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The process of change is daunting, yet organizations increasingly face pressure to become more entrepreneurial—to break with tradition and adopt new practices. While certainly relevant for firms, learning to become more entrepreneurial is also a focus for communities attempting to garner higher-wage businesses and for academic institutions, which seek to both drive and profit from the knowledge economy.   In our research, we have studied organizational change within medical schools, which are a highly institutionalized context traditionally perceived as resistant to change.   Our work offers some insights for other places/concerns/establishments that are attempting to change and become more entrepreneurial. We argue that organizational change is predicated on individual adoption of new initiatives and that individual adoption is strongly influenced by the local context—other people with whom the individual interacts frequently.  
First consider the university context.  During the 1980s, a convergence of legal, political, and economic factors created a new mission for universities that encouraged the active commercialization of academic discoveries.  The emergence of high commercial opportunity academic fields such as biotechnology, material science, and computer science coupled with an across-the-board general increase in the level of technology for all industrial sectors created demand for university research by firms who seek competitive advantage.  Universities were willing to engage with industry and supply new technologies because of the need for additional revenue sources, especially in light of revenue uncertainty in the late 1970s.  The 1980 passage of the Bayh-Dole Act led to the articulation of a new archetype of academic entrepreneurship. This alternative template was the first step, but it is not a sufficient condition for institutional or organizational change.  Although virtually all universities created formal technology transfer offices, developed policies and procedures, and made official pronouncements about their intentions to engage in economic development and committed resources toward this end, there has been great variation in realized commercial activity across academic institutions.  Rather than solely a function of resources, organizational outcomes appear to greatly reflect differences in the organization’s ability to move away from the older, more established norms and to embrace new norms of academic entrepreneurship.  
 In our work, we argue that understanding differences in the realized outcomes of change initiatives requires a greater focus on intra-organizational dynamics.  Organizations are heterogeneous entities composed of differentiated groups or sub-units.  In the university context the relevant unit is the academic department. Any new initiatives announced at the top management level will be filtered through the organization and interpreted directly depending on the prevailing norms at the department level. Our work explores individual actions in the organizational context to understand the link between intra-organizational dynamics and organizational change. Specifically we examine participation in university technology transfer as a new organizational initiative.  For universities, all of the economic outcomes that policymakers care about are predicated on individual faculty members becoming more entrepreneurial.  Our work relies on tracking a large sample of individuals, examining their background and work environments, and following their engagement with academic entrepreneurship.  
Our results suggest that individual attributes, while important, are conditioned by the local work environment.  In terms of personal attributes, individuals are more likely to become entrepreneurial if they trained at institutions that have long-established and relatively successful technology transfer operations.  In addition, we find that the longer the elapsed time since graduate training, the less likely the faculty member was to actively embrace the new commercialization norm.  
The individual decision to disclose inventions indicates compliance with the university’s technology transfer initiative.  However, this observed behavior may or may not indicate that the individual has adopted the new norms of behavior: They may simply be going through the motions and complying at the minimum level.  This is what we call symbolic compliance.  Alternatively, individuals may experience a genuine value reorientation and choose to become substantive (or repeat) compliers. Considering the localized social environment, we find that when the chair of the department is active in technology transfer, other members of the department are also likely to be entrepreneurial, if only for symbolic reasons.  Individuals follow the example of organizational leaders to the degree necessary to avoid the possibility of organizational sanctions. We also find that entrepreneurial behavior is mediated by the experience of those in a similar position, in terms of academic rank and departmental affiliation. If an individual can observe others at his or her academic rank being entrepreneurial, then he or she is more likely to follow with substantive compliance, other things being equal.  The strong influence of the local peers group is indicative of a social identification process.  Finally, when individuals face dissonance, a situation where their individual training norms are not congruent with the localized social norms in their work environment, they will conform to the localized norms rather than sticking with the norms from their prior experience.  

Our results imply that social learning and local context influence an individual’s decision to follow strategic initiatives and participate in new activities. Certainly, selection plays a role in the adoption dynamic.  However, it appears that both selection and socialization are material in promoting organizational change. The challenge for future research is to disentangle the contributions of these alternative drivers to better understand in what circumstances one is likely more pertinent than the other.  Another challenge ahead is clarifying what individuals specifically learn through social interactions.  The decision to accept the institution’s strategic initiative and actively participate in technology transfer may be driven by the legitimization of the practice that comes from the internalization of local behavioral norms.  On the other hand, the decision to disclose may reflect a lowering of the cost to the faculty member of adopting this organizational innovation due to the enhanced operational knowledge gained through exposure to the process.  Our interviews suggest that both factors have been influential.  However, the question as to whether the message received differs systematically across individuals and/or over time and how this affects the diffusion of the initiative remains.  Future research that investigates these issues is clearly warranted.

In sum, introducing strategic initiatives requires thinking creatively about the process of organizational change and the influence of micro-organizational social processes.  Though the academic environment is unique in many respects, the findings of this study should have value to other organizations attempting to embrace new initiatives.  Our study provides insights into the multi-level attributes of the change process, the importance of departmental or sub-unit composition and localized learning in promoting organizational change, and the tensions faced and the response mechanisms employed when individuals are subject to new expectations.  
Individual characteristics matter. However, they alone are not fully deterministic as individuals respond to leaders and their local context.  Even if sub-unit leaders do not participate in the strategic initiatives, this is not an insurmountable obstacle as individuals may adopt the new behavior when they are able to observe their peers participating.  The importance of localized learning through interaction with cohorts of similar individuals is provocative and suggests that internal configuration within the organization matters.  The success of new initiatives may be more likely when individuals are concentrated in the same work units and thus able to support each other.  

Additional insight can be gained, and prescriptions offered, by considering the role of dissonance and symbolic compliance in the change process.  Individuals have multiple motives in their job performance and the management of their careers.  Individuals facing conflicting norms may resolve discord by reverting to the prevalent localized norms.  The need for a concentration in cohort activity in combination with the potential reversion of leading-edge individuals exacerbates the challenge of promoting organizational change.  However, the option of symbolic disclosure suggests a potential strategy:  an early emphasis on, and enforcement of, organizational rules may be beneficial in forestalling reversion to the prevailing norms while also generating new symbolic compliers.  In turn, this may create a critical mass that legitimizes the new organization initiative and provides the traction necessary to convert previously symbolic compliers into substantive compliers.  Through this process, organizational initiatives may be successfully realized as the new archetype becomes the dominant norm.  Our results suggest that successfully adopting strategic initiatives requires understanding organization heterogeneity, sub-unit dynamics, and the factors that influence individual compliance. This is suggestive of a more bottoms-up approach to organizational change and may mean rethinking how resources are allocated when implementing new initiatives.  
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