ars weekly and monthly financial
reports.
Both long term and short term issues are discussed more frequently by
upper management than by lower management.
Informal gatherings usually include all management levels.

7. Thereis aninformal communication network among lower management.
Project Initiation

1. Style depends on risk and level of project.

2. [f project is initiated at the Corporate level, management style is either
managerdirected orjustify and solicit support. Mid-levelis by delegation;
and, at the Unit level, it is justify and solicit support.

Resource Allocation

1. CEO based on strategic plan.
Planning and Control

1. A carefully devised strategic plan is followed written by upper level
management.
Profit and loss statements are frequently monitored and feedback is
provided to all levels regarding costs, service and profitability.
There is a carefully defined system for quality control.
Managers are evaluated by an MBO system.
All units are profit centers.
Traditional company-wide information system of memos and P & L's that
is augmented with computer system that links all units to corporate.
Rewards and Incentives

1. Basisforcompensation: Both formula and subjectivity atalt management
levels. Total company performance for upper management. Regional
performance for middie level management. Unit performance for lower
level management. Upper and mid-level management receive bonuses
yearly. Unit level managers receive bonuses monthly and quarterly.
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Table 4-1 (Part Il)

Strategic Implementation Model for Company B

CONTEXT

PEU
1. Average due to supply of product and consumer choice.
2. PEU is highest among unit level managers.
Corporate Strategy
1. Family-type business that offers a good product that cannotbe prepared
athome at reasonable prices in a family-style restaurant within alimited
geographic region. Limited expansion.
Business Strategy
Most important competitive methods:
1. Tight control over operation.
2. Seeks to improve existing quality of product and services.
3. Sustain industry reputation as a family restaurant.
Structure
1. Centralized yet fluid decision-making in a hierarchica! structure. Infor-
mation flow is open at the upper levels. Management striving, under
pressure, to open information flow to all management levels.
2. No organizational chart.
Culture
1. In transition from an emphasis on production to customer satisfaction.
Emphasis on friendship among empioyees at all levels. Company)
wishes to be seen as “family”.
2. Partners are seen as heroes.

PROCESS

Information Systems

1. Information flow is frequent and fairly open between management at
every level.

2. Frequent informal communication is preferred over formal meetings.

3. Telephons and face-to-face communication is preferred.

4. The most useful planning information are financial reports, but time
frame varies with management level.

5. Meetings about short temm issues are scheduled between manage-
ment (adjacent) levels weekly. Long term issues discussed infre-
quently.

6. Frequent informal gatherings include all management levels.

7. There is an informal network among lower level management.

Project Initiation

1. Style depends on person initiating and/or risk level.

2. Usual style at all management levels is to justify change and solicit
support.

Resource Allocation
1. Senior Managing Partner based on justification.
Planning and Control

1. No written strategic plan is followed.

2. Profit and loss is frequently monitored and feedback given regarding
costs and profitability of the individual unit or area weekly.

3. No formal system for monitoring quality control.

4. Middie and unit level managers have recently come under an
evaluation system by upper management.

5. Al units are profit centers.

6. Traditional company-wide information system of memo, P & L's, much
face-to-face contact and new voice mail system.

Reward and incentives

1. Basis for compensation: Both formula and subjectivity for middle and
lower management. Formula only for upper management. Total
company performance for all management levels. Individual store
performance also considered strongly for lower level manager.
Bonuses given randomly at Mid and lower levels.
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Tahle 4-1 (Part lll)

Strategic Implementation Model for Company C

CONTEXT
PEU

1. High due to consumer choice and changes in marketing practices.
2. PEU s highest among unit level managers.
Corporate Strategy
1. Diversified company that offers a high quality product and good
service, Expansion into multiple goods and services within the food
industry by acquisition and new internally developed concepts.
Business Strategy
Most important competitive methods:
1. Seek to improve existing products.
2. Tight control over operation and product.
3. Expand product and service line within a broad market.
4. Maintain and improve industry reputation.
Structure
1. Centralized decision-making within a hierarchical structure but
moving toward flatter organization with lower level decision-making.
Information flow is open and informal on a "need to know" basis.
Input for all management levels is encouraged.
2. Organization chart closely followed.
Culture
1. Efficient and formal with an emphasis on hard work, honesty, loyalty,
and trust. High expectations for employees. In transition from
centralized decision-making to making decisions based on consen-
sus at the lowest possible level.
2. No stated heroes.

Process

1. Information flow is fairly frequent and open within and between adjacent
management levels.

Formal communication is more frequent for upper and lower management;
informal more frequent for lower.

Face-to-face, memos and telephone are preferred communication modes.
The most useful planning information are weekly financial reports.

Long term and short term issues discussed at same frequency for lower
and midde management. Upper management may meet ad hoc besides
planned meetings.

6. Some informal gatherings include all management levels; other only upper
to middle management.

7. There is an informal communication hetwork among lower management.

Project Initiation

1. Style depends on type of project and risk involved.

2. Atthe Comorate level style is justify change and solicit support and
manage directed; Midde level is delegation or justify and solicit support;
unitlevel is manager directed, delegation or justify and solicit support.

Resource Allocation
1. Usually the Board of Directors based on strategic pian and RO criteria.
2. Strategic Project: the first and second tier of upper management.
Planning and Control
1. Acarefully devised strategic plan is followed that was written by upper
management.
Profit and loss statements are frequentty monitored and feedback given
daily and weekly.
Tracking the quality of products and services according to specific criteria.
Middle and lower level managers are evaluated by carefully devised
criteria.
All units are profit centers.
Traditional company-wide information system of memos and P & Ls.
Computer system linking units to corporate is being piloted in the new
concept.
Rewards and Incentives

1. Basis for compensation: formula and subjectivity at all management levels.
Company, district and unit receives bonus depending on profitability of their
area of responsibility. Upper and middle management receive bonuses
yearly. Lower management receive bonuses quartery.,

Information Systems
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was to be accomplished by franchising, and opening more
company-owned units.

All Company A units were similar in design and layout,
both in the front and back of the house. Each unit had a
dine-in seating capacity of about 75 to 100 seats. Menu
items included pizza, salads, several pasta itens,
sandwiches, breadsticks and cheesecake. Liquor was sold in
units where beverage laws allowed. Sales volume was about
evenly split between take-out and eat-in meals.
Company B

Company B was a single business (Rumelt, 1974) multi-
concept, multi-unit organization. The company operated 20
company-owned seafood restaurants, and was sole franchisee
for a casual dinner house group of 13 restaurants located in
the same geographic region. The company was headquartered
in a major city on the eastern seaboard of the United
States, and was legally organized as a limited partnership.
Ownership was held by four general partners and two limited
partners. The growth plan for this firm was to remain in
the geographic region in which it currently competed. It
included maintenance of its current concept, while becoming
a major franchisee for one or more national restaurant
companies.

This investigation focused on its original concept, a
seafood restaurant group. The seafood restaurant division

114



was 17 years old and consisted of 20 restaurants. The
company was a spin off of a wholesale seafood operation that
sold its product to fish camps in western North Carolina
during the 1960’s. 1In 1974, two members left the wholesale
seafood operation and opened a group of restaurants in the
metropolitan area where they were currently located.

When the restaurants first opened, the concept was an
all-you-can-eat operation. It served deep fried seafood,
french fries, and hushpuppies. The emphasis was to serve as
many people as possible and provide the customer with as
much seafood as they wanted for a reasonable price. Decor
and personalized customer service were not considered
especially important.

At the time of the study, the majority of the
restaurants were located in shopping centers in suburban
areas. They catered to families and to large groups.
Liquor sales were a small part of the sales. Each
restaurant had a large production kitchen and a customer
capacity of about 350. Decor was similar in all units.
Company C

Company C was a publicly held dominant-linked
diversified company (Rumelt, 1974). In dominant-linked
companies, some products share a common technology or
distribution channel. In Company C, some products shared a
common distribution channel. The company, headquartered in
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the mid-western United States, began as a family operated
food product business 35 years earlier. The company entered
the restaurant business about 15 years later, in order to
counteract the cyclical nature of its food product business.

The company had 255 units that were primarily in the
southern and mid-western region of the United States. The
target market was the family segment of the restaurant
industry. Menu offerings included a large variety of
breakfast, sandwich, and homestyle items, such as chicken
fried steak, meatloaf and chicken and noodles. No liquor
was sold in any units.

The upper level of management in Company C had been
restructured one year prior to this study. For the purposes
of this research, upper level management was defined as
either first or second tier. First tier upper management
consisted of the Chief Executive Officer and the Board of
Directors. Second tier upper management was the Executive
Committee, which was made up of the eight Vice Presidents
who were in charge of the operating business groups and
corporate support areas and the Chief Executive Officer,

The growth plan for this firm, according to management
interviews and the strategic plan, included the acquisition
and internal development of new restaurant concepts and food

product lines.
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Manager Demographics

The managers in all of the firms studied were very
experienced in the food industry. The number of years that
managers had worked in the restaurant industry was longest
for upper management in all firms, and lowest for lower
level management. The number of years ranged from 13 to 36
years for upper management; 14 to 20 years for middle
management; and, 7 to 12 years for lower level management.

When compared to Company A and Company C, the tenure of
managers in their current positions was longest for upper
and middle management in Company B. This was because
Company A was a new firm, and Company C had recently
undergone a corporate restructure. Average tenure of all
managers in their current firm was greatest at Company C,
probably because this firm had been in business longer than
the other two. Most of the management at Company A had
worked for the same corporate restaurant firm, prior to
coming to Company A.

Stage of the Organizational Life Cycle

The organizational life cycle concept was employed to
describe and differentiate the three firms that were
investigated. The organizational life cycle concept
originated in the life sciences. While the concept has its

detractors, such as Porter (1980), it provides researchers
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with a rough guideline with which to compare the evolution
of business organizations.

The works of Hofer (1975) and Anderson and Ziethaml
(1984) provide working definitions for each stage of the
life cycle. The introductory stage is characterized by an
emphasis on new products, technological changes related to
new products, determining customer needs, and marketing and
advertising. The corporate strategy is usually single
business. Emphases in the growth stage include gaining
greater access to distribution channels, increasing
efficiency in production and selling, while increasing the
number of units. Corporate strategy during this stage
usually remains as single business. The mature stage is
characterized by an increased degree of product
diversification and market segmentation because of an
increased concern for meeting customer needs. Price/value
ratio becomes more important. Corporate strategy in this
stage may change from single business to some degree of
diversification.

Although chronological age is not one of the
identifiers used in determining life cycle stage, it can be
implied that many firms in the introductory stage are newer,
and those in the mature stage are older. Moreover, the
activities of each stage are somewhat indicative of
chronological age. For example, firms in the introductory
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stage put a great emphasis on marketing and making customers
aware of their product; growth firms are most concerned with
expansion of the firm; and mature firms are looking for ways
to diversify. Thus, in this study, the organizational life
cycle descriptions will include some functions of age.

Company A was in the later part of the introductory
stage of its organizational life cycle, moving into the
growth stage. This firm was concerned with making customers
aware of their presence through advertising and promotion.
Expansion through an increase in number of units was also
very important to this firm. The purpose of the strategic
project in Company A was to expand into a new region of the
country. Both of these strategies are typical of firms at
these stages of the life cycle (Anderson & Zeithaml, 1984;
Hofer, 1975).

Company B was in the mature stage of its organizational
life cycle, even though its management structure retained
some of the characteristics of a firm in the introductory
stage, such as the presence of founders in key decision-
making positions (Kimberly, 1980). The firm was at a point
where it was reevaluating its market niche and product
offerings to meet customer needs. The firm was also
diversifying by adding a new concept. These are traits of a
firm in the maturity stage (Anderson & Zeithaml, 1984;
Hofer, 1975).
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The purpose of the strategic project in Company B was
to update the company’s image and make it more competitive
in the current market. Because of changes in customer
choice, the life of the company’s current seafood concept
was perhaps in question, unless an image change was
successful. To help counteract the decline in the seafood
concept’s attractiveness, the company had become a major
franchisee for another concept within the same single
business.

Company C was in the mature stage of its organizational
life cycle. It had originally diversified by entering the
restaurant business to counteract the cyclical nature of its
food product business. The company was concerned with
maintaining the quality of its present concept, while
enhancing price/value ration for customers. It was also
looking at new growth by further diversifying within both
the food product and the restaurant business. This
combination of strategies is often seen in mature firms
which are interested in building market share (Anderson &
Ziethaml, 1984). Growth in the restaurant side of the
business was to be accomplished by introducing the concept
that was tracked in the strategic project, as well as

another concept quite different from others in the company.
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Units of Analysis

In each firm a strategic project was selected by the
researcher with the assistance of an upper level manager.
Representatives of each management level were selected for
interviews by an upper level manager, also.

The purpose of the projects was to provide a frame of
reference in which to gather information about the strategy
implementation process in each firm. Thus, one of the
criterion for selection of the project was that the process
of implementation be representative of most implementation
efforts in the firm.

In terms of the initial model (Figure 1-1), the process
of implementation for each strategic project occurred within
the context of that firm. Thus, the description of the
projects includes only reference to those variables defined
as part of process.

Strategic Project a

The strategic project that was traced in Company A was
the opening of this firm’s newest geographic market. The
project was one aspect of the firm’s plans for expansion as
defined in the five-year strategic plan. Managers of all
units (four) in the new geographic area, as well as the
District Manager for that area (middle management) were
interviewed. All managers at the corporate headquarters who
were involved with the strategic project, which included the
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Chief Executive Officer, the Vice President of Operations,
and the Director of Corporate Planning were also
interviewed. See Figure 4-1.

Process for Strategic Project 2

Early planning meetings for the project began about
eight months before units were opened. Mid-level management
was brought into the planning process after two months.
Lower level management was brought in after four months.

Training of lower level management commenced at
corporate headquarters about one month before opening the
new units. The managers, as a group, went to the new region
and continued their training at one of the units. all of
the lower level managers in the new region assisted in the
opening of the first unit. Within a one month period, all
units were opened.

The management style that was used to initiate the
strategic project was more manager directed for corporate
and lower level managers than was their usual and preferred
practice. Both these levels of managers preferred to
delegate or to justify a project’s purpose, and then solicit
support.

After units opened in the new geographic market,
informal contacts by telephone and face-to-face between
middle and lower level management, and within lower level
management were made more frequently than usual.
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All aspects of the company control system were the same
for both the strategic project and the company, except for
personnel appraisal. Unit level managers in the new market
developed their own employee appraisal system to provide
consistency in that operating region.

The primary incentives for middle and lower level
management for the strategic project were challenge and
opportunity, rather than monetary reward.

Process variables, in general, were defined similarly
for the strategic project and other company activities.
Thus, the strategic project was probably representative of
how most strategic activities were implemented.

Strategic Project B

The strategic project that was traced in Company B was
the implementation of several new tactics that were
suggested by a focus group study that was completed two
years before this research was conducted. The focus group
study was conducted in response to concerns voiced by the
company’s management concerning customer satisfaction and
maintenance of market position. The four tactics that were
recommended by the focus group team were, 1) a greater
emphasis on training waitstaff about effective customer
interaction, 2) several product changes, 3) interior

refurbishment, and, 4) a new advertising theme.
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Three representatives from upper management, a senior
managing partner, the Director of Operations and the
Operations Manager for the seafood restaurants were
interviewed. Three area supervisors represented middle
management, and four unit general managers represented lower
level management. See Figure 4-2.

Process for Strategic Project B

The strategic project was introduced about two and a
half years before this research was conducted.
Implementation of some project activities began shortly
after the focus group results were presented to upper
management. Representatives of upper management met once to
plan their approach for the company. The project was
introduced at a large group meeting of all middle and lower
level management. Following that meeting, middle and lower
level management went to their individual units to explain
the project and begin implementing the strategy.

The project was being implemented gradually.
Refurbishment of the units was dependent upon resource
availability, and was still in process at the time of data
collection for this study. Units were never closed during
refurbishment; work was done after business hours. The
front of the house refurbishment produced a much brighter,

newer looking store with live plants and new wall hangings.
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The walls were lighter in color and large fish tanks were
added to each unit.

Some new products such as a new type of french fry,
were introduced across the entire system; others, such as
grilled fresh fish, were piloted in several units before
being introduced system wide. Managers worked with the
staffs in both the front and back of the house in those
units to orient them to the new products.

Training was included as part of the strategic project
to educate waitstaff about the importance of the customer-
employee interaction. Some sessions were conducted with
current waitstaff. New waitstaff were trained using
role playing and video taping to emphasize this new
philosophy.

Changes in the advertising campaigns did not involve
any operational management or staff. Rather, upper level
management supervised the change in appearance of the menus
and the television advertising spots.

Project initiation style of managers at all levels was
more manager directed for the strategic projects than was
the usual practice. Communication about the project was
done in the same manner as other communication, except that
written communication was more prevalent.

The progress of the activities of the strategic project
was discussed in the regqular weekly meetings. Project
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monitoring became part of the regular monitoring system. No
comments were made regarding whether the stores that had
completed refurbishment and had introduced all of the new
products were performing any differently as a result of the
strategic project.

No rewards or incentives were specifically offered for
participation in the strategic project. Lower level
managers could potentially receive a larger bonus if their
sales improved, regardless of whether it was due to the
strategic project activities or some other variable.
Overall, it appeared that the activities of the strategic
project were implemented in the same manner as other
activities.

Strategic Project C

The strategic project that was traced in Company C was
the opening of restaurants in a new concept that was being
introduced by the firm. The project was a part of the
firm’s plans for growth and diversification, as outlined in
the strategic plan. Managers of all of the units that were
open at the time of data collection (three) were
interviewed. Middle management was represented by a
Regional Director/Vice President, and an Area Director.
Also interviewed as representatives of upper management

were the company Chief Executive Officer, the company Vice
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Chairman/Senior Director, and the Group Vice Presidents of
Marketing, Construction, and Operations. See Figure 4-3.
Process for Strategic Project C

The strategic project was introduced about two years
prior to the data collection for this study. Meetings were
held biweekly and/or monthly with upper level management.
At the beginning of the second year, a corporate restructure
occurred. However, the planning group membership remained
similar in terms of management level representation and
personnel. After the restructure, some members assumed
different positions. A new member was added to represent
restaurant operations. Middle and lower level management
representatives were added to the committee about 15 months
after the project discussions began.

Training of lower level managers for the new concept
was conducted at the first unit which was opened. Several
lower level managers were transferred from units in the
company’s other concept. They assisted with the unit
opening, thereby getting some ideas regarding the opening of
their own unit. There were some minor structural and
operational changes made at each successive opening, but
most of the procedures were similar.

The units in the strategic project began opening near
or at the end of the second year of planning. More store
openings were planned for the next year.
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During the initial implementation phase of the
strategic project, both informal (talk by telephone and face
to face) and formal (meetings) integration increased in
frequency at all management levels.

According to the interviews, upper management thought
that the most helpful information regarding the project came
from informal contacts with friends and business associates.
Lower level management relied on daily labor and food cost
reports, as well as the usual weekly and monthly reports.

As the project progressed, upper level management
thought that written information was an important source for
evaluating the progress. However, middle and lower level
management thought that the telephone voice mail system
connecting each unit with the others, as well as with
corporate, was as important to them as written information.

Often, all three levels of management were present for
meetings concerning progress of the strategic project.
Middle and lower level management interacted informally more
frequently than was usual in between meetings, either by
telephone, face to face, or by using the voice mail systen.
Upper level managers met on an ad hoc basis to discuss the
current status and future plans for the concept.

Allocation of resources for this project was conducted

by the first and second tier of upper management. The
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company’s criteria for return on investment was the same as
in other projects.

Performance data for the strategic project was
monitored on a daily basis by use of the computer systen.
Additionally, weekly written reports were compiled.
Performance feedback for the unit managers was done on a
weekly basis or, if needed, on a daily basis.

In the initial stages of implementation, upper level
management was primarily concerned with food and labor costs
and customer satisfaction reports. Other information that
was usually reviewed for unit performance was not
considered, due to the newness of the concept.

Incentives for the area director who represented middle
level management included an opportunity for advancement in
the company. This was because this position reported
directly to a group vice president rather than to a regional
vice president. However, the area director received the same
type of bonus as other area directors. This practice was
based on the belief by upper management that all area
directors should have an understanding and concern for more
than just their area of direct responsibility.

For lower level management, opportunity and career
advancement were incentives, as well as a higher salary and
the opportunity to receive a greater percentage of profit in
bonuses.
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This project included the prototyping of a new concept,
the testing of a computer system that was scheduled to be
implemented company-wide, and the piloting of a voice mail
system., As a result, manager integration and feedback were
more frequent, and incentives were greater than was usual in
the firm. Otherwise, the strategic project exemplified how
other such projects were implemented in Company C.

In summary, the strategic projects were generally
representative of strategic activities in each company. 1In
each firm, the frequency of information transfer and
processing increased from the usual level. In Companies A
and B, the project initiation style of managers was more
manager directed than usual.

Context Variables

The following section of this chapter contains a
description of the context variables for each firm as they
are presented in the Model of Strategy Implementation for
Restaurant Firms (see Figure 1-1). Corporate Strategy is not
included here, as it was presented with the description of
company demographics. The variables are described by means
of a comparison and contrast among firms.

Business Strategy

There were some similarities in the competitive methods
that the three firms selected as most important. All firms
chose efficiency and tight control in operations.
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Additionally, Company A selected an emphasis on quality
control in operations, and the improvement of existing
products and services. Even though Company C did not rank
maintaining quality control highly when selecting
competitive methods, an analysis of company documents and
manager interviews indicated that quality control was very
important in this firm.

Companies A and C both chose standardization of
operations. While managers in Company B did not indicate
that this competitive method was very important, it was
observed by the researcher that all units were very similar
in both the front and back of the house. Moreover, some
managers expressed their concern about too much
standardization of products and policies in the company.
These managers felt that they were hindered from offering
products that their store’s customers would buy.

Companies B and C emphasized owning rather than
franchising outlets and the importance of industry
reputation.

Competitive methods that were ranked as very important
only to Company A were the requirement of specifications for
purchase of food and supplies; the emphasis of new ideas in
marketing, promotions, and advertising; and, the maintenance
of competitive prices for products and services. This
selection of methods is reasonable for a company that is new
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in the industry and is interested in growth while
maintaining consistency in its product offerings. The
emphasis on marketing is important in order to become
recognized in the industry; competitive pricing is necessary
to encourage first time and repeat business from customers.

The competitive methods that Company A selected as
least important are suggestive of how the firm entered the
market. The least important method was its emphasis on new
ideas in facilities and equipment. This firm’s method of
market entry was to buy clusters of existing fast food units
in potentially good locations from other companies which
were down-sizing or going out of business. These units were
completely renovated to assume the look of the new concept.
By following this method, costs were much lower than the
ground-up costs of a new unit, according to Company A’s
upper management.

Company A’s newness and desire to accomplish long term
growth through finding and developing a new product and
market matched Herbert and Deresky’s (1984) Develop
strategy. The strategy was also somewhat similar to Miles
and Snow’s (1978) Prospectors. The competencies of firms in
this category relate primarily to product development and
market research. Company A had purchased a relatively new
concept, Italian fast food, from a firm which had not had
the time to thoroughly test the concept before selling it.
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Company A was revitalizing the concept, clustering it in new
areas of the country, and then heavily marketing it in those
areas.

The competitive method selected only by Company B was
service to a limited geographic area. This reflected the
mission of this particular firm. Upper management mentioned
the desire to maintain the regionality of the company. The
close proximity of all company units lent itself well to
their preferred management style, which included the
frequent presence of upper and middle level management in
the units.

Based on the data collected, Company B had always been
following a strategy that closely matched West and Anthony’s
(1990) Control strategic grouping. The company preferred to
own its units, competed in a limited geographic area, and
kept overhead low through the standardization of its units.
However, environmental changes, such as product supply
problems and changes in consumer choices were causing the
company to experience difficulties with this strategy. To
counteract these difficulties, the company had decided to
become a franchisee of another concept. This acquisition
allowed them to maintain ownership of their units and to
remain in the same geographic region.

Company C was the only firm investigated that
emphasized a specialized product and type of service, while
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developing new products or services to appeal to a broader
market. While these two methods may appear to contradict one
another, they fit into Company C’s overall mission and
strategy. The company wanted to continue to diversify into
different segments in the restaurant business, while
maintaining its current position in the family dining
segment.

Company C was similar to Miles and Snow’s (1978)
Analyzers. Analyzers want to maintain their base of
traditional products and customers, while looking for new
products and market opportunities. Their new products are
often imitations of successful product innovations that
others have already tried. Analyzers adapt products to
technologies of their own. This plan was evident in Company
C’s desire to maintain its original concept, while
simultaneously moving into other restaurant concept;, which
while different from the original concept of Company C, were
not novel or unusual to the industry.

In summary, efficiency and tight control and the
improvement of existing products were key competitive
methods chosen by all firms. Companies A and C selected
product and service control as important. Industry
reputation was deemed highly important to Companies B and C.
Company A was similar to Miles and Snow’s (1978) Prospector;
Company C fit Miles and Snow’s (1978) Analyzer category;
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and Company B fit most closely to West and Anthony'‘s (1990)
Control group.
Perceived Environmental Uncertainty

Using Miller and Droge (1986) as a guide, the
researcher evaluated the statements made by all levels of
management about perceived environmental uncertainty. The
evaluation suggested that on average managers in Company B
perceived a moderate level of environmental uncertainty. The
average response of managers in Company A indicated that
they perceived a moderate to high level of uncertainty,
while managers on average in Company C viewed the level of
environmental uncertainty as high.

One possible explanation for Company C’s high level of
perceived environmental uncertainty may be attributed to the
wide range of geographic dispersion for units in this
company. As noted in a recent review of the restaurant
industry, local economies vary in strength according to
region of the country; as a result, business volume for
restaurants varies similarly (Milchalski, 1991). Since
units of this firm are located in several economic regions
of the U.S., the level of environmental uncertainty is less
predictable and is therefore greater on a company-wide
basis. Consistent with this rationale, Company B was less
geographically dispersed and its managers had a lower level
of perceived environmental uncertainty.
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All firms indicated that changes in consumer choices
were the most threatening. However, Company B was also very
concerned about changes in product supply, due to the
actions of competitors. Variations in supply was not an
option included in the interview schedule, but it was
volunteered by managers at all levels in this firm when they
were asked what change in the environment would be the most
threatening to their firm. This concern could be attributed
to this firm’s dependence on one type of product, seafood,
which in recent years has been in greater demand by
restaurant customers (Milchalski, 1991).

Managers at the lower level in all firms consistently
perceived the environment as more uncertain than did either
middle or upper level managers. In all firms, upper level
managers perceived the lowest level of perceived
environmental uncertainty.

In summary, perceived environmental uncertainty was
high average and high for Company A and Company C,
respectively. Company B’s perceived environmental
uncertainty was average. In all three firms, changes in
consumer choices were perceived as the greatest
environmental threat, and perceived environmental

uncertainty was greatest for lower level managers.
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Structure

The structure in Company A was vertical and
hierarchical, as shown in Fiqure 4-1. The formal chain of
command was closely adhered to in terms of communication and
decision-making. Most decisions were made either at the
corporate level or within guidelines provided by corporate.
Channels of communication were perceived as open, but not
informal. Access to information was unlimited to "key
people". While managers did not seem hindered in their
actions, they always deferred to corporate in decisions and
discussions.

The structure of Company € had changed about one year
prior to this research. Decision-making, while still the
domain of upper management, had shifted to the second tier
of this management level, thus creating a flatter structure.
An executive committee, consisting of eight group vice
presidents and the chief executive officer was created at
the time of the restructure. See Figure 4-3. This group
developed the strategic plan and made the final decisions
on most issues, except those concerning the capital budget,
which were made by the Board of Directors.

Except for within upper management, the formal chain of
command was usually followed. Moreover, written information
always followed the formal chain. Although the size of the
company dictated some formality, communication lines were
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open and mostly informal. Access to financial and
operational information was, for the most part, unlimited.

In general, the structure in Company C was perceived by
the researcher as consistently formal. There appeared to be
an understanding and a loyalty among managers which caused
them to adhere to the defined structure.

Both Companies A and C were similar to Mintzberg’s
(1979) machine bureaucracy. Both companies had centralized
decision-making, formal rules, policies and procedures, as
well as a fairly well developed information system,
characteristics of firms with this type of structure. Bolman
and Deal (1991) suggested that companies which franchise
their concept or distribute a consistent and similar product
at company-owned units are more apt to structure themselves
in this manner, in order to maintain the desired consistency
of product and image.

The structure in Company B was rather fluid, but was
characterized by centralized decision making. See Figure
4-2. This type of structure fits somewhat closely to
Mintzberg’s (1979) simple structure type, in which the
firm’s structure is simple, highly informal, and operated by
an owner/manager. Tasks are coordinated by direct
supervision and all decisions are made at the top.

In Company B most decisions were finalized at the upper
management level by the general and limited partners. While
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a strict hierarchical chain of command was not followed,
most decisions required the approval of the senior partner
who had the most tenure in the company. This partner had
started the business and was perceived as an authority
figure by everyone who had worked for the company in its
early years.

All of the partners had offices in one location which
allowed for a great deal of informal interaction among upper
management. Outside of that office, management at all levels
indicated that the formal chain of command was generally
followed. However, unit and middle level managers indicated
that upper management representatives frequently transmitted
information and assisted unit level managers in decision-
making, without adhering to the chair of command.

Communication lines were informal and described as
"getting more open" in Company B. This was an interesting
finding, since upper and middle level management seemed to
be very accessible in the units, and upper management
representatives were very informal in their dealings with
each other. Access to financial and operating information
was described as somewhat limited at the lower level of
management, but was also "getting more open."

In summary, all companies indicated that
decision-making was centralized at the upper level of
management for most issues. In Companies A and B, a senior
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or a top level management person had the final word on most
decisions.

Formalization, or the presence of written policies and
rules and close adherence to the organizational chart as it
appeared, was more prevalent in Companies A and C, than in
Company B.

In Company C, the recent restructure left many
decisions to the group vice presidents at the second tier of
upper management, resulting in a flatter organizational
structure. Based on the interviews, communication lines were
open in Companies A and C, but Company B was "getting more
open." Communication lines were defined as informal in
Companies B and C, but not for A. Access to information was
indicated as somewhat limited in both Companies A and B, but
not in Company C.

There were incongruities in terms of how the structure
was described in all three firms. For example, in Company B,
the structure was fluid and upper management was very
available to lower and middle management. Yet, lower and
middle management perceived that communication lines were
"getting more open," even though the upper management
availability and style had been the same for many years.

In Company C, there were many written rules and an air
of formality, in terms of management hierarchy and
responsibilities. Yet, communication lines were perceived
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as informal, and access to information was very good for
lower level management.
organizational Culture

In all firms there was a strong cultural network among
lower level management, even though the units (except in
Company B) were not in close proximity. Also the customer
was very highly valued in all three firms.

Two of the firms, Company B and Company C were
experiencing a changing culture. In the opinion of upper
management in both firms, the changes were necessary in
order to remain competitive.

Company B was changing from a production to a customer
service oriented operation. Unit or lower level managers
were viewed by upper management as the key to making this
change happen. This was going to require training and a
change in philosophy of some managers at all levels.

Company B was seen as a "family" in which the founding
partner was the company hero. Camaraderie among managers and
employees was highly valued. Rites and rituals included
informal and enjoyable outings to which all levels of
management were invited. This culture may appear as one in
which changes could be easily made, due to the informality
of the group. However, this did not seem to be the case;

some people in the organization were not open to change, but
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could not be easily eliminated since the informal structure
had no provisions for termination of managers.

Company C was becoming less centralized in its
decision- making practices. More decisions were being made
by the second tier upper management group. Moreover, lower
level managers were encouraged to make decisions about local
store marketing that would make them more a part of the
regional communities in which they did business, rather than
just an extension of the firm’s corporate headquarters.
Lower level managers were also encouraged to offer regional
menu favorites through black board advertisements or menu
inserts. Again, the emphasis was on making each unit more
autonomous by allowing it more flexibility to adjust to the
tastes of the region of the country where it was located.

At the same time, however, maintaining close ties with
corporate headquarters was emphasized.

Company A was perceived by the researcher as one in
which most activities were centralized, and consistency
among the units was of utmost importance. This was probably
because it was a new firm interested in franchising its
concept. However, along with this desire for maintaining
consistency was the need, expressed by upper management, to
remain in a position to react quickly to market activities

and changes.
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Both customers and employees were considered to be high
priority groups by upper level management in Company A.
Employees were called "associates" because the term
"employee" was seen as degrading. It was also noted that
all managers highly respected the Chief Executive Officer
and viewed him as a company hero.

Terms describing the organizational culture in
Companies B and C included valuing the work ethic and
family. Openness and sharing were emphasized in Company A,
possibly due to the newness of the firm and the need for
open communication as the company becomes established in the
industry. Company C was the only firm that did not mention
any heroes.

In summary, Company A differed somewhat from Companies
B and C in how it described its culture. Many of its
managers said that it was too early to define the culture.
Since many of the management staff at Company A had come
from the original parent company of the concept, the current
culture of Company A probably still reflected the former
company.

The reason for absence of mention of a hero in Company
C was not clearly evident in this study. A possible
explanation is that due to the size of the firm, the
presence of a "hero" may not be as obvious or notable as in
a smaller firm.
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The culture description of all three companies matched
the play hard, work hard cultural type of Deal and Kennedy
(1982) most closely. There were also many similarities
between Woods’ (1989) shared restaurant industry culture and
the culture in all three of the companies in this study.
Some of those similarities included a strong cultural
network among unit level employees and managers, promotion
of managers from within, a hard work ethic, emphasis on
growth, and the importance of service.

The similarities between Woods’ (1989) restaurant
culture description and all of the companies in this study
add credibility to the statement that a unique "service
culture" exists in this industry, and is critical for
maintaining competitive advantage (Albrecht & Zemke, 1985).

Summary of Context Variables

The characteristics of context, as it has been defined
in this investigation, and which are unique to each firm,
are shown in Table 4-2. Company A was the newest and
smallest firm; Company C was the oldest and largest firm.
Upper level managers at Company B had been in their current
position longer than those in the other companies. Each
firm’s corporate strategy indicated that their plans for
growth differed. Company A planned to expand nationally by
franchising only one concept. Company B would expand by
becoming a franchisee for several concepts in the same
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Table 4-2

Comparison of Context Variables and Demographics Among Firms

Company A Company B Company C
DEMOGRAPHICS DEMOGRAPHICS DEMOGRAPHICS
Manager and Company
Demographics
1. Newest Firm . Managers in current posi- 1. Oldest Firm
2. Most managers came from tions longest due the form of 2. Longest average tensure of
same corporation firm business organization Managers
3. 20 Units . 33 Units 3. 255 Units
CONTEXT VARIABLES CONTEXT VARIABLES CONTEXT VARIABLES
Corporate Strategy
1. Single business . Single business, multi- 1. Diversified business
2. Planned growth by expan- concept regional firm 2. Growth to continue through
sion nationally with one con- . Growth by adding other acquiring otherconcepts and
cept concepts in region by by developing new concepts
3. Franchise its own concept becoming a franchisor that are company owned
3. Product-diversified for
t ti
ateqy - longest time
i
1. New ideas in marketing . Serves a limited geographic 1. Offerspecializedproductand
2. Maintain competitive price area service while developing new
products/services to appeal
to broad markets.
rcei nvi tal
Uncertainty
1. Slightly above average . Average 1. Above average (highest)
Structure
1. Open communication . "Getting open" and informal 1. Open and informal
communication communication "lots of
access” to information
2. Corporate  restructure
leading to tlatter
organizational structure in
terms of decision making
anizationa
1. Hero is the CEO . Hero is the Senior Partner 1. No heros mentioned
2. Values openness and . Values camarderie among 2. Values are conservative,
sharing managers and employees support for each other, trust
and making money and honesty
. Changing from product to 3. Changingin decision-making

customer orientation at the
unit level

process
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business line. Company C would continue to diversify within
its two lines of business by both acquiring other firms, and
developing its own new concepts.

There were uniguenesses in business strategy for each
firm. Company A emphasized standards in all aspects of
operations, innovative marketing, and competitive pricing.
Company C offered a specialized product and unique service
style, while developing new products to appeal to a broad
market. Company B served a limited geographic market.

Company C perceived the environment as more challenging
than either Company A or Company B. Company C had a flatter
organizational structure than the other firms. The flatter
structure was perceived by management as open, as well as
informal, and allowed for unlimited access to information,
which was not the case in the other two firms. Company A’s
structure was seen as open, but not informal or allowing for
unlimited access to information. Company B’s structure was
seen by its management as informal, but not open.

Although there were similarities among the cultures of
the three firms, the traits attributed only to each firm
were as follows: openness and sharing for Company A,
camaraderie among all personnel, and making money for
Company B; conservatism, support for each other, and trust
and honesty in Company C. Moreover, no heroes were
mentioned in Company C.
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Process Variables

This portion of the chapter contains a description of
the process variables for each firm as they are presented in
the Model of Strategy Implementation for Restaurant Firms,
shown in Figure 1-1. The variables are described by means
of a comparison and contrast among firms.
Information Systems

Between level integration. Managers interacted
informally between levels more frequently in Company B, than
in Company A or C. In Company A and C the least frequent
formal and informal integration was between upper and lower
management.

Within level inteqgration. Upper level managers

interacted informally, almost daily, in Companies A and B,
and whenever possible in Company C. Lower level managers
interacted on an informal basis daily or at least every
other day in all three firms. Little informal interaction
appeared to occur among middle level managers in any of the
firms.

Formal integration (meetings) for upper management was
most frequent (weekly) for Company A. Formal integration
for upper management rarely occurred at Company B and
occurred monthly at Company C. No formal meetings within
management levels were reported for middle and lower level
management in any of the firms.
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Integrative devices. In Companies A and C the most
commonly used integrative devices at all management levels
were weekly and monthly financial reports. In Company B,
each management level indicated that financial reports from
different time periods were the most helpful. Upper
management preferred daily, weekly, and monthly reports;
middle management preferred weekly reports; and, lower
management preferred monthly reports.

Meetings about long and short issues. Meetings about

long term issues were held most frequently in Company A
(weekly for upper and middle management), and least often
(semi-annually) in Company B. However, in Company B there
was informal discussion of long term issues among upper
management "whenever the topic happened to come up." Middle
management in Company B was called together for meetings
with upper management about long term issues only in times
of crisis, such as when their product supply was in
question.

Meetings to discuss short term issues were held more
frequently (weekly) in Companies A and B, than in Company C
(monthly).

Informal gatherings. In all firms, there were social

and informal gatherings that included all levels of
management. More of the events at Company B appeared to
include all levels of management. More of the events
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mentioned at Company C appeared to include only upper
management. At Company A informal gatherings had not
occurred very frequently, perhaps due to the newness of the
firm.

Communication mode. In both Companies A and C, the
type of communication that provided all levels of management
with the most helpful information about day to day
operations was face to face. Middle management in these two
companies and all management in Company B indicated that the
telephone was a valuable source of day to day information.

At all management levels, Company A indicated that face
to face communication was the most helpful method of
learning about long term issues, whereas Company C indicated
at all levels, that written memoranda provided them with the
most helpful long term information. Company B used both
face to face and memoranda to communicate long term issues.

To summarize, in all firms, face to face and telephone
communication were the preferred modes for all levels of
management. This is contrary to the findings cited by Rice
and Shook (1991), which indicated that face to face
communication was used more often by upper level management
than by other levels.

Short-term (daily,weekly or monthly) financial reports
were the most used integrative devices for all management
levels in all firms. At least some informal gatherings
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included all management levels in all firms but this trend
was more prevalent in Company B. There was a strong
informal network among lower level management in all firms.

Short-term issues were discussed at least weekly by all
management levels in all firms. In Companies A and C, upper
management discussed both long and short issues more
frequently than middle or lower level management.

Project Initiation Style of Managers

In Companies A and C, the style of project initiation
generally varied with the situation, whereas in Company B,
the style varied with the person.

In Company A the most prevalent initiation styles used
by upper and lower management were manager directed and
justify and solicit. For middle management, delegation was
the most prevalent style.

In Companies B and C, all management levels used the
same project initiation styles. 1In Company B the preferred
style was Jjustify and solicit support. 1In Company C it was
manager directed.

The initiation styles employed most often by management
in all three companies, i.e., justify and solicit and
manager directed, were similar to Nutt’s (1987) categories
which were labelled, intervention implementation and edict
implementation, respectively. Nutt (1987) defined his
styles in the following manner. When intervention
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implementation is used, the manager presents a justification
for his or her actions and then garners support among
co-workers. When edict implementation is employed, the
manager uses his or her position power to implement a plan.

In this study, managers indicated that they preferred
to justify their actions or project before implementation,
but in some cases, especially when time was at a premium or
a great deal of monetary resources were at stake, the method
of project initiation was more manager directed. Nutt’s
(1978) research indicated that this style seemed to be the
least effective in successfully implementing strategy.
Since no measure of success or effectiveness was included in
this study, the effect that employing this project
initiation style had on implementation could not be
addressed.
Resource Allocation

In all firms, resources for all projects were
allocated by upper level of management. In Companies A and
B, the senior officer made the allocations. In Company C,
the executive committee, who comprised the second tier of
upper management, made the allocations in many instances.
This activity had occurred at this management level only
since the restructure. Before that time, all resource
allocation took place with the Chief Executive Officer
and/or the Board of Directors.
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The allocation of resources as a task of upper level
management is typical among many firms according to Anand
and Merrifield (1982). This method of allocation reflects
the centralized decision making-structure of each firm.
While this method of allocation may appear restrictive, it
strongly implies upper level management’s support of a
project, one of the key aspects for successful
implementation (Voyer, 1986). The political implications of
resource allocation, to which Bower (1970) refers, are also
exemplified through upper level management allocation.
Planning and Control

Company-wide information system. All three firms

relied on the traditional methods of transmitting
information, i.e., memoranda and profit and loss statements.
Newsletters were used in Company C, and were soon to be
introduced in Company A. The existing information systems
were seen as information transmitters rather than monitoring
mechanisms. However, in those firms that were utilizing
their computer capabilities, the intent was to eventually
employ the information system as a monitor for the
enhancement of information transfer.

Accounting systems. In all firms, individual units
were profit centers in which budgetary responsibility was
determined by evaluating the difference between the revenues
and expenses of operations (Schermerhorn, 1986). Although
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all unit managers were doing some variation accounting,
Company A had the most structured version. Each unit and
administrative department was a cost and profit center.
Variation accounting was monitored through a point of sales
system. This monitoring was considered to be a strength of
the firm by upper management because it permitted quick
reaction and easy feedback to unit managers.

At Company C the restaurants were grouped according
to areas, regions, and were ultimately funnelled into the
restaurant side of the corporate firm for analysis. The
retail food product side of the corporation was dealt with
separately.

Upper management in Company C indicated that managers
were not expected to track their expenses extensively.
Rather, they were expected to use their judgement, following
the pattern of customers and making sure that food and
supplies were always available to satisfy customer needs.
However, middle and lower level managers indicated that they
were very aware of their budgets and had to watch them
closely. These managers functioned in a manner which
suggested that there was a basic company understanding that
judgement was to be used when allocating financial and human
resources, while maintaining customer satisfaction at the

same time.
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In Company B, variation accounting was used to monitor
the usage and cost of a few non-food items. Otherwise, the
emphasis was on controlling costs, rather than making a
comparison between budgeted and actual figures.

Quality control. Companies A and C had well
established training programs for managers and hourly
employees. The programs emphasized guality control
standards in all aspects of operations, from purchasing to
customer service.

The standards for the quality control program at
Company A had been developed from materials that were used
by management in their prior corporate setting. All aspects
of production were monitored including purchasing,
preparation, holding times, use of leftovers and product
presentation. Customer service was monitored through a
mystery shopper program. Monitoring of all of these aspects
was reviewed by corporate headquarters, as well as middle
and lower management.

Company C had a very complete training system for
managers and hourly employees that included a major emphasis
on quality control. Corporate trainers were sent into each
new unit for several weeks before and during the opening.
Guidelines from corporate were used to monitor the quality
of purchasing, food product presentation, food production,
sanitation, manager performance, and customer service.
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Customer satisfaction summaries were regularly sent to
corporate headquarters for review,

Company B had a very extensive training manual for
manager trainees that outlined quality control standards for
production and service. Although managers indicated that
quality control was a priority in this firm, there were few
formal monitoring devices. Managers stated that quality
control was the "responsibility of each manager on duty."
How this activity was executed varied with each manager.

Personnel appraisal. The only company in which formal
reviews of upper management were conducted was Company A.
Middle management was reviewed once a year in Companies A
and B. In Company C, first and second tier middle level
management were reviewed semi-annually and quarterly,
respectively.

Lower level management was reviewed quarterly in
Companies A and C. In Company B, lower level management was
reviewed annually after the first year. The formal
performance review process for all management levels was a
recently established policy in Company B. This activity was
producing some anxiety for both upper and middle level
managers, because managers in this firm were unaccustomed to
formally evaluating one another.

Monitor and feedback. In all firms, the following
items were collected by corporate to monitor performance:
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food costs, labor costs, sales, and customer counts. Data
regarding performance was collected on a daily basis in
Companies A and C due to their computer capacities.

Feedback to managers was done on a weekly basis in all three
companies, but was done in Companies A and C daily, if it
was necessary.

Strategic plan and functional strategies. In Companies
A and C, there were written strategic plans, which were
reviewed and updated annually. Even though the development
of the formal plan was a new activity for Company C, it
appeared that the firm had been very goal oriented for many
years. This was probably due, in part, to the fact that it
was a publicly held company and had to provide information
to the Securities Exchange Commission as well as its
stockholders on an annual basis.

Both Companies A and C had developed functional/
operational plans for the units that reflected their
respective strategic plans. This was an example of the
integration of long term and short term objectives that
Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) indicated as part of effective
strategic implementation.

In reviewing the functional strategies in the units of
Companies A and C, it was noted that unit managers in each
firm were responsible for making decisions about operations
regarding labor costs and employee scheduling. Although
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there were company guidelines to follow in each firm, the
managers were expected to make these decisions judiciously.
This could also be observed from a review of the in-store
marketing decisions. Managers were responsible for
conducting in-store promotions, and for becoming involved
with local community activities. The promotions and
activities varied with the store locations, but were
expected to follow the company philosophy.

Human resource decisions concerning hiring, firing and
promotion of employees were also the responsibility of unit
managers in Companies A and C. Again, there were general
guidelines from corporate, but the unit manager had the
freedom to hire according to local labor market availability
and wage rates.

Company B had no formal written strategic or
operational plans. Thus, any comparisons between these
plans were not possible. The recommendations from an
outside focus group report were used as a guide to initiate
the strategic project. However, it was obvious from the
interviews of upper management that a strategy did exist.
The company wanted to remain in business and make money.
The impression received by the researcher, after talking to
all levels of managers, was that Company B was a very
informally run company, similar, in some respects, to a
traditional family, with the senior managing partner acting
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as the father. Most decisions in the units were made with
input from at least middle level management, and in many
cases upper management input, because of their daily
presence in the units.

In terms of the functional strategies or activities
that were decided in each unit, the only activity that
appeared to be left to the discretion of the unit manager in
Company B was hiring, firing and promotion of hourly
employees. But even this activity was done, in many cases,
with the input of at least middle management.

The lack of a written plan in Company B limited the
comparison between long and short term objectives. This,
however, is not necessarily a criticism of the company. It
is not the presence of a written strategic plan that makes a
firm successful; rather, it is the articulation of the
firm’s strategic direction in a manner that is understood
and adopted by all levels of management that contributes to
a firm’s success (Guth & MacMillan, 1986).

Rewards and Incentives

In all three companies, manager compensation was based
on a combination of subjectivity and formula, except for
upper level management in Company B. In Companies A and C,
the ratio of subjectivity to formula that was used to
determine total compensation increased as the management
level increased. 1In Company B, compensation for upper level
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management was based totally on company earnings, due to the
manner in which the business was organized.

In Companies A and C, both upper and middle level
management’s bonuses were based on long term performance
(annual reviews). Bonuses for lower level management in
Companies A and C were based on short term performance
(quarterly reviews). In Company B there was no formal bonus
system.

Total company performance was used as the basis for
management compensation for upper level management in all
three firms. In Companies A and C, regional or district
performance, as well as total company performance, were used
as a basis for middle level manager compensation. Unit
performance in Companies A and C was the primary basis for
lower level management compensation. 1In Company B, middle
and lower level management compensation was based on total
company performance, but could also be influenced by area or
unit performance.

Balkin and Gomez-Mejia (1990) noted that pay mix
changed as the firm’s strategy evolved from growth to
maintenance. The emphasis moved from incentives to salary
benefits. This was observed in Company C, which was still
growing, but where maintenance was important. According to

one of the group vice presidents, there had been a recent
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shift in the compensation ratio, with the salary portion
increasing.

In Companies A and C, an attempt was being made to
coordinate the management reward and incentive system with
the strategic plan. This was not evident in Company B.
Coordination between strategy and the manager compensation
system follows the premise of Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984)
which states that, "organizational survival and growth,
...reflect success in arranging payments to individuals
sufficient to motivate their continuing involvement and
performance," (p. 189).

Summary of Process Variables

The process variables unique to each firm are shown in
Table 4-3. The information systems in Company B were the
least formal of any of the firms. They were characterized
by primarily informal interactions between management
levels, less frequent meetings among management concerning
long term issues, nonagreement between management levels on
useful financial reports, and frequent informal gatherings
which usually included all levels of management. Companies
A and C had more formal interactions both between and within
management levels. There was agreement among management
levels concerning helpful integrative devices in Companies A
and C. Informal gatherings were less frequent and did not
always include all management levels in Companies A and C.
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Table 4-8

Comparison of Process Variables Among Firms

Company A Company B Company C
PROCESS VARIABLES PROCESS VARIABLES PROCESS VARIABLES
INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Between Level Integration

. Most frequent informal interaction be-

tween all management levels amongthe
three firms

Within Level Integration

1. Most frequent formal meetings of upper
management among the three firms

Integrative Devices
1. All management: weekly and monthly

—_

. Upper: Daily, weekly and monthly
. Mid-level: weekly
. Lower-level: monthly

memos

. Allmanagement: weekly and monthly and

Meetings: Long-term Issues
1. Meetings held most frequently

. Meetings held least frequently

Meetings: Short-term Issues

. Meetings heldleast frequently amongthe

three firms

TYPES OF COMMUNICATION

Day-to-day
1. Face-to-face

. Telephone

. Face-to-face

Long-term
1. Face-to-face

. Combination face-to-face and written

. Written

informal Gatherings

. Combination face-to-face and written
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Table 4-3 Continued

Comparison of Process Variables Among Firms

Company A Company B Company C
PROCESS VARIABLES PROCESS VARIABLES PROCESS VARIABLES
Project Initiation Style
1. Varied with situation 1. Varied with person or situation 1. Varied with situation
2. Upper-level: Manager directed and justify 2. Preforred justify and solicit at all levels 2. Preferred manager directed and justify
and solicit 3. Used manager directed as level of risk of and solicit at upper and lower levels
3. Mid-level: Delegation project increased 3. Mid-level preferred delegation
4. Lower-level: Manager directed and justify

and solicit

Resource Allocation
1. Allocation by CEO

1. Allocated incrementally for Strategic

Project

1. Allocated by second tier upper

management

Accounting System
1. Most structured

1. Least structured

Quality Control
1. Formal monitoring

1. No formal monitoring

1. Formal monitoring

Personnel Appraisals

1. System for all management levels

1. Recently introduced

1. Formal monitoring

Monitoring

1. Daily 1. Weekly 1. Daily
Written Strategic Plan

1. Yes 1. No 1. Yes
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Table 4-3 Gontinued

Comparison of Process Variables Among Firms

Company A

PROCESS VARIABLES
REWARDS AND INCENTIVES

Use of Both Subjective and Formula
Measures to Determine Compensation

1. All levels of management

Company B

Company C

PROCESS VARIABLES

. Only at mid-and lower-management

PROCESS VARIABLES

. All levels of management

Basis for Bonus Plan
t. Upper and Middle: Long term perfor-
mance;
Lower: short term performance

. No formal system

. Upper and middle: Long term perfor-

mance;
Lower: Short term

Basis for Compensation
1. Upper: Total Company performance
2. Mid-level: Regional performance
3. Lower: Unit performance

. Upper: Total performance
2. Mid-level: Total performance plus own

area of influence

. Lower: Unit performance plus total com-

pany performance

pry

. Upper: Total company performance

Mid-level: Total plus area (same for all
area directors)
Lower: Unit performance




Face to face and telephone communication were the most
useful in all three firms.

Project initiation style was less manager directed for
Company B, than for either Company A or Company C.

None of the firms utilized a formalized computer-based
information system. However, Companies A and C were in the
early stages of implementation of such a system.

The planning and control systems were less structured
in Company B, than in Companies A or C. In Company B,
variation accounting was used to a lesser degree and there
was less formal monitoring of quality control measures than
in Companies A or C.

The reward and incentive systems were more consistent
and formalized in Companies A and C. Companies A and C had
a written strategic plan; Company B did not have a written
plan. In general, both Company A and Company C had more
formal and structured planning and control systems and
reward and incentive programs than Company B.

summary

This chapter presented the results of the research that
was conducted in the form of a description of the strategy
implementation process in each firm and a comparison among
the three firms that were studied. The description and
comparisons were presented in the framework of the context
and process variables that comprised the initial Model of
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Strategy Implementation in Restaurant Firms. Other defining
information was included about each firm, its managers, and

the strategic project that was traced.
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CHAPTER FIVE
PROPOSITIONS
Introduction

Chapter Four described the context and process
variables of the Model of Strategy Implementation for
Restaurant Firms. These variables were presented both
descriptively and comparatively for the three firms in this
study. In this chapter the fourteen propositions which
emerged from the analysis of the data are presented.
Included with each of the propositions is a justification.
The justifications include how the propositions were
manifested in each of the firms. Additional supportive
literature, especially that which focused on contingency
theory, was included when it was appropriate.

Validity Network Schema (McGrath, 1982) suggests that
Stage I research (the present study) should result in the
development of a model. The propositions in this chapter
provide a basis for a framework of strategy implementation
in which associations and relationships between variables
are delineated, but causality is not inferred. The
framework is presented and discussed in Chapter Six.

Proposition Development

In Chapter One, strategy implementation was described
by the model, shown in Figure 1-1. This model contains five
context and five process variables. The model was developed
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on the basis of a review of the theoretical literature about
the restaurant industry, strategy implementation, and
organization theory. The research in Chapter Two supports
the ten variables in this initial model. In Chapter Four,
the strategy implementation process in the three firms was
described by reference to the ten model variables.

The variable descriptions for each of the firms that
were studied served as the basis for the propositions in the
present chapter. These propositions were developed using a
three step process. First, overall variable descriptions
were derived by concept mapping the descriptions of each
variable in each of the firms. Second, the newly derived
overall variable descriptions were placed in one of three
matrices. The first matrix compared the context and process
variables. The second matrix compared the context variables
with each other. The third matrix compared the process
variables with each other. Finally, the variables in each
of the matrices were analyzed and the propositions were
developed. Portions of these matrices are included in
Tables 5-1 through 5-9. These matrices show the associations

among the variables which support the propositions.
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Propositions
Culture
The first series of propositions address the
associations that were found in this study concerning

organizational culture.

P1: The stage of the firms’s organizational 1life cycle

influences its organizational culture.

Life cycle stage -*» Organizational culture

All three companies serve as examples of how
organizational life cycle affected the culture. See Table
5-1.

Company C was in the mature stage of its life cycle and
it was also the oldest firm. There were many symbols that
were representative and unique to the company. For example,
the attire for managers at all levels always included a
string tie, whether they were dressed in three piece suits
or a shirt and jeans. The consistent and conspicuous
architectural design of all of the company’s properties was
also symbolic.

There were aspects of the internal business environment
that were not discussed as priorities in the interviews, but

that were part of the culture as well as managerial
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Tahle 5-1

Comparison Matrix of Context Variables and New Elements: Culture with Perceived
Environmental Uncertainty, Manager Demographics, Life Cycle Stage

Context Variable

Context Variables & New Elements

GbWN -

[+2]

Culture

. Hardwork emphasized - all

. Customer satisfaction emphasized - all
. A & B = founder of firm = hero

. A = values openness and sharing

. B = Values camaraderie among

managers and employees

. C = values conservative, trust, support

PEU

1. A& Cfirms above average to high PEU

2. Consumer choice is greatest perceived
threat

3. PEU is greatest for lower level mgt. in all
firms

. Customer choice greatest environmental

threat for each firm

. Customer satisfaction an important part

each culture

Mgr. Demos.

A = Most managers came from same corp. firm
B = Longest average tenure for all managers
C = Managers in current positions longest

. A= Mgrs. from same culture; some

mgrs. at all levels say it's too early to tell
what cufture will be.

. Managers brought experience from other

firms to Company A.

Life Cycle Stage

A = 1 year old—introductory to growth stage
B = 17 years old — mature
C = 38 years old — mature

. Newest firm: intro. stage - culture still

being established

. Oldest firm: culture most consistent;

values, etc. unspoken, but present in
mature stage.

. B in mature stage; culture slowing the

need to change
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philosophy. For example, quality control was not emphasized
as an important competitive method; however, based on the
comments made by managers, studying company newsletters and
bulletins, and by observation within the units, it was
obvious that quality control was very important to this
company.

Another aspect that was not emphasized in the
interviews but which upper management "took for granted" was
budgetary responsibility. While upper management downplayed
or did not speak about budget matters, middle and lower
level management indicated that it was understood that
budgetary responsibility was very important to upper level
management.

Finney and Mitroff (1986) stated that "cultures do not
emerge overnight; they have a history," (p. 319). Company A
is an example of an emerging culture. In this firm, many of
the managers said that it was too early to describe the
culture in their firm. Many of the management staff at
Company A came from the company where their concept
originated. The current culture of Company A reflected some
aspects of this former company. Part of the reflection of
that culture was purposeful, such as in the use of training
techniques. Not enough time had passed to make these

borrowed training methods unique to Company A. 1In fact most
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of the procedures in Company A came from some other company
culture in which the managers had worked.

Several managers in Company A commented that there were
not many rituals or ceremonies that were company specific,
because, "...there hadn’t been enough time yet." One unit
manager commented that the new hourly employees and new
managers would, in time, "...forge the culture."

Company B, on the other hand, was in the mature stage
of its life cycle. Similar to Company C, it had a culture
that had many unspoken expectations. Many of these
expectations involved maintaining the status quo. 1In fact,
it seemed that the culture was becoming a hindrance to the
kind of change that was necessary for the company to remain

competitive. For example, there were managers at all levels

who liked things "...the way they were." One upper level
manager commented that Company B "...didn’t ever want to go
anywhere it wasn’t comfortable." As long as these managers

remained involved, changing the culture, much less changing
the direction being taken by this company’s concept, would

be difficult.

P2: There is an interactive effect between manager
demographics and organizational culture, and
between managers’ perceived environmental
uncertainty and organizational culture.
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Manager demographics > Organizational culture

Perceived Environmental
Uncertainty

Manager demographics was not included as a variable in
the initial Model of Strategy Implementation for Restaurant
Firms. However, the demographic information about the
managers that was collected during the interview process was
analyzed to see if it was associated with any of the
variables in the original model.

The effect of manager demographics on the
organizational culture was evident in Company A. See Table
5-1. A large number of its managers came from the corporate
restaurant firm that had previously owned this company.
These managers brought ideas and procedures from that firm
into Company A. The Chief Executive Officer had also worked
for another major food conglomerate, as well as Company A’s
former parent firm. While at the conglomerate, he learned
the culture and the competitive methods and the structural
configuration of a company of that size. He and other upper
level managers, who had gained experience in larger firms,
expressed their decision to keep the "corporate" out of the
present culture. They wanted to maintain an atmosphere of

openness, sharing and concern for employees -- an attitude
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not seen as occurring frequently enough in their past
managerial experiences.

Several of the lower level managers in Company A had
worked for full-service restaurants before coming to Company
A. It was apparent, through the interviews and observations,
that their service style background affected how they
perceived customers. There was a much greater concern for
customer comfort in the dining room among these managers
when compared to those managers with only a fast food
background. Based on comments that were made by the Chief
Executive Officer during his interview, it seemed apparent
that this type of concern for the customer would become part
of Firm A’s culture.

The association between manager demographics and
culture is interactive because the interests and backgrounds
of managers create the culture, and, in turn, the culture
dictates manager behavior. This was demonstrated in both
Companies B and C where managers with long tenure had
learned the accepted modes of operation, dress, and
management style.

The culture also effects the manager-community
interaction. This was demonstrated in both Companies A and
C, particularly in their methods of local store marketing

and community outreach. The charities they supported and
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their interactions with the community were a reflection of
the values espoused by their firm’s culture.

The interaction between a firm’s perceived
environmental uncertainty and the organizational culture was
observed when comparing certain aspects of each firm’s
culture with each firm’s perception of the environment. See
Table 5-1. An explanation of this interaction follows.

When the managers in each firm were asked to describe
the culture, each one mentioned the importance of customer
satisfaction. The employee training programs in each firm
exemplified the fact that maintaining customer satisfaction
had been internalized and made part of the culture. The
training programs in each firm emphasized the particular
concept and service style used to attract customers.
Although employee training about customer interaction was
more focused in Companies A and C, Company B’s attention to
the customer through server interaction had recently been
approached more aggressively than in the past.

When each manager was asked to name the factor in the
environment that posed the greatest threat to their firm,
the answer of each was change in consumer choice. This
response provided evidence that the culture reflected the
needs posed by the environment, e.g., providing products
that customers wanted in order to keep them coming back. At
the same time, managers within the culture had made two

177



decisions. First, to address the needs of customers, and
secondly, which groups of customers they would target.
Through the selection of a concept, they targeted a
particular group of customers. They then trained their
employees to interact with those customers in a manner that

would encourage them to become repeat buyers.

P3: Organizational culture influences project
initiation style, information systems, and
resource allocation, and in turn, strategy

implementation.

Organizational —> Project Initiation Style — Strategy

Culture Information Systems Implementation
Planning & Control

The association between organizational culture and
manager project initiation style, which was suggested by
Bourgeois and Brodwin (1984), was most clearly demonstrated
in Company B. See Table 5-2. The organizational culture in
this company was characterized by camaraderie among managers
and employees and a high level of informal interaction both
within and between management levels. The project initiation

style used most often in this firm was to justify and
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Tahle 5-2

Comparison Matrix of Context and Process Variables:
Culture with Project Initiation Style

Process Variable

Context Variables

Project Initiation Style

. Proj. init. style depends on risk level &

type of project- A& C

. Varied with mgt. level — all
. Upper & lower mgt. preferred justify and

solicit, but as risk level increased or
project importance increased, upper &
lower used manager directed in A& C

. Mid. mgt. consistently used delegation in

all firms

. Justify and solicit used mostly at all

levels in B in B.

Culture

1. Hardwork emphasized — all

2. Customer satisfaction emphasized — all

3. A & B = founder of firm = hero

4. A = values openness and sharing

5. B = Values camaraderie among managers
and employees

6. C = values conservative, trust, support

. In B = camaraderie among mgrs. and

employees was important.

. Justify & solicit was preferred proj. init.

style
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solicit support, a less directive and more participatory
style.

In Companies A and C, the cultures appeared more formal
and structured than in Company B. Although openness was
encouraged and there was support for each other in these
firms, project initiation style was also more formal and
more frequently manager directed.

The association between organizational culture and the
characteristics of the information system was exemplified
best in Company B. In this company, camaraderie among
managers and employees was valued, suggesting a frequent and
informal flow of information.

The predicted ease of information flow was most
apparent in Company B. See Table 5-5. This was, perhaps, a
result of the fact that the culture was much more
established. A casualness among management was evident.
Moreover, much information was transferred by word of mouth
as it had been done for many years.

The organizational culture’s impact on planning and
control measures can be demonstrated with an example from
Company A. See Table 5-4. As previously mentioned, many of
the managers in this firm had come from the former parent
company. They brought with them, as part of the culture,
standards for manager and employee performance and for
quality control. As was mentioned previously, lower level
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managers who had worked in full service restaurants brought
this type of experience into the present culture.

The standards and the experience from other companies
affected the planning and control system in Company A in two
ways. First, the standards that were developed reflected
the prior standards and experience of its managers.
Secondly, the monitoring of standards reflected this prior
experience. The result was that there was a greater
emphasis on providing quality customer service.

In summary, organizational culture is affected by the
life cycle stage of the company. There is also an
interactive association with culture and perceived
environmental uncertainty, and with culture and the
demographics of managers. Culture, then, influences the
project initiation style of managers, the planning and
control system, and the information system. The ultimate
result is that all of these variables affect how strategy is
implemented.

Perceived Environmental Uncertainty

The next group of propositions focuses on the role that

perceived environmental uncertainty has on strategy

implementation.
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P4: Company size and geographic dispersion influence
the level of manager perceived environmental

uncertainty.

Size & geographic dispersion —» PEU

The managers at Companies A and C perceived the level
of environmental uncertainty to be much higher than the
managers in Company B. See Table 5-3. This difference of
perception may be partially attributed to the size of the
companies, and/or the range of geographic locations for the
units in these companies.

The rationale for this argument is based on the
research of Duncan (1972). His research showed that
decisions made in environmepts that are dynamic and complex,
as opposed to static and simple, cause the greatest amount
of uncertainty. Companies, such as A and C, which competed
in several regions of the country had to deal with regional
environmental differences. The recent variations in regional
economies (Milchalski, 1991) verify that the sales volume of
restaurant firms is dependent upon the health of the
regional economy in which they compete, as well as the
quality and consistency of the product they serve. Thus,

even though a firm produces a highly consistent product that
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Tahle 5-3

Comparison Matrix of Context Variables and New Elements:
Perceived Environmental Uncertainty with Size and Geographic Dispersion

New Element

Context Variables

Size & Geographic Dispersion

1. A = 20 units—clustered in several
geograhic regions

2. B = 33 units — one geographic area

3. C = 255 units — several geographic
regions

PEU

1. A & Cfirms above average to high PEU

2. Consumer choice is greatest perceived
threat

3. PEU is greatest for lower lovel mgt. in all
firms

1. A and C — more geographically
dispersed
A and C — have higher PEU than B
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is of good quality, upper level managers may perceive more
uncertainty if the firm has units dispersed over a wide
and/or diverse geographic area, as opposed to a limited
geographic area.

There was also evidence in this investigation that
perceived environmental uncertainty could be a function of
company size alone, as was suggested by Ouchi (1977). In
this study, the largest firm (C) as well as the firm with
the most extensive growth plans (A) perceived the
environment as more uncertain than the firm which chose to
remain small with under 40 units (B).

This argument is similarly supported by the research of
Duncan (1972). A larger company has to acknowledge more
factors that affect its viability in the environment. As a
company increases in size, it may choose to diversify in
structure and/or concept as did Company C. As a result, the
uncertainty levels become higher because of the increased
number of factors in the environment that must be
considered. Quantity of supplies, level of technology, and
the role of government regulations all become more important
concerns. Dynamism, the rate and degree of change, in these
factors also becomes a larger concern because more of the

company’s resources are at stake.
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P5: The level of manager perceived environmental
uncertainty influences the firm’s planning and
control system, specifically the company-wide
information system and the monitoring and feedback
mechanism; and, in turn, influences strategy

implementation.

PEU — Planning & Control — Strategy Implementation

Companies A and C serve as examples to explain
Proposition Five, which deals with the planning and control
aspect of strategy implementation. See Table 5-4.

In Companies A and C, which were experiencing high
levels of perceived environmental uncertainty, the usual
methods for transmitting performance information were being
enhanced with computer technology. The immediate collection
and feedback capabilities of a computer system allowed for
more frequent monitoring and feedback. The frequent
monitoring affected the way in which planning and control
functioned. Frequent monitoring permitted rapid changes to
be made in the implementation process or, if necessary, the
strategic project. The computer system also affected the

evaluation process of managers, since their activities
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Table 5-4

Comparison Matrix of Context and Process Variables:
Culture, Perceived Environmental Uncertainty, and Structure with Planning and Control

Process Variable

Context Variables

[ IO N

P&C

. A & C had strategic plan written by upper

mat.

. P & L statements frequently monitored &

feedback given weekly in all firms;
feedback daily via computerin A& C

. Quality Control formal monitoring

according to specific criteriain A& C

. All units are profit centers in all firms
. System to evaluate mgrs. in all firms
. A & C are augmenting traditional info.

system of P & |'s & memos with
computer

-

PEU

A & C firms above average to high PEU

. increase in information processing in A &

2. Consumer choice is greatest perceived C; also higher PEU
threat 2. Increase in monitoring & feedback in A &
3. PEU is greatest for lower level mgt. in all C; also higher PEU
firms
Culture
1. Hardwork emphasized - all 1. A =the Quality Control program came
2. Customer satisfaction emphasized - all from the former parent firm, where many
3. A & B =founder of firm = hero mgrs. worked
4. A =values openness and sharing 2. Previous firms' cultures & previous mgrs'
5. B = values camaraderie among managers cultures affect new firm's methods of
and employees developing standards & monitoring
6. C = values conservative, trust, support practices
Structure
1. Centralized decision-making - all 1. No lower level mgrs. involved in early
2. Hierarchical structure - all planning of strategic project in any firm
3. B & Cchanging to increase information 2. Centralized decision-making in all firms
flow and/or change decision-making 3. Closely followed org. chart and frequent
4. Input from ali levels of management on all & formal monitoring of performance in A

but except strategic decisions

. Org. chart closely followed in A& C

&C
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became part of the company record at the end of every day,
as opposed to on a weekly or monthly basis.

In Company A, the computer system was highly praised by
upper management for its ability to track progress and to
enable management to quickly react to changes in the
environment. Company C, while recognizing the need for
computer technology, had a more cautious approach to
incorporating it into their planning and control system.
They were piloting the computer system’s use in a small
number of stores before making a decision to implement it
throughout the company.

The increased use of computer technology has the
capacity to decrease the number of face to face interactions
that are traditionally used in strategy implementation.
Information that is usually transmitted by middle
management’s presence or telephone conversations is sent via
electronic mail or computer print-out.

In Company C, the computer generated feedback process
was enhanced by the presence of upper and middle level
management in the units. During the initial implementation
phases of the strategic project, upper and middle level
managers were able to provide immediate input and

encouragement to lower level managers, in this manner.
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P6: The level of manager perceived environmental
uncertainty influences the firm’s information
system, specifically within-level informal
integration which, in turn, influences strategy

implementation.

PEU — Information Systems — Strategy Implementation

It was noted in Chapter Four that the level of
perceived environmental uncertainty was consistently higher
among the lower level managers than either middle or upper
level managers in all three firms in this study. See Table
5-5. Lorsch and Allen (1973) indicated that firms which
experienced greater levels of uncertainty had more complex
operating structures, increased information processing, and
made greater use of lateral or within-level integrative
processes. Galbraith and Kazanjian (1986) stated, "The more
new product activity, and the higher the level of technology
and uncertainty, the more the hierarchy needs to be
buttressed with cross-departmental coordination mechanisms,"
(p. 79).

This same principle can be applied within firms. The
unit managers who dealt with the day to day fluctuations in
supplies, customers, and other environmental factors in this

study perceived more environmental uncertainty than middle
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Table 5-5

Comparison Matrix of Context and Process Variables:
Culture, Perceived Environmental Uncertainty, and Structure with Information Systems

Process Variable

Context Variables

Information System

1.
2.
3.

[ 204))]

Info. flow freq. & open between adjacent mgt.
levels in A&B

Informal and casual communicationis preferred
inB

Face to face & telephone are preferred modes
- all

. Short-tarmfinancial reports (wk & mo) preferred

by all mgt levels - all

. Informal network among low level mgt - all
. Short-term issues discussed frequently in all

firms atalllevels. In A & C upper mgt. discussed
long & short term more frequently

. At least some informal gatherings include ali

mgt levels in all firms

s

PEU

A & C firms above average to high PEU

2. Consumer choice is greatest perceived

threat
PEU is greatest for lower level mgt. in all
firms

. Communication is more frequent/informal
between lower level mgt.

2. Lower level mgt. have higher PEU

arLd 4

@

Culture

Hardwork emphasized - all

Customer satisfaction emphasized - all

A & B = founder of firm = hero

A = values openness and sharing

B = values camaraderie among managers
and employees

C = values conservative, trust, support

. In A openness is valued; in B camaraderie
among mgrs. & employees is valued

2. Information flow between adjacent mgt. levels

is frequentin A& B

3. Informal communication is preferredin A& B

“@n -

Structure

Centralized decision-making - all
Hierarchical structure - all

B & C changing to increase information
flow and/or change decision-making

Input from all Jevels of management on all
but except strategic decisions

Org. chart closely followedby A & C

. Centralized decision-making preferred in all
firms

2. Input from all levels on decisions - short

term issues discussed, short term financial
reports, face to face and phone used,
informal gatherings include all mgt. levels

3. Information transmittal followed chain of

command to adjacent mgt. levels in A & C;
information re: strategic sent in same
manner
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or upper level managers. One way this group of managers
chose to cope with the uncertainty was to establish a strong
informal network among themselves; an example of increased
within-level integration. Many of the unit level managers
frequently communicated with one another concerning food and
labor costs, menu promotions, and other operational issues.
They also spent their free time together when time and
logistics allowed. This even occurred in Company C, where
units were often hundreds of miles apart and communication
was limited to the Aud-X system and the computer.

The increased level of between unit integration among
lower level management could affect strategy implementation,
either positively or negatively. If lower level management
understands the strategy to be implemented and is committed
to it, the team work that ensues with lower level management
integration could enhance the implementation process. But,
if lower level management is not committed to the strategy,
the integration of managers could hinder the implementation
process (Guth & MacMillan, 1986).

In one of the firms, Company C, there was also evidence
of frequent within-level integration among upper level
management. This was exemplified by comments about joint
decisions which had been made by the Group Vice Presidents
of Marketing and Operations. Although managers at this
level were not always present at corporate headquarters,
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there was still a great deal of informal conversation and
discussion of business issues "in the hallways" when they
were there. The comment was made by one group vice
president that, "...while decisions are not finalized in
these encounters, information is passed and issues are
discussed."

In addition to the frequent within-level integration,
there was a relatively high degree of differentiation
between functional departments in Company C. This finding
is contrary to that of Lawrence and Lorch (1967) who found a
low level of integration between highly differentiated
departments. However, the high level of environmental
uncertainty experienced by managers at Company C may have
contributed to the increased level of integration (Galbraith
& Kazanjian, 1986).

Thus, the level of perceived environmental uncertainty
among managers appeared to influence the nature of the
information systems by increasing the amount of interaction
among managers at the same level. In all of the companies
this interaction was evident for lower level management. In
Company C, it was also evident for upper level management.
At Company C, it appeared that the increased interaction
among upper level management enhanced the implementation of
strateqgy. A comment made by one upper level manager at
Company C, that the "usual operations/marketing fight that
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occurs in the industry does not exist in this firm--it can’t
exist," helps to verify the expediency given to the
implementation of strategy by within-level integration of
managers.

To summarize the propositions in this section, the
level of perceived environmental uncertainty among managers
can be influenced by the size and geographic dispersion of
the company. The level of perceived environmental
uncertainty, then, influences the design and nature of
company information systems, specifically the amount of
interaction that occurs within management levels.

Perceived environmental uncertainty also affects the
planning and control systems. The introduction of computer
technology, which results from the need to address the
environment, can enhance the system by allowing more
efficient monitoring and feedback. At the same time,
however, the technology alters the traditional face to face
interaction that often accompanies strategy implementation.
Structure -- The Decision-Making Aspect

Structure is a multi-faceted concept. In order to
better define its role in strategy implementation it has
been divided into three aspects: decision-making,
formalization, and hierarchy. The next three propositions
address the decision-making aspect, referred to as
centralization by Pugh, Hickson, and Hinings (1969).
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P7: The level of manager perceived environmental
uncertainty influences the decision-making aspect

of organizational structure.

PEU —> Structure (Decision-making)

Two reasons for centralized decision-making have been
discussed in the literature. First, Bolman and Deal (1991)
noted the prevalence of centralized decision-making in
organizations which satisfy customers by selling product
consistency at all outlets. Secondly, Lorsch and Allen
(1973) found that increased environmental unrest caused
firms to remain centralized at the upper level. Both of
these findings are supported by this study. See Table 5-6.

Decision-making was centralized for all major issues at
the upper level of management in each of the firms. In
Companies A and B, the Chief Executive made all the
decisions. In Company C all decisions were made either by
the Chief Executive or the Group Vice Presidents in the
second tier of upper level management.

Each of the firms also provided their customers with a
consistent product. The product was delivered in an outlet
(restaurant unit) that provided consistency through

appearance and service. These companies were attempting to
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Table 5-6

Dispersion, Perceived Environmental Uncertainty, Corporate Strategy & Business Strategy

Comparison Matrix of Context Variables and New Elements: Size & Geographic

Context Variable

Context Variables

W N -

Structure

. Centralized decision-making - all
. Hierarchical structure - all
. B & C changing to increase information

flow and/or change decision-making

. Input from all levels of management on

all but except strategic decisions

. Org. chart closely followed by A & C

PEU

. A & Cfirms above average to high PEU

2. Consumer choice is greatest perceived

threat
. PEU is greatest for lower level mgt. in all
firms

. Consumer choice greatest perceived

threat of the environment

. Centralized decision-making in all firms
. Hierarchical structure in A& C

Size & Geographic Dispersion

. A =20 units - clustered in several
geographic regions

. B =33 units - one geographic area

. C = 255 units - several geographic regions

. Formalization is greaterin A& C
. Companies A & C are more

geographically dispersed than B

. C has more units than Aor B

s

Business Strategy

Tight control in ops in all firms

Tight control in ops & productin A& C
Reputation importantin B & C

(older firms)

All want to improve existing product

. A & C = tight controls in operations &

over product

. A & C = org. chart followed closely; more

overall formalization

Call o

Corporate Strategy

A & B are single-business

A & B are in restaurant business
Ali concerned with growth

C only firm that was diversified

. A & B are single business and have

centralized decision-making

. C has product and concept diversity;

decision-making is moving down to form
a flatter organization structure



reduce the environmental uncertainty caused by customer
dissatisfaction by offering a consistent product and type of
service. The inability to maintain a satisfied customer
base was seen by all three firms as the greatest threat in
the environment. Thus, in the face of environmental threats,
centralized decision-making was perhaps viewed as a

necessity.

P8: Corporate strategy influences the decision-making

aspect of organizational structure.

Corporate Strategy —* Structure (Decision-Making)

According to Rumelt (1974), an organization structured
as a single business utilizes more centralized decision-
making than one that is structured as a diversified
business. In this study, Companies A and B were single
business organizations. These two companies were small;
they were managing under 40 units. Company A was organized
as a single business because it was new and was concerned
with promoting its unique concept. Company B was organized
as a single business and chose to remain small and limit its

expansion to a relatively local region. See Table 5-6. 1In
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these firms, final decisions were usually made by the
highest ranking executive in the organization.

On the other hand, Company C operated two divisions. In
this firm, final decision-making was becoming less
centralized and was more frequently done by the second tier
of upper management. This shift in decision-making was
evolving, as a result of the recent corporate restructure.
Moreover, Company C had recently acquired some related food
product companies. With these acquisitions, the company
added to its diversified structure.

Corporate strategy plays an important role in the
implementation of business and operating level strategies,
since it identifies the primary or corporate structure of an
organization (Hrebeniak and Joyce, 1984). The primary
structure sets the parameters within which the business and
operating structures are developed. Within those two
structures, the integration of activities and information

occurs. This integration drives the implementation process.

P9: The decision-making aspect of organizational
structure influences information systems, resource
allocation, and planning and control, all of which

affect strategy implementation.
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Structure —> Information Systems -» Strategy

(Decision-Making) Resource Allocation Implementation
Planning & Control

The information system in each of the firms studied was
influenced by its structure. Each firm practiced
centralized decision-making, in that most major decisions
were made at the upper level of management. See Table 5-5.
Also, upper level management in each firm stated that they
encouraged input from all levels. This policy may have been
one reason for the frequent discussion of short term issues,
the preference for short term financial statements (weekly
or monthly), and, at all levels, the preference for face to
face and telephone communication. All of the above types of
communication allow for, and in the case of short term
issues, require more immediate input into decision-making.

Langley’s (1989) work on motives for vertical
interaction between management levels indicated that the
primary motive for top-down interaction was to direct
activities, while the most usual motive for bottom-up
interaction was for persuasive purposes. These motives were
exemplified in the way that centralized decision-making
affected the design of the firms’ information systems. All
management levels reviewed the same issues, with lower and

middle level management supplying the issues for discussion,
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e.g., short term financial information. Upper level
management representatives then made the decisions and
passed them down through the hierarchical system.

The association between the decision-making aspect of
structure and resource allocation is evident. See Table
5-7. 1In each firm, resources were allocated by upper level
management; likewise, most final decisions were made at that
level.

The effect of centralized decision-making on planning
and control and the tendency for top-down interaction to be
primarily directive is exemplified by the way 'in which each
company planned its strategic project. See Table 5-4. 1In
each firm, the idea and method of implementation originated
with upper level management. In Companies A and C, middle
management was brought in fairly early in the planning, but
lower level management was not brought in until just before
implementation was to begin. In Company B, upper management
indicated that they did all of the initial planning.

In summary, the decision-making aspect of structure is
affected by the corporate strategy and the level of
perceived environmental uncertainty. How decisions are made
affects the design of the information systems, how resources
are allocated, and the nature of planning and control. All

of these variables ultimately affect how the strateqgy is
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implemented in terms of communication, resources, and the
monitoring of performance.
Structure -- The Formalization Aspect

The formalization aspect of organizational structure
refers to the presence of and adherence to written rules,
policies and the organizational chart (Pugh, Hickson &
Hinings, 1969). The propositions in this section refer to
the formalization aspect of structure as it related to

strategy implementation in the firms studied.

P10: The size and geographic dispersion of a firm
influences the degree of formalization of the

structure.

Size & geographic dispersion — Structure
(Formalization)

The research by Miller and Droge (1986) indicated that
the size of an organization is a good predictor of
formalization; thus, larger firms are usually more
formalized and centralized. In this study Company C was the
largest and most formalized firm. Information was
frequently transmitted by written memoranda, which were
signed by each person before being sent on. Procedure

manuals were maintained and regularly updated. All
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materials used in training were developed and maintained at
corporate headquarters.

In Companies A and C, there were more written rules and
policies and a closer adherence to the organizational chart
than in Company B. In fact, there was no written
organizational chart in Company B. See Table 5-6. An
increased level of formalization was necessary in Company C
because of its large size (255 units). The strategic plan
for Company A indicated that it planned to grow by an
additional 10 to 15 units every year for the next five
years. These new units were to be clustered in several
different geographic regions of the United States. Although
the firm was still small at the time of this study, its
plans for growth suggested the need for an increased level

of formalization.

P11l: There is an interactive effect between perceived
environmental uncertainty and business strategy,
which, in turn, affects formalization of the

structure.

PEU € Business Strategy —» Structure
(Formalization)
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The interactive association between perceived
environmental uncertainty and business strategy is based on
the rationale that managers can enact their environments and
choose the levels of uncertainty that they want to address
(Weick, 1969; Khandwalla, 1976/77; Bourgeois, 1980).

Managers in Companies A and C perceived the environment
as highly uncertain; changes in customer choice were the
greatest threat. See Table 5-8. In order to meet customer
needs, both companies chose to address environmental
challenges by emphasizing tight control of operations and
product quality in their business strategies.

The structure in each of these firms emphasized more
formalization than Company B, especially in terms of written
policies and close adherence to the organizational chart.
See Table 5-6. Company B perceived the environment as less
uncertain than either Company A or C. Neither their intended
nor their realized business strategy, as indicated through
the interviews, placed as much emphasis on control as did

the business strategies of Companies A and C.

P12: The degree of formalization of the organizational
structure influences information systems, planning
and control, and the method of training, which

influence strategy implementation.
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Table 5-7

Structure with Training and Resource Allocation

Comparison Matrix of Context and Process Variables and New Elements:

Context Variable

Process Variables

W =

Structure

. Centralized decision-making - all
. Hierarchical structure - all
. B & C changing to increase information

flow and/or change decision-making

. Input from all levels of management on

all but strategic decisions

. Org. chart closely followed in A& C

RA

. Top person allocated resources generally
in all irms

. C:1st & 2nd tier upper mgt allocated for
strategic project

. B: amoney allocated incrementally for
strategic project

. Centralized decision-making in all firms
. Resource allocation at top of all firms

Training

. Ali firms = conducted systematically
corporate guidelines
corporate trainers in new
stores (C)

. All firms = training manuals

. A & C = specific training for strategic
project

. Higher level of formalization and

centralized decision-makingin A& C

. Training more standardizedin A& C
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Tabie 5-8

Comparison Matrix of Context Variables:
Business Strategy with Perceived Environmental Uncertainty

Context Variable

Context Variable

H WD =

Business Strategy

. Tight control in ops in all firms

. Tight control in ops & productin A& C
. Reputation importantin B & C

. All want to improve existing product

PEU

. A & Cfirms above average to high PEU
. Consumer choice is greatest perceived
threat

. PEU is greatest for lower level mgt. in all
firms

. Interactive affect between PEU &

strategy; each firm chose a strategy to
deal with specific aspects of the
environment, e.g. the customer
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Structure > Information Systems =-» Strategy

(formalization) Planning & Control Implementation
Method of Training

Companies A and C exemplified how the formalization
aspect of structure influences both planning and control and
information systems. See Tables 5-4 and 5-5. As was
previously mentioned, the structure in each of these firms
was characterized by a high level of formalization, e.g.,
written rules and policies.

Formalization was reflected in each of the firms’
information systems by the ways in which information was
transmitted to managers, primarily by memoranda, bulletin,
and the computer system. Secondarily, it was transmitted by
verbal interaction.

Formalization was also expressed by the design of the
planning and control systems in these firms (Companies A and
C). For example, performance guidelines for quality control
and manager evaluation were in written form. These
guidelines were used as criteria for monitoring and
feedback, which is a major part of planning and control.
Finally, the existence of a written strategic plan, as
opposed to a verbally explained plan, was indicative of a

higher level of formalization.
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Although training was not a variable in the initial
Model for Strategy Implementation in Restaurant Firms, it
played a major part in strategy implementation in all of the
firms. See Table 5-7. In Companies A and C, the method of
training was very consistent. Training was based upon
written materials that were formulated and distributed by
the corporate office. Included in the training materials
were guidelines and criteria for all aspects of quality
control, and manager and hourly employee evaluation. 1In
Company B, training was more informal and less consistent.
Aside from the manual for managers, there appeared to be few
written guidelines. Thus, in this study the firms with a
more formalized structure trained their employees in a more
consistent manner, according to information provided during
manager interviews.

In summary, the results of this study suggested that
perceived environmental uncertainty and business level
strategy interact to influence the formalization aspect of
structure. The degree of formalization of the structure
then influences the design of the information system, the
planning and control system, and the method of training.
These factors have an impact on the implementation of
strategy, as they affect information transfer, monitoring of

performance, and the actual performance, itself.
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Structure -- The Hierarchical Aspect

Hierarchy in the organizational structure refers to the
firm’s adherence to the chain of command or formal
communication linkages between vertically adjacent
management levels. This aspect of structure is sometimes
referred to as the scalar principle, and includes the
grading of duties, according to degrees of authority and
corresponding responsibility. This hierarchy of positions
was part of Weber’s (1947) model of the perfectly rational
organization. The following proposition addresses the
association between hierarchy, as it is defined here, and

information systems as noted in this study.

P13: The degree of hierarchy in the organizational
structure influences information systems and,

thus, strategy implementation.

Structure -* Information Systems —> Strategy
(Hierarchy) Inplementation

The structure in both Companies A and C was defined as
hierarchial, both by the managers and in the organizational
chart. See Table 5-5. Level of responsibility was reflected

in the organizational chart. Organizational charts were

closely adhered to in each firm.
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In Companies A and C, information about strategic
issues was transmitted through the organization from each
adjacent administrative level to the next. This was
especially true with regard to written information.

Managers at all levels indicated that the formal chain of
command was followed in most instances.

In Company B, the structure was not described as
hierarchical. It was explained as being somewhat fluid and
i1l defined. While some managers indicated that the formal
chain of command was followed, others indicated that was not
always the case. Several unit managers spoke of instances
when upper level management, rather than middle level
management, contacted them regarding policy changes from
corporate headquarters. Some lower level managers indicated
that this practice sometimes lead to confusion as to where
responsibility lay, and where to go to seek information.
Interviews of lower and middle level managers indicated that
the chain of command for managers who had been with the
company for a long time, was made up of different people
than the chain of command for the newer managers. The
findings in this study suggest that consistency in the
transmission of information in the firm is related to the
degree of hierarchy in the firm’s structure, as was

indicated by Hax and Majluf (1984).
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Interactions Between Process Variables

The last proposition involves three process variables,
information systems, planning and control, and rewards and
incentives, and how the interactions among these variables

were observed in this investigation. See Table 5-9.

P14: Planning and control influences the reward and
incentive system and interacts with the
information system, to affect strategy

implementation.

Planning & Control € Information Systems —* Strateqgy

V Implementation
Rewards & Incentives

In Companies A and C, there was an emphasis on the
systematic and frequent monitoring of performance and
guality. Lower and middle level managers self-monitored
both the financial and non-financial performance of their
areas of responsibility. Upper level management maintained a
close watch on performance measures. Feedback was given to
middle and upper level management on a weekly or, sometimes,
daily basis.

Rewards and incentives were systematically and
regularly awarded in Companies A and C. They were

distributed in conjunction with the monitoring and feedback
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Tahle -8

Comparison Matrix of Process Variables:
Planning & Control, Information Systems, and Rewards & Incentives

Process Variable

Process Variables

[T BN

P&C

. A & C had strategic plan written by upper

mgt.

. P &L statements frequently monitored &

feedback given weekly in all firms;
feedback daily via computerin A& C

. Quality Contro! formal monitoring

according to specific criteriain A& C

. All units are profit centars in all firms
. System to evaluate mgrs. in all firms
. A & C are augmenting traditional info.

system of P & L's & memos with
computer

Information Systems

. Info. flow freq. & open between adjacent
mgt levels in A& B

. Informal communication is preferred in A &
B

. Face to tace & telephone are preferred
modes - all

. Short-term financial reports (wk & mo)
preferred by all mgr levels - all

. Informal network among low level mgt - all
. Short-term issues discussed frequently in
all firms at all levels. In A & C upper mgt.
discussed long & short term more
frequently

. At least some informal gatherings include
all mgt levels in all firms

. A & C = info system augmented with

computer;

. Upper mgt. discussed short & long term

issues more frequently in A & C, than in
B

. Computer assists with monitoring

performance in A& C

R&l

. A & C usse combination of subjective &
formula for determining compensation of ali
levels

. A & Cbonuses depend on profitability of
area of responsibility

. A & Clower level mgrs. are rewarded more
frequently than upper & middle

. No consistent bonus systemin B

. In A & C bonuses depend on profitability

of area of responsibility

. Bonus system is consistentin A& C
. Monitoring in A & C is consistent;

rewards given in conjunction with
monitoring of performance
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features of the planning and control system. The
performance of lower level managers was evaluated quarterly;
middle and upper level managers were evaluated yearly. An
attempt in each of these companies was made to coordinate
distribution of the rewards and incentives with the
accomplishment of the goals outlined in the strategic plan.

In Company B, the reward system was a randomly
administered program that was not coordinated with the
planning and control system. One lower level manager
commented that in past years the only way he could determine
how well he was doing in the eyes of upper level management
was to compare the size of his bonus with that of his fellow
managers. If it was smaller than the others, he knew his
work had not been as good as upper management would have
preferred. Another manager commented that recently he had
received an unannounced cash bonus with no explanation as to
why it was given. According to his observations, he knew he
had been outperforming other units. However, management did
not share that information with him when they presented the
bonus. Upper level management stated that they preferred
this type of reward and incentive system as opposed to one
that was more predictable. They felt that this system kept
the managers "on their toes",.

In two out of the three firms in this study (A & C),
the distribution of rewards and incentives was incorporated
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into the design of the planning and control system. In
these two firms, coordinating rewards and incentives with
the strategic plan was being discussed.

Although effectiveness of the strategy implementation
process was not measured in this study, research suggests
that if rewards are coordinated with the outcome of the
strategic project, effectiveness of implementation should
increase (Stonich, 1981; Hrebiniak & Joyce, 1984). Given
this criteria, the implementation processes in Companies A
and C should be more effective than Company B’s, but this is
only speculation.

The planning and control and information systems of any
organization are linked by the nature of their design. Both
systems transfer information, but for different purposes.
The information system includes all the processes for
communication in the organization. The planﬁing and control
system transfers information necessary to monitor
performance. There is usually overlap between the two
systems, if computer technology has been implemented,
because of the computer’s capabilities to process, transmit,
and in some cases interpret information.

In this study, the design of the information systems
affected the method of transmission of information for
monitoring performance and providing feedback. In Companies
A and C, a significant part of the information systems were
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memoranda and bulletins. Information was transmitted along
the hierarchical chain of command in a consistent manner.
The planning and control systems functioned similarly.
Computer technology played a major role in the monitoring of
activities.

In Company B, both systems were less formal and
consistent. In terms of the methods that were used,
information transfer and the monitoring and feedback of
performance reflected one another. Word of mouth was the
preferred method.

Conclusions

This chapter presented 14 propositions. The
propositions demonstrated how the variables in the initial
model functioned as part of context and process in
describing strategy implementation. The propositions
provided a more complete definition of strategy
implementation as it was observed in the three firms
investigated in this study.

Three context variables emerged as having a major
effect on the process variables, as defined in this study.
The context variables were organizational culture, perceived
environmental uncertainty, and organizational structure.

Two of these variables, organizational culture and perceived

environmental uncertainty, were included in the initial
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model because of their noted importance to firms in the
restaurant industry.

The three context variables referred to above were
influenced by two other context variables, as defined in
this study: corporate strategy and business strategy.

Three new elements, organizational life cycle stage, manager
demographics, and company size and geographic dispersion
were observed as influencing organizational culture,
organizational structure, and perceived environmental
uncertainty. Together, the new elements and the original
variables interacted in a reciprocal or associative manner
within the context where strategy implementation occurred.

Three process variables, information systems, planning
and control, and resource allocation, were observed as
having a major affect on strategy implementation. They were
directly influenced by the most important context variables,
organizational structure, organizational culture, and
perceived environmental uncertainty.

One other process variable, project initiation style,
played a part in the implementation process. A new element,
method of training, was also involved as an aspect of
strategy implementation.

In Chapter Six, a framework is presented that further
delineates the associations between the variables that were
demonstrated in the propositions. It is referred to as a
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framework, rather than a model, because its purpose is to
delineate relationships and associations between variables
but not to infer causality. The framework, which is a
result of this research, describes strategy implementation
as being comprised of two components, context and process,
and the elements within each of the components. The
framework, together with the propositions, can serve as a

base upon which to further study strategy implementation.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY
Introduction

This chapter presents a framework of strategy
implementation for restaurant firms. It has been termed a
framework, as opposed to a model, because causality between
the variables is not to be implied. 1Its formulation was
based on the compilation and analysis of interviews of
managers at three multi-unit restaurant firms, study of the
firms’ literature, and site-based observations of how a
strategic project was implemented in several units in each
of the firms. These interviews, et. al., were discussed in
Chapter Four and resulted in a listing of 14 propositions in
Chapter Five. The propositions are the direct progenitor of
the framework.

Also included in this chapter are suggestions for
future research in strateqgy. These suggestions are grouped
around three categories: subject area, research design and
methodology.

Framework Description

The Framework for the Implementation of Strategy as
Observed Through Strategic Project Implementation in Three
Multi-Unit Restaurant Firms is shown in Figure 6-1. The
unit of analysis, a strategic project, serves as a surrogate
and frame of reference from which strateqgy implementation
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can be described. The configuration suggests that strategy
implementation is the result of a progression from context,
one of its two main components, to the other main component,
process. That is, the activities of the context component
directly affect the activities of the process component.

Each component contains several primary and secondary
variables. Primary context variables directly affect
primary process variables, which directly affect strategy
implementation. Secondary context variables affect the
definition, activity or function of the primary context
variables. Secondary process variables are affected by
primary process variables. In some cases, these variables
(primary and/or secondary) either interact in a reciprocal
manner with or have a one-way effect upon each other.

In developing the framework, the author has suggested
the relative importance of the primary and secondary
variables in each component by varying the size of the cells
that represent them. That is, the larger the cell, the more
impact the variable has within the component vis-a-vis the
framework. No scale is indicated because of the qualitative
base upon which the framework is developed.

Context Component
The context component of the model describes the

setting in which the strategy is to be implemented. It
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contains three primary variables and five secondary
variables.
Primary Variables

The three primary variables are organizational culture,
organizational structure, and perceived environmental
uncertainty, each of which has been defined in Chapter
Three. They are depicted in relatively large cells because
in the three firms studied, they contributed in an important
manner to the implementation of strategy. The propositions
demonstrated how these variables interacted with and were
affected by the other context variables.

According to the proposed framework, culture is
affected by the life cycle stage of the organization. It
also interacts with the demographics of the managers and
their level of perceived environmental uncertainty. Level
of perceived environmental uncertainty is affected by the
size and geographic dispersion of a firm.

This investigation suggested that the function of
structure, as it relates to strategy implementation, is more
effectively defined when it is viewed from three
perspectives: decision-making, formalization, and hierarchy.
Two of these perspectives, decision-making and formalization
are associated with three other variables in the context

component, as explained below.
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The decision-making aspect of structure is affected by
perceived environmental uncertainty. Among the firms in this
study, as the level of perceived environmental uncertainty
increased, so did the degree of centralization in decision-
making.

Corporate strategy also affects the decision-making
aspect of structure. 1In the firms in this study which
followed a single business strategy, decision-making was
more centralized.

The formalization aspect of structure is affected by
the content of the firms’ business strategies. In the firms
where the strategy indicated tighter controls, the degree of
formalization was greater.

Secondary Variables

The secondary variables in the context component of the
proposed framework are corporate strategy, business
strategy, company size and geographic dispersion,
organizational life cycle stage, and manager demographics.

Corporate strategy is associated with the decision-
making aspect of structure because of its role in the
determination of the primary structure of an organization.
Business strategy, in terms of its content, influences the
formalization aspect of structure; perceived environmental

uncertainty influences business strategy.
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In the proposed framework, company size is defined as
the number of company-owned and franchised units, rather
than sales. Geographic dispersion is defined as the number
of regions, either nationally or internationally, in which
the firm competes. These two concepts are combined because
of their potential relationship to each other; competing in
several geographic regions often suggests the presence of
more units. Size and geographic dispersion are depicted in
the framework in a larger cell than other secondary context
variables because of the important, though indirect impact
on strategy implementation, as seen in this study. As size
and geographic dispersion increased, the level of perceived
environmental uncertainty and the degree of formalization of
structure increased.

Stage of the organizational life cycle in the framework
is defined according to Porter (1980) as "...the inflection
point in the rate of growth of industry sales, ..." (p.
157), and also infers the function of age. Levitt (1965)
and Wasson 1974) were two of the first theorists to develop
arguments supporting the importance of product life cycle as
a contingency variable. Kimberly (1980) conducted further
work which related the product 1life cycle concept to
organizations.

In this framework, the stage of the organizational life
cycle influences organizational culture. It was noted that
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the culture of the firm which was in the introductory stage
of its life cycle reflected the cultures of its newly hired
managers. The culture of the firms that were in the mature
stage were well established; many aspects were "taken for
granted. ™

Manager demographics in the framework are defined to
include tenure in the industry in which he or she is
currently employed, previous industry background,
educational background, tenure in the current firm, and
tenure in the current managerial position. The framework
defines manager demographics as a secondary context
variable, which influences organizational culture.

The primary and secondary variables in the context
component of the framework work together to provide the
setting in which the implementation of the strategy occurs.
The context component contains the basic elements of the
organizational milieu in which the process component
functions.

Process Component

The process component of the framework consists of five
primary variables and one secondary variable. The primary
variables are information systems, planning and control,
project initiation style, resource allocation and method of

training. The secondary variable is rewards and incentives.
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These variables, except for method of training, have been
defined in Chapter Three.
Primary Variables

The propositions in Chapter Five exhibited the
importance of three of the process variables in terms of how
they affected strategy implementation. The variables were
information systems, planning and control, and resource
allocation.

Two of the process variables, information systems and
planning and control interact. The design of the information
system and the planning and control mechanism dictate their
interaction. Goold and Quinn (1990) defined a control
system as "...the process which allows senior management to
determine whether a business unit is performing
satisfactorily, and which provides motivation for business
unit management to see that it continues to do so. It
normally involves ... monitoring of performance against ...
objectives and feedback on results achieved." (p. 43).

The information system, in essence, provides the tools
required by the planning and control mechanism to accomplish
its mission. Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) mentioned the
importance of monitoring and feedback to effective
implementation. Therefore, it is reasonable that in this
proposed framework these two process variables interact. The
results of this investigation indicated this interaction.
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The interaction between information systems and
planning and control is also important because of the
relevance of the communication aspect of planning (Camillus
& Grant, 1980; Lorange, 1982). To be effective, planning
must be an iterative activity. A well designed and
effective communication system is necessary for this
interaction to occur.

In this framework, information systems, planning and
control, and resource allocations are depicted in larger
cells than the other two primary variables. This is because
the major contingencies between the context and process
components of the framework occur between information
systems, planning and control, and resource allocation; and,
the three primary context variables organizational
structure, organizational culture, and perceived
environmental uncertainty. The specific associations are
explained below.

First, the information systems variable is influenced
by perceived environmental uncertainty, organizational
culture, and the hierarchical, decision-making, and
formalization aspects of structure. Second, there is an
association between planning and control, the
decision-making and formalization aspects of structure, and
organizational culture. Third, resource allocation is
affected by the decision-making aspect of structure. These
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associations were observed in the strategic project
implementation in this study.

Although resource allocation has only one association
with the context component, it is a significant process
variable. This is because of the importance given to the
adequate allocation of resources for strategy implementation
(Anand & Merrifield, 1982; Bower, 1970).

Project initiation style is influenced by the
organizational culture. In the firms studied, project
initiation style was not seen as important a variable to
strategy implementation as other variables were. However,
it remains part of the proposed framework; a different
operational definition that emphasizes more about leadership
qualities might provide greater insight into its effect.

Method of training is a variable that was not included
in the initial Strateqgy Implementation Model for Restaurant
Firms. Method of training refers to the systemization and
consistency of the training program, and the types of
pedagogy that are used. Method of training is included in
the new framework because of its importance to the
implementation process in each of the firms studied.

Training was frequently mentioned by all management
levels as a part of the implementation process in all of the
firms. In two of them, training was very consistent and
systemized; written procedures were augmented with computer
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networking. In the third firm, training was discussed more
that it appeared to be conducted. As is indicated in the
framework, the degree of formalization of the organizational
structure was associated with the consistency and
systemization of training.

Secondary Variables

The only secondary variable in the process component of
the framework, rewards and incentives, is influenced by
planning and control. In the current study, this wvariable
was indirectly associated with strategy implementation.
Rewards and incentives were tied into the planning and
control system in two of the three firms that were
investigated. As performance was monitored, it was rewarded
consistently and according to the performance criteria that
had been established.

Hrebiniak and Joyce (1984) recommended that as
strategic projects are planned, rewards and incentives
should be specifically related to the success or failure of
the project being implemented. This, however, was not
observed in the firms studied. Instead, the reward and
incentive systems were guided by the history of practices in
each firm.

To summarize, the process component of the strategy
implementation framework functions within the organizational
milieu represented by the context component. The two
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components work in concert to accomplish the implementation
of the strategy.
Critique of the Framework

The proposed framework is unique, because it is
developed from an investigation of only restaurant firms.

As such, it includes variables indicated to be specifically
important to the restaurant industry in Chapters One and Two
-- perceived environmental uncertainty, organizational
culture, and information systems.

Secondly, the framework is unique because it is
comprised of two components, context and process.
Inplementation is often referred to as a process. In this
framework, implementation is presented as the combination of
process, defined by six variables that comprise the tools
necessary to accomplish the task of implementation; and
context, defined as the elements of the organizational
setting and its strategies. The context component
contributes to the definition of the process component. Each
component contains of primary and secondary variables. The
identification of the variables as primary or secondary
gives the framework more clarity, because of the
differentiation in level of importance and function for each
of the variables.

Inherent in this framework is a linking relationship
between the context and process components. This
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relationship between the components and the synergism among
the variables within the components should result in a more
effective implementation of strategy. If the variables are
carefully defined for firms, and the relationship between
the context and the process is understood and articulated by
managers, firms may be more able to remain among "“the
fittest," through the successful implementation of strategy.

Voyer (1986) defined strategy implementation as
w, ..organizational strategic activities." (p. 24). This
framework describes those activities and defines the
mechanics of strategy implementation. It does not address
the political aspects of strategy implementation, e.g., the
roadblocks that inhibit the process, the problems with
resistance to change, or the role of power at different
levels of the organization that can help or hinder
activities. However, the framework is a significant
contribution because it provides a guide which allows
researchers to control for the rational administrative
tasks, while investigating the political aspects of
implementation.

Contribution of This Research

As was mentioned in Chapter One, this research provided

three contributions to the body of literature about the

restaurant industry. First, it provided in-depth
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information about how strategy was implemented in three
multi-unit restaurant firms. Secondly, it provided future
researchers with a series of propositions about strateqgy
implementation that can be investigated in greater depth in
other restaurant companies.

Third, this research yielded a framework for strategy
implementation that is based solely on the restaurant
industry. The framework consists of two components. The
context component affects the process component. Yet,
within each component there are both one-way and interactive
associations between the elements that comprise each of the
components. Moreover, the framework discriminates between
primary and secondary variables. Primary variables have a
direct effect on either other primary variables or on
strategy implementation. Secondary variables affect the
function or activity of the primary variables.

The framework further demonstrates the findings of this
study, which indicated that three context variables and
three process variables contributed in an important way to
strategy implementation. Those variables were
organizational culture, perceived environmental uncertainty,
and organizational structure; and, information systems,

planning and control, and resource allocation, respectively.

228



suggestions for Further Research

There are several ways to approach the subject of
future research concerning strategy implementation. One way
is to discuss how to study the subject matter, itself;
another is to consider alterations of the design of the
study; and, a third way, is to consider the use of different
types of research methodology.

Subject Areas

In terms of studying the subject of strategy
implementation, each of the propositions discussed in
Chapter Five could serve as a basis for future research. If
each proposition were studied in more depth in one or
several firms, a meta-analysis of all of the investigations
would provide further information about the implementation
process.

Another suggested area of study, although not mentioned
in the propositions, is the investigation of how the
involvement of lower level management in the initial
planning stages of a strategic project affects the success
of the project. 1In each of the firms in this study, initial
planning for the strategic project was conducted exclusively
by upper level management. Although effectiveness was not
measured in this study, it stands to reason that those who
do the actual implementation could provide valuable input at
the initial planning stages. Three recent studies support
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the idea of the inclusion of lower levels of management in
planning strategic projects (Woolridge & Floyd, 1986; Guth &
MacMillan, 1986; Westley, 1990).

A third area suggested by this research involves the
evolution of the role of middle management in the strategy
implementation process. 1In this study, it was observed that
the role of middle level management was rather ill-defined,
but chiefly was one of acting as a liaison between upper and
lower level management, communicating messages as well as
philosophy both upward and downward.

Huseman and Miles (1990) suggested that much of the
information transmission aspect of the middle level
management job is being assumed by computer technology.

This leaves primarily the affective aspects of the job to
middle level managers. Thus, it would seem that as computer
technology becomes more prevalent in companies, the role of

middle level management will change from one as a

transmitter of information to one that is primarily
concerned with motivation, inspiration, and interpretation
of information. This change in technology has a direct
impact on the nature of information systems and
communication. The present study indicated that information
systems played a major role in how strategy was implemented.

Thus, the nature and design of information systems, as they
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relate to middle management, is a suggested area for future
study regarding strategy implementation.

A fourth area of study could be the investigation of
informal networks, as they relate to implementation of
strateqgy. In each of the firms in this study, a strong
informal network existed between lower level managers, while
there were few formal meetings planned solely for this
group. If lower level managers were viewed as a formal group
with decision-making privileges, this might enhance strategy
implementation, as well as reduce burnout and turnover among
this management level in the industry. The establishment of
a formalized group could help create stronger cohesiveness
and commitment within this group toward the firm.

Other variables, such as the commitment of managers to
the strategic project and obstacles to the success of the
project could also be investigated. However, there is still
a great need to continue, in some fashion, the study of the
process of strategy implementation as a whole.

Design of the Study

The design of the study could be altered in several
ways. First, one firm could be investigated in depth, over
an extended period of time. This would require the
researcher to become an integral part of the firm’s staff
or, as in anthropological studies, a trusted observer. In
either situation, the researcher would be able to gain
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access to a greater variety of information -- written,
spoken, and observed, over a longer period of time.

A second design change would be to study two or three
firms which compete in the same segment of the restaurant
industry. This type of comparison would provide scholars
with more information about implementation that is specific
to one segment of the industry.

A larger comparative study could be conducted with
several researchers collecting and analyzing data in several
firms. The team approach to case study methodology was used
by Eisenhardt (1989), and is one way to reduce bias in
reporting the findings. A study of this sort should be
conducted over an extended time period, since the strategic
implementation process usually takes several years from
inception to conclusion (Hambrick & Cannella, 1990).

Types of Research Methodology

The use of other research methodologies is limited, if
the entire process of strategy implementation is to be
effectively studied. Due to the contextual nature of the
process, the use of cross-sectional questionnaires does not
result in an accurate description of implementation. In
this study the use of recorded interviews allowed for the
interpretation of questions where necessary, as well as an
opportunity for interviewers to speak about issues not
included in the questionnaire. Thus, the information
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gathered in this investigation was more inclusive than that
which would have been gathered by survey questionnaire.

Questionnaires could, however, be used to gather
information from a sample of managers or hourly employees
about certain variables in the framework. This information,
in combination with that gathered from interviews,
observations, and archival data could result in a more
complete picture of strategy implementation.

Summary

This study was an exploratory investigation of how
strategy was implemented in three multi-unit restaurant
firms. Each firm represented an organization of a different
size and age, espousing a different strategy, from a
different segment of the industry. Despite these
differences, there were similarities in how each firm
implemented its project. One similarity was that in all of
the firms, the organizational structures were described as
functioning with centralized decision-making. Another
similarity was the strong informal network among lower level
management that was part of the organizational cultures and
information systems of each firm.

A refined framework for implementation of strategy in
restaurant firms resulted from the analysis of the data in
this study. Three secondary variables were added to the
context aspect of the framework. Those variables were
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manager demographics, life cycle stage, and size of the
firm. Two context variables from the original model,
corporate strategy and business strategy, were
re-categorized as secondary context variables. A new
primary process variable, method of training, was added to
the framework. One process variable from the original
model, rewards and incentives, was re-categorized as a
secondary process variable.

The inclusion of the new variables in the study of
strategy implementation re-emphasizes its contextual nature.
The rearrangement of some of the variables in the framework
indicate that the findings in this study served to alter a
model that had been suggested by theory alone.

Although portions of the new framework can be
investigated, researchers must keep in mind that
implementation of strategy reflects most of the activities
of the organization. Therefore, all of those aspects of the
organization must be investigated concurrently in order to
gain a full understanding of how strategy implementation

works.
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INTERVIEW PROCEDURE AND QUESTIONS
Setting for the_ interview

After introductions, the interviewer will review the
purpose of the research project. The person being
interviewed will be asked some general questions about their
company and the market in which the company competes, as
well as some specific questions about the strategic project
that is being studied.

It will be further explained that the interviews are
being taped, but that all of the contents of the tapes will
be kept confidential.

Interview Questions

1. What is your present position or job title at (company
name)?

2. How many years or what length of time have you held
this position?

3. How many years have you been with the company?

4. What other positions (in the company) have you held
during that time?

5. How many years have you worked in the restaurant
industry?

6. This may seem like an obvious question, but in your own
words, tell me what business (company name) is in.

7. Again, in your own words, please tell me what the
mission of (company name) is.

8. How would you define the segment of the industry in
which (company name) competes?

248



9. Let’s talk more about the industry segment. On this
card I have listed 6 factors that affect the activities
that occur in all industry segments. In your opinion,
how OFTEN, in terms of months or years, do you see
changes in each of the factors listed in 1, 2, 5, and
6? Then please discuss the level of difficulty for 3
and 4.

1. Changes in marketing practices

2. Changes in the rate at which products become
ocbsolete

3. How well you can predict competitors’ actions

4, How easily you can predict demand for your
product

5. Changes in consumer choices
6. Changes in equipment for production and service
(ASK FOR MORE SPECIFICS HERE)

10. 1In which of the areas listed on the card do you think
changes cause the greatest threat to your firm?

11. On this card is a definition of organizational culture.
Using this definition as a guide, how would you define
your firm’s culture?

"Culture is the shared understanding of
an organization’s employees--how we do
things around here. These beliefs,
values, ... and philosophies determine
how things work. They define expected
standards of behavior, speech,
presentation of self and ’shoulds.’"

Now I would like to ask you about how (company name)
competes with other restaurant firms.
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12.

I have listed on this card several methods of
competing. Please take a few minutes to read them, and
then rank each one in terms of how important each has
been to the company during the past 12 months.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Rank on a scale of 1 to §
1 -- least important
-- somewhat important
-- moderately important
very important
-- most important

[§ I~ VS By .V
i
i

Emphasizes new ideas in facilities and equipment

Emphasizes efficiency & tight control in
operations

Requires specifications for the purchase of food
and supplies

Offers a specialized product and type of service

In purchasing, is more concerned about getting the
best product rather than the best price

Develops new products or services to appeal to a
broad market

Targets and serves a special market

Depends on forecasting to determine market growth

Emphasizes the use of quality control measures in
operations

Believes industry reputation is very important

Prefers to own outlets, rather than franchise to
others

Standardizes operations to reduce overhead
Serves a limited geographic market
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13.

14. Emphasizes new ideas in marketing, promotions, and
advertising

15. Seeks to improve existing products and services

16. Maintains competitive prices for products and
services

17. Emphasizes promotion of company identity

Can you tell me about the types of decisions you are

allowed to make?
Probe for product or service offerings

operations

marketing strategy

research and development

capital budget decisions

long term strategy decisions

* % % * * *

Now I would like to ask you about the how information flows
in your firm.

14.

15.

ls6.

17.

18.

Do you follow a formal chain of command in your
company when you communicate to managers or other
employees?

When you receive orders from upper level management, is
the formal chain of command followed?

Would you consider the channels of communication
(company name) open and informal, or closed and formal?

Would you say that access to financial and operating
information is limited or unlimited?

What types of company financial reports do you find the
most helpful in doing your job?

Probe for * five or multiple year planning
documents

annual budget documents
quarterly budget documents
monthly budget report

monthly operating report
weekly operating report

others

* ¥ % % ¥ ¥
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

What was the most helpful type of financial report
that you used for the Project?

How frequently are meetings held concerning long term
company progress?

Who attends these meetings?

How frequently are meetings held concerning short term
company progress?

Who attends these meetings?

How frequently were meetings held concerning
Project?

Who attended these meetings?

How frequently are meetings held concerning progress of
the Project?

Who attends these meetings?

Do you ever have informal get togethers outside of work
with other managers or employees?

If so, what type of activities are involved and how
often do these get togethers occur?

What type of communication provides you with the most

helpful information in terms of day to day operations?
Probe for * written memos or reports

* telephone conversations

* electronic mail messages via computer

* newsletters or company bulletins

* face to face

What type of communication provides you with the most

helpful information on long range company issues?
Probe for * written memos or reports

* telephone conversations

* electronic mail messages via computer

* newsletters or company bulletins

* face to face
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32. What type of communication provided you with the most
helpful information about Project?

(Unit managers: probe for communication between units)

(District: probe for communication out & back from
units)

Now I would like to ask you about the communication style
that you use to introduce a new project to other managers or
employees. Four different styles are listed on this card.
Please take a moment to read them and then refer to them as
you answer the next 3 questions.

a. Justify the need for the project, show how
performance can be improved by the project, and
then solicit the support of key people in the
organization.

b. Delegate all the planning and decision making for
the project to one group.

c. Delegate all of the planning and decision-making
to one person, who is an expert in the project
area.

d. Formulate the plan for the new project yourself,
and then issue a directive that the plan will be
adopted.

33. Does the management style you use depend on the nature
of the project that you are introducing? If so, in what
way?

34. Which management style would you say you use most
often?

35. What management style did you use to initiate the
Project? (CORPORATE AND AREA)

I would like to ask you about resource allocation in your
company.

36. Who decides how resources will be allocated?
37. What criteria is used?

38. Who decided how resources were to be allocated for
Project?

253



39.

What criteria were used to allocate resources for
Project?

I wonder if you could tell me about the types of controls
that you have in your company.

40.

41a.

42a.

41b.

42Db.

43.

44.

Does your company have any of the following control
devices in place to gather information about
performance?

1) a company wide information system

2) cost centers for cost control

3) profit centers and profit targets

4) quality control standards in operations

5) cost control by fixing standard costs and
analyzing variation.

6) formal appraisal of personnel
(Unit: Ask more about 4, 5, and 6).
What types of information are collected to monitor the
financial performance of a region, area, or a unit
in your company? (CORPORATE)
Are the same types of information being collected to
monitor the financial performance of the Project?
(CORPORATE)

What types of financial data are collected to monitor
performance of the Project? (DISTRICT, UNIT)

Are other types of data collected and sent to
corporate, such as guest count, number of employees,
etc.? (DISTRICT, UNIT)
How frequently is data collected for Project?
How often is performance feedback on the Project
sent to the manager in charge of each unit?
To the Area of District manager?

Ask for * profitability

* customer numbers, etc.
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I would now like to ask you about incentives and rewards in
your company.

45. How are incentives and rewards determined for managers?

Probe for * long-term vs. short-term oriented
* formula vs. subjective or a

combination
* based on unit/region/company
performance
46. What incentives were presented for Project?
47. How were bonuses awarded for Project?

FOR UNIT MANAGERS
48. How many FTE’s are there at this unit?

49. Can you tell how employees are scheduled/positioned in
the front and back of the house?

50. How many customers per day do you serve?

51. What is your role in marketing for your unit
specifically, for what aspects of advertising and
promotion are you responsible?

52. Are there specific policies and procedures that you
follow for hiring, firing, and promoting employees at
the unit level?

53. What type of training procedures do you follow at the
unit level?
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