COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL
HANDELSH@)SKOLEN

SOLBJERG PLADS 3

DK-2000 FREDERIKSBERG
DANMARK

A

Copenhagen
Business School

www.cbs.dk

Making sense of management
with logics

An ethnographic study of accountants
who become managers

S3180] Y3Im juswaSeuew Jo ISuas Supjew

Frans Bévort

ISSN 0906-6934

Print ISBN: 978-87-92842-60-2
Online ISBN: 978-87-92842-61-9

(AL TAVA R TIEISNG[VE|

Doctoral School of Organisation
and Management Studies PhD Series 17.2012



Making sense of management with logics

An ethnographic study of accountants who become managers

Frans Bévort
PhD-fellow,

Doctoral School of Organization and Management
Copenhagen Business School and Deloitte Denmark
Kilen, Kilevej 14, 4.

Frederiksberg, 2000 F
Denmark
fb.ioa@cbs.dk

frans@bevort.dk

Supervisors:
Associate professor, Per Darmer, Copenhagen Business School
Professor, Flemming Poulfelt, Copenhagen Business School

Professor, Roy Suddaby, Alberta University Business School



Frans Bévort
Making sense of management with logics
An ethnographic study of accountants who become managers

1.1 edition 2012
PhD Series 17.2012

© The Author

ISSN 0906-6934

Print ISBN:  978-87-92842-60-2
Online ISBN:978-87-92842-61-9

The Doctoral School of Organisation and Management Studies (OMS) is an
interdisciplinary research environment at Copenhagen Business School for
PhD students working on theoretical and empirical themes related to the
organisation and management of private, public and voluntary organizations.

All rights reserved.

No parts of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means,
electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or by any information
storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publisher.






Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

To the late Bernard Bévort who passed on to me,
his personal and professional obsession

with understanding the life of people in organizations

ABSTRACT

Management in a professional service firm such as Deloitte is suspended
between a range of different fundamental concerns and ways of thinking. There is
a market in which client needs are to be met, competitors matched and
outperformed. There is the general public in which accounting firms such as
Deloitte increasingly have become the object of critical scrutiny in their role as
guardians of the common rules of accountability and legislation on accounting.
There is a very strong professional culture and ethics, stemming from being a part
of the professional community of a profession which creates unique ways of
organizing and managing. And there is a growing concern about how to run the
continually growing accounting-based advisory organizations (or professional
service firms) in a way that efficiently utilizes the aggregated resources, which
again creates a focus on management as a distinct issue.

It is primarily the contradiction and dynamics of the latter two ‘internal’

concerns that the study of the dissertation is about - seen as institutional logics of
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professionalism and, or versus, bureaucracy. While the focus of most research into
professional service firms has been on how general structural changes affect this
unique species of organization, this study investigates how these contradictions
affect the way accountants live and work performing roles as managers; how do
accountants who become managers make sense of these contradictory logics?

The dissertation treats this question theoretically by applying extant literature
dealing with institutional change and logics with a special emphasis on recent
research that focuses on the micro-processes which are the foundations of
institutions and concretizes how institutional logics affect the action and
sensemaking of actors. The dissertation contributes to this research by applying
sensemaking theory and symbolic interactionism. The study is based on a 3-year
ethnographic study in which managers at all levels have been interviewed and
observed. Actual management processes and management training have been
observed, via shadowing and participant observation. Relevant archival material
has been included in the analysis. All these sources have been recorded and
systematized in order to create a point of departure for the analyses of the
dissertation.

The main findings of the study point to:

The institutional changes described by the Professional Service Firms
research can be identified at the micro- or actor level in terms of ideals, systems,
way organizing and structures which use a logic of bureaucracy and among which
the development of a new middle-management role is a critical feature. These
changes seem to have important consequences for the basic psychological contract
between the professional and the organization in professional service firms.

The changes, as they are found in the case, are more complex and laden with
conflicts than otherwise described in the literature about professional service
firms. This is based on the way the actors ‘draw on the existing logics’ and the

conditions they have for doing this locally. This points to the importance of



Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

investigating the interaction of actors in order to understand how the new
management practices are institutionalized/structurated.

The changes towards a new model of management, found in the study, are
based on the ability (and will) of the managers to navigate the contradictory logics
in such a way that they can establish a meaningful identity as managers, and that
they can mobilize other actors who support a new way of understanding
management and that they are able to create space for the conversational reflection
upon their behavior as managers and management. The ability (and will) of the
managers is in its turn dependent on local conditions and interaction enabling

these steps of sensemaking.
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Preface and acknowledgments

Creating a dissertation is probably always part great pleasure, part deep
professional inspiration and part personal purgatory. The process of producing this
particular dissertation has not been all that different from that description.
Migrating from being an academic professional to becoming a professional
academic has also been a part of the excitement and challenge of the quest. The
sometimes painful process of identity-verification, for professionals who become
managers in the dissertation, as well as managers, like me, who become academic
researchers, is all important for the performance of professional practice. An
important aspect of all human development is social interaction. Looking back at
the research process, I wonder from where the cliché of the lonesome journey of
the PhD-student emanates. While, of course, the responsibility of independently
performing a decent piece of research is ultimately the burden of the researcher,
the research-process is essentially a joint effort made possible by an extended web
of people around the project. I will attempt to mention all who in important ways
made this work possible and express my gratitude for the help you have gifted me
with.

At Copenhagen Business School I have been endowed with a good humored
and astute team of supervisors. Per Darmer who, while always supportive, was
able to point to the lack of garments, as the boy in the ‘Emperor’s new cloth’,
when I tried to cut corners or lost my way in intellectual obtuseness. Per made
many subtle and inspiring suggestions, of which I hope I have realized some of
those with the strongest potential. Flemming Poulfelt has, with his strong network
and vast experience within research of management and consultancies, been a
constant inspiration and conversational partner in relation to the field I study in the
dissertation. Persistently, but with rather mixed results (entirely my fault I am
afraid), he has tried to appeal to the ‘industrial’ aspect of my PhD. At the end of

the day, not a single time have I left the many supervision sessions with Per and
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Flemming in a worse mood than when I came — I am grateful beyond expression!
But even before that, Henrik Holt Larsen, repeatedly urged me to endeavor into
the world of research through the industrial PhD-program he originally was
involved in developing and by being a beacon of the nascent Danish HR-research
for the last 30 years, inspiring me and many others and was the first practical aide
in the business of getting this project started at CBS.

In the very last minute, Chris Mathieu descended as a saving angel and read
and commented on the manuscript. Everybody who has been in my situation will
appreciate the magnitude of that help — there is no end to my debt to Chris for this.
And to my mother for, incredibly, plowing through the manuscript to reduce the
inevitable errors and typos considerably. My once student colleague, now ‘Dr.
Sus’, Susanne Boch Waldorft, did a great job in reading and commenting pieces of
the work and by taking notes and giving feedback at my, very important, second
‘Work-in-progress’-seminar. She was a great travel companion and a mean ski
buddy during my visit to Alberta University, but that is another story. Ann
Westenholz, who after challenging my intellectual laziness in the very beginning
as a Director of the doctoral school, became a distant but nevertheless important
mentor of my project, inserting key references in my process and encouraging the
way my theoretical work led me. Eva Boxenbaum, our young spearhead of neo-
institutional theory, started out scaring the shit out of me, because she bluntly
questioned how one with my ‘industrial’ origin could do proper research, but
ended as a major source of inspiration, encouragement and care, as I gradually
became accepted into ‘the institutionalist club’. She famously challenged me at a
PhD-course: “Well, you can obviously complete your dissertation, the question is,
can you write a good dissertation?’. I was deeply inspired by Renate Meyer’s
enthusiasm about the phenomenology of institutionalism and her supportive
comments to my early papers. Thanks also to Jan Mouritsen for good

conversations which helped calibrate the scope of the project.
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Among the PhD-students, I have - in spite of standing out as somewhat odd
and ancient - had good companionship in the important identity work as a
researcher in the making which is sometimes the greatest challenge of the process.
Leaerke, has become my institutionalist buddy and conversation partner, giving me
feedback on papers and discussing general issues we had in common. Karin, has
been the most consistent and caring travel partner in the PhD-process and we have
spent lots of time finding out what our research was about and who we were in the
process and elsewhere, reading papers, participating at WIP-seminars — thank you
for that. Gabriela, Anne R., Didde, Jane, Anne, Rune, Kristian, Anja, Marie,
Mette, Kirstine, Cecilie, Anders, Naima and Sofie; you have all contributed to the
social environment of becoming a researcher, by listening, small-talking and most
of all by being fellow-travelers to reflect upon and with on the journey (although
most of you left for parental leave in the process). May you all land where you
want and where it serves you best! Among the many delightful helpers in the
administration, I will highlight Pia, Dorrit and Katja who, especially in relation to
my visit to Alberta University, did an invaluable job.

At Deloitte, I must thank the former HR-director, Peter Leth, for his
willingness to harbor the project and letting me into the organization. Dorte
Queck, formerly HR-consultant at Deloitte (now in a Manager position), has been
my fellow internal observer of management at Deloitte and we have had numerous
inspiring conversations about the core-issues of management in Deloitte and my
dissertation. I have also had the great experience of working with Dorte
professionally in the process and learn from the way she works. Lotte Bay was my
industrial PhD-soul mate because she had graduated as one herself with Deloitte
as her ‘field’. She was my empathic and always sweet coach and supervisor in the
first years at Deloitte. Also great thanks to Morten and Danny from the HRD-team
for good discussions and good company. I send my gratitude to Kirsten Torp, HR-
director of Deloitte, who kindly inherited the trouble of having me despite the
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work load of entering such a HR position in a large complex organization, and
took her time to partake in valuable and enthusiastic conversations with me. Liv
Tellervo was an always kind and great support with all the practical matters
related to the administrative aspect of my program at Deloitte.

Henrik Wellejus, partner at Deloitte, has been a major inspiration for the
study both as a study object, substantial data producer, champion and conversation
partner. Late in the process Henrik even accepted to become my company
supervisor on top of a 180%-plus job. I hope you benefited, though not possibly as
much as I did, from our conversations. Christian Hansen, and Allan Auning-
Hansen, department managers at Deloitte were central to my understanding of the
predicaments of being a manager in a professional organization. It was great fun
being with you and I really enjoyed our conversations — thank you.

I want to thank all the colleagues at the corporate HR-department at Deloitte,
and all the other people all over Deloitte I met and who kindly took their time to
help me in doing the study. And finally, I must thank Jesper Jorgensen, Corporate
manager, Erik Holst, CEO and Hans Trerup, former Corporate manager of
Deloitte for kindly making the project possible by allocating the resources, by
allowing access to the organization and by sharing their own reflections upon
management.

During my stay at Alberta University Business School in the fall 2010, Roy
Suddaby accepted to change his relation to me from contact/host to auxiliary
supervisor and co-author. You have been a great inspiration. This alone, made the
trip to remote Edmonton worthwhile. Mike Lounsbury commented on my project
several times and shared his state-of-the-art thoughts on logics and the micro-
foundations of institutions. Dev Jennings constructively strengthened my analysis
of the changing organization of work in my case. David Cooper shared his vast
experience of research into accounting organizations and his insight into the

research community. My fellow PhD-student, Lianne, contributed to the study by
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suggesting several ideas for my final empirical research design. The rest of the
PhD-guys didn’t have too much time to spend on a strange senior PhD-fellow, but
we had some good times in the class room and elsewhere. Thank you, as well.

Vice-dean, Royston Greenwood was a good and caring host for me at the
Department of Strategic Management and Organization, Alberta University
Business School, but I somehow never managed to get him to share his massive
knowledge of the field — I guess I will have to return. My sweet office mate
Michelle and my friends Peter and Lidiana, contributed by making my stay in
Alberta a much better time than I would have had without them. Thanks to all the
other people whose company I enjoyed in Edmonton, Alberta.

Beside the Copenhagen and Alberta groups, I have taken advantage of some
Boston people as well. First of all May Ann Glynn and Ryan Raffaelli, Boston
College, gave me very thorough feedback on an early paper and we had a number
of conversations that had direct impact on the project. We also did a symposium
together on institutional leadership at the Academy of Management meeting,
2011. Julie Battilana, Harvard Business School, threw in some very important
inspirations at a late stage of the project. Frank Dobbin, Harvard University,
commented on an early paper and shared his network in Boston. Thank you, to the

rest of the people in Boston who I enjoyed inspiring conversations with.

13



Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

Finally, my loving family; Helle, my wife, Maria, August, Sixten and Anna-Mia
have shared the personal ‘purgatory’ aspects of the PhD-process and, I am sad to
say, only little of the more joyful aspects. Thank you for supporting the project
and your patience with me and my absence. As I said at the outset, the
responsibility for a PhD-project may be a solitary burden in the end, but a
collective stream of good will and inspiration contributes immensely to the
process.

Thank you everybody!

Frans Bévort, Frederiksberg, 1™ of February 2012
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Introduction

WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO STUDY MANAGERS IN AN
ACCOUNTING FIRM?

In my working life as a professional member of and student of organizations
I have always been mystified by the way that organizations with many
professionals or knowledge workers seemed to defy most established wisdom of
‘good management’ and to some extent even basic administrative common sense.
By a strike of good fortune, I approached Deloitte in Denmark in 2007, which
seemed to be inspired by the same thoughts, and wanted to study the conditions
for developing new ways of managing in the context of a professional
organization. In the process, I have had been gifted with the grand opportunity of
studying the way managers at all levels felt, thought and performed management
over an extended period of time on a daily basis and on location. This dissertation
is thus the result of many years of wondering and more than three years of hard
work and research into this mystery.

Before entering the main argument of the dissertation it is helpful to

contemplate the role and historical situation of organizations in modern society.

The paradox of organizational complexity, interdependence
and different professional mindsets

In modern society, organizations are the prime arena in which and by which
we create the products and services — be they human, symbolic or material — on
which we base our livelihood, wealth and welfare. Reflecting a society that
demands outputs which are ever more sophisticated and complex, the
technologies, the competencies, the management methods and organizations
needed to produce it have become increasingly complex (Perrow, 2003; Stacey,
2007).

While the above may be a relatively trivial statement, it seems today less

acknowledged that the organization is also is an arena of very different conflicting

15



Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

attitudes, values and world-views. In postwar organizations there was a
‘pluralistic’ consciousness which focused on industrial relations, based on the
differences in interest between workers and employers — trade unions and
employer’s organizations etc. In the early 21% century, even in the highly
unionized Nordic countries, the awareness of this pluralism has tended to
dissipate. Even though at the turn of this century there has been a greater
management focus on issues like diversity management and corporate social
responsibility, much debate takes for granted an almost unitary or corporative
identity and culture of single organizations in coping with these issues.

This is despite of the fact that most of us intuitively know, in a profound way,
that complex production is based on very complex social relations. A case in point
from my own professional career: In an organization the HR/training department
wanted to establish a systematic way to manage training. The main business IT-
system was planned to be substituted with an entirely new one that would, one
way or the other, change most roles in the organization. But the exact design of the
new roles was not projected to be determined before the late phases of the
implementation. Therefore, the HR/Training department proposed to develop an
administrative system which should be able to manage data on every employee in
terms of existing skills and development plans. The — in the view of the
department — completely reasonable argument was that if the organization didn’t
know what the future would bring, it could, at least, map the present skill base in
order to be ready to train the employees to adapt to the changed world of the new
system. Well into the process, the project-responsible (HR-professional) manager
realized that this argument wouldn’t fly; the employees wouldn’t register their
data and were apprehensive towards central registration, the different professionals
want different skill taxonomies that couldn’t easily be supported by the system,
the managers objected to the extra administrative burden, time consumption and

the homogenization of practice that they saw as an encroachment of their
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jurisdiction, and finally the top-management couldn’t understand what they saw as
all the red-tape and excess time-consumption involved: “Job-descriptions? I never
needed any job-description in my life”. The HR Training manager realized that
‘the grand vision’ of an organization-wide system would never be accepted in its
totality. If at all possible, they would have to sell the system in ‘bits and pieces’
with different arguments and emphasis targeted to motivate each group involved.
The implementation would have to take into account the different mindsets in the
organization and accept that ‘the full story’ only really worked in a ‘HR-Training
Logic’ and should preferably be kept low-profile outside the department.

The example is a case in point that highly competent professionals and
managers usually have very little respect for the intricacies of bureaucratic
management of organizations as a whole. Accordingly, it seems to be hard to
accept that production in large complex organizations demands specific
professional competencies - and mindsets - other than specific technical
competences like finance, medicine, law, or accounting etc. Competencies and
roles dedicated to address the complexity of the organization itself. This was
incidentally one of the key-elements of Weber’s (1922) description of the ideal
bureaucracy; that bureaucracy is based on managers trained as ‘office managers’.
As a result, the understanding of what goes on in an organization is often restricted
to be seen from the point-of-views of the specific historical logics which evolve
around the tasks, technology, skills and identity of the individuals and groups who
addresses it. In the example, the HR-people were, of course, as biased by their
own professional point-of-view as the rest, even though they were a proxy for a
‘holistic’ view of the organization here.

Most professional organizations contain a large proportion of rather similarly
trained and independently working professionals, and who are, according to the
points above, somewhat skeptical of management as something distinct from

professional work. Thus traditionally, especially professional organizations have
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been led by technical experts, frequently professionals without any professional
interests or training in management as such (Hinings, 1999). Professional
organizations are interesting in the way that they, as mentioned, less than most
other organizations, have integrated what may be seen as generally accepted
aspects of bureaucracy and management. This is, following the points above,
arguably because they are dominated by specific professional disciplines that have
been able to preserve their way of looking at how organizations should be run.

However, in spite of the apparent apprehension of professionals towards the
dysfunctions of ‘bureaucracy’, it seems as if bureaucratic ways of organizing
remain an almost unstoppable force (Perrow, 1970, 2003), advancing in rather
direct proportion with the rising complexity of technology, globalization of
markets, sophistication of customer/client demands, social responsibility,
sustainability, pollution, work-life balance and health issues like stress-related
conditions etc. While non-bureaucratic organizations may be attuned to creative
product development and open-ended search for new technologies and knowledge,
it seems as if efficient management of the modern complex organization — under
whatever guises it may come — is some kind of bureaucracy (Perrow, 1970, 2003).
And that includes the management of professional organizations as accounting
firms.

At the end of the day, we have a situation in which most organizations will
have to cope with the complexity of a vastly increased need for professional
competence and knowledge, and at the same time the need to run efficient
bureaucracies in complex organizations. This applies to professional organizations
as well. The present dissertation is about how this conflict between a professional
and bureaucratic logic takes place in a large accounting organization in Denmark,
Deloitte. Being a deeply professional organization, Deloitte dared to challenge the
established wisdom and asked: “How can we develop a system of management

which gives us a more efficient internal organization?”, and started initiatives to
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that effect, of which a minor one is the present project. The scope of the thesis is
to understand how management is understood by the members of the accounting
organization. The basic assumption is that if the basic elements of bureaucratic
management are not (made) sensible to the professionals who deal with
management, it is not very likely to become an efficient organizational practice.
Especially, the professionals who become managers are exposed to the conflicting
worldviews of what I call the professional logic and the bureaucratic logic. The
question is then: How do these managers make sense of the conflicting logics of
management?

But why should we really care specifically about what happens within
professional service firms like Deloitte? In the following I will shortly summarize

a number of points as to why professional service firms are important.

Professional service firms and the case company as a venue for
conflicting logics

Deloitte is the largest professional service firm'(PSF) in Denmark. In 2010
Deloitte employed 2400+ employees of which the vast majority was professionals.
Deloitte is one of the Big4, accounting based global advisory firms. This kind of
firms, alongside other knowledge intensive firms, have become of growing
importance in the modern economy. According to Big4.com, the Bigd companies
employed 600.000+ staff worldwide in 2010. PSF’s employed 16.7 million
employees out of a total of 138.8 million (non-farm employees) in US in 2004

(Greenwood, Suddaby and McDougal, 2006).

" Excluding engineering. A comprehensive definition of PSF-category is: Law-firms/attorneys, accounting
firms/auditors, management consultants, technology consultants, engineering consultants, insurance brokers,
investment bankers, marketing and PR-services, advertising agencies, architects, personnel and actuarial services,
suppliers/sub-contractors delivering computer designs and software to the large computer manufacturers,
management information systems and computer science consultants, specialized designers delivering firm specific

design of all kinds — e.g. computer systems, graphic, and industrial design (Lewendahl, 2005, p.23-24).
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Knowledge work, generally speaking can be assumed to be still more
prevalent following the rise of universal technical and academic training.
Henceforth, as implicated above, the professionalism vs. management clash
(Raelin, 1985; Ejler, Poulfelt & Czerniawska, 2011) affects a much larger number
of organizations than just the PSFs.

Management of professionals (Raelin, 1985; Parsons, 1949) or knowledge
workers has recently attracted much interest. Researchers have discussed
management of ‘primadonnas’ and ‘cat herding’ (Von Nordenflycht, 2010) to
point to the challenge of motivating and controlling very independently minded
and resourceful employees. Combined with ‘talent’ shortages and changes in work
morale of the generation Y’ (‘X’, ‘Z’) commentators have argued that
management of knowledge workers apparently has become all but impossible.

In professional service firms like Deloitte it happens every day with
impressive results. Thus, Deloitte is interesting as an example of management of
knowledge workers and of professionals in its own right. In addition, Deloitte has
gone through a gradual change in people management during the last 30-40 years
which is an exciting example of how an organization responds to the imperatives
of the professional and the bureaucratic mindsets.

Overall, combined with the initial emphasis on the tension between rising
organizational complexity and professionalism, the study of the managers and
management of professional service firms are likely to create findings of interest

for everybody interested in managing modern organizations.

Research question

As touched upon above, the main view of the dissertation is that professional
service firms as Deloitte are in a development, which makes bureaucratic
management thinking (or logics) challenge the formerly dominant professional
logics. The focus of the dissertation is how this development becomes real within

the organization and that is why I have chosen to focus on a new manager
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category, ‘department managers’. This category is new in two senses. It is a
relatively new category and the content of the role is gradually changing towards a
full-fledged manager role. This manager is seen as fundamental for a change
towards a more complex (bureaucratic) organization. The way the managers
interpret and act in response to the demands of the new organization is therefore
an obvious place to look in order to understand how this change takes place.

Thus the research question of the dissertation is:

‘How do professionals who become managers in a professional service firm

make sense of contradictory logics’

Conceptually, the question contains three different theoretical elements which
the dissertation applies in order to answer the research question. At the same time
the three elements together embody the analytic strategy of the dissertation — the

basic argument.

‘Contradictory logics’ - the changing social context - the ‘why’

The context of professional service firms and the managers I study are
changing (Cooper et al., 1996). I conceptualize these changes as logics which are
not easily compatible (Friedland & Alford, 1991). This institutional context I see
as the content that the managers use to make sense with is theorized as the logics
of professionalism and bureaucracy (Freidson, 2001). In the dissertation I analyze
this institutional context in order to create a conceptual frame to understand the
social context in which the managers are embedded and which, in part, explain the

changes taking place.

‘Managers’ - management behavior - ‘the what’

This study is about professionals who become managers. I see this process as

a change of management behavior reflecting the way the changing constellations
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of logics change (Goodrick & Reay, 2011). This is the role related behavior, tasks
and expectations included in being a manager, which I discuss as management
‘scripts’ (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Gioia & Poole, 1983). Thus, I restrict myself to
study management and managers as I find them in my case, but assuming that
management as a repeated behavior is an observable social phenomenon that is

interpreted and enacted differently by different actors and thus may be changing.

‘Make sense’ - the process - ‘the how’

I see the changes in institutional logics as becoming realized through a
cognitive and emotional processes taking place within and in the interaction
between the actors of the organization in the study. ‘Sensemaking’ (Weick, 1995)
is the concept I use to analyze when the individual manager makes sense of the
management scripts with the institutional logics. This is in part the way the

dissertation explains ‘how’ the change in the manager role in the case takes place.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE DISSERTATION

The dissertation draws on and seeks to contribute to the PSF-literature,
institutional theory and sensemaking theory (symbolical interactionism). The
papers and the literature review will repeat different versions and different
nuances of these contributions and they are consolidated in the conclusion.
Nevertheless, I have chosen to include a number of points below in order to

position the dissertation up front.

Theoretical positioning of the dissertation: Institutions,
sensemaking and structuration

Understanding: The context/content - institutional theory and
contradictory institutional logics

Actors, like the managers in my case, do not make sense in a vacuum. There
is a social and historical context that defines (most of) the social space within

which the individual can understand her or himself. For instance, there is an
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inventory of meaningful options an accountant can choose to invoke in order to
sustain his role as ‘a proper accountant’. Skills, behaviors, norms, dress code etc.
But this inventory is limited. Praying at the clients or wearing shorts, are not
included. And such inventories change over time. The question is what the
available inventory of logics is for professionals who become managers in
Deloitte? And how do the available logics relate to each other? To investigate this
I draw on recent developments in neo-institutional theory.

For a number of years central voices within institutional theory have called
for more theorizing and research into the way actors ‘talk back’ to institutional
pressures and complexity (DiMaggio, 1988, 1997; DiMaggio and Powell, 1991;
Powell & Colyvas, 2008; Suddaby, 2010; Greenwood et al., 2011). This has been
formulated as a ‘cognitive’ turn (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991) and Suddaby (2010)
points to the irony that the ideational focus on ‘rational myths’ (Meyer & Rowan,
1977), ‘the role of perception in institutionalization’ (Zucker, 1977) and
‘structuration’ (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991) have all but disappeared from
institutional theory. He states that the concept of meaning seems to have been lost
in the process and that institutional theory has an ‘implicit symbolic
interactionism’ which is not addressed or theorized (Suddaby, 2010, p. 17). Even
the much applied ‘institutional logic’ concept (Friedland & Alford, 1991) has
become somewhat devoid of the ‘symbolic construction’ element originally
envisioned by Friedland & Alford (Thornton & Occasio, 2008).

While a growing body of research addresses the way actors influence
institutions by the way they act: ‘embedded agency’ (Battilana & D’Aunno, 2009),
‘institutional entrepreneurship’ (Hardy & Maguire, 2008), ‘institutional
leadership’, (Kraatz, 2009) and ‘institutional work’ (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006;
Lawrence et al., 2009), the process in which how these actors within organizations

subjectively experience and make sense of institutional pressures and changing
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logics are rarely addressed in the extant literature (see however Zilber (2009) and

Lok (2010)).

The behavior/cognition - management scripts

I understand the manager role is defined by expectations, skills, behaviors
and action sequences (Berger & Luckmann, 1967), which people in a society
general associate with management. These can be seen as ‘scripts’ — cognitive
explanations of the purpose of action and conceptions of how action should be
performed (Abelson, 1980; Barley, 1986). These scripts are taken-for-granted and
only change slowly through history. In organizations, examples of such are for
instance management scripts such as performing a development/performance
interview or managing a team-meeting. If we want to understand how
management changes, it makes sense to look at how these ‘scripts’ of management
are performed by managers in order to investigate the logics they use to make
sense of them. To what extent is it possible to detect changes in the scripts as
interpreted and performed by the managers? The ‘script concept’ has been used
more broadly by Goffman (1983) and more limitedly in the practice of
management of services. In this context script is a way to conceptualize and study
the link between institutional logics and action, meaning and sensemaking

(Thornton, Ocasio & Lounsbury, 2012; Barley & Tolbert, 1997).

The process - sensemaking

New management scripts do not just descend from heaven or headquarters.
They are continuously processed through the way managers interpret and act
according to them (I will use the words ‘encode’ ‘enact’ and ‘revise’ to describe
this below (Barley & Tolbert, 1997)). In other words, the managers make the
scripts their own by adapting them to the way they understand the world. They
ask; ‘how does this script fit with the way I understand myself? How do my
colleagues expect me to act? What happened when I did this?’ In short, they
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struggle to make (new) scripts fit into a meaningful world and the question is how
they use the existing logics to make the management scripts meaningful (Weick,
1995; Weick et al. 2005).

The theoretical point is that, while the impetus for change may ultimately
come from institutional pressures from outside or inside the organization (Barley
& Tolbert, 1997), the extent to which this change becomes socially real is
dependent on the meaning actors — in this case professionals who become
managers — subjectively can attach to them (Blumer, 1969). And it is argued that
the insights from sensemaking theory can provide and inspire a number of

concepts that help us understand when this is likely to happen (Weick, 1995).

Logics-scripts-sensemaking

By proposing a logics-script-sensemaking framework, the thesis tries to close
the gap between individual action and cognition in institutional theory by
describing a possible way of understanding the micro-foundations of institutions
and institutional change. This study analyzes how managers make sense and co-
construct their role as managers in a situation where they are in the midst of a
transformation from a context dominated by a professional logic to one with a new
constellation of logics (Goodrick & Reay, 2011) including elements of a
bureaucratic logic.

This is the general conceptual underpinning of the way the dissertation
answers the research question. I will add that the approach to collecting data which
I have chosen is ethnographic, because in my view, the best way to study the way
actors understand their world is to meet them, observe them and live with them in
their own world. It is necessary to understand what Garfinkel calls the “ongoing
accomplishments of organized artful practices of everyday life” (Garfinkel, 1967,
p- 11). Or in the words of Barley & Tolbert (1997), to understand the change of

scripts we need to study and understand the way actors encode, enact and revise
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the institutionalized scripts which guide and result from the sensemaking of

management practices.

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH TRADITIONS WITH WHICH THE
DISSERTATION SPEAKS

Parallel to the development of institutional theory, most research into
professional service firms (Malhotra et al., 2006; Cooper et al., 1996; Greenwood
et al., 1990), has focused on organizations at the field or strategic management
level while less research has focused on the “micro-processes of institutional
change (and (...)) To link changes in firms’ structures with micro-level analyses
of changes to professional work to understand the depth of change” (Malhotra et
al., 2006, p. 197). One contribution of the study is to do exactly that: To link the
managers’ response at the micro-level to structural change that are part of a
general institutional change affected by a bureaucratic logic.

Within the PSF literature, the study will add to the understanding of the
micro processes underlying the observations of the pioneering, but somewhat
abstract, ‘archetype’ studies of change in professional service firms (Greenwood et
al., 1990, Cooper et al, 1996, Greenwood et al., 1999, Brock, 2006, Brock et al.,
2007). This analysis expands the notion of Cooper et al. (1996) which anticipates a
more dialectal process of transition from a professional logic to a synthesis of
elements from both professional and bureaucratic logics; meanings as well as
practice.

Opposed to the typical ‘archetype’ school study, this study is done at the
interaction level, illuminating some of the processes that are underlying the
observed transition and the resulting complexities. The fact that I could identify
fundamental changes in the organization of work, and indeed managerial work —
exemplified by the evolution of the department manager role, confirms many of
the conclusions of the more macro level research. Finally, the results of this paper

question the value of generalized phase-models which are not sensitive to the
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impact of actors and interaction in the translation and revision of the way logics
affect practice. This is, as Cooper et al. (1996) acknowledge, but do not really
embrace, to take a ‘structuration’ perspective (Giddens, 1984) as proposed in this

study.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE ARGUMENT OF THE DISSERTATION IN
SHORT

In order to give an overview, [ will briefly account for the main argument
throughout the dissertation and how the paper fits into this argument. This is, at
the same time, a mapping of the text of the dissertation.

In the first section I start by describing professions and professional
organizations as distinct in terms of their institutional framework. This distinction
makes the ‘rules’ of management for professional organizations different from
most other organizations. However, these rules seem to be challenged by a more
mainstream bureaucratic management form. Institutional theory offers
explanations as to how such institutional ‘rules’ (e.g. institutional logics) may
affect organizations. For instance, institutional theory explains how organizations
copy each other within specific groups of organizations and how management in
practice becomes decoupled from efficiency. Sensemaking theory offers
explanations of the processes in which these institutional logics are made and
changed by the actors in the organizations. For instance how the professionals who
are managers try to establish a meaningful identity as manager in spite of the
contradictory demands and interpretations of the role.
Structuration/institutionalization theory explains the interaction between
institutional logics and sensemaking in a process in which action-scripts (like
management behavior) are adhered to and enacted but also defined and redefined.
I show how different management scripts, e.g. when managing a team-meeting,
were enacted in the case firm in ways that supported and revised the manager role

in one unit and in another confirmed a ‘senior professional’ role instead
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(Literature review). To understand this, I develop a logics-scripts-sensemaking
framework which uses (management) scripts to connect logics with sensemaking.
The managers use the available logics to make sense of their roles as managers by
enacting the scripts in ways that confirm their identity, by interacting with
colleagues and by actively reflecting upon their role performance. From the logics-
scripts-framework I develop a scripts based research design (adapted from Barley
& Tolbert, 1997) which proposes to analyze scripts as they are encoded, enacted,
revised, replicated, objectified and externalized. In the study of managers in the
case firm it is meaningful to study how management scripts are enacted by the
managers and how they draw on the available logics in order to make sense of
them. The scripts studied are: meeting scripts, interview scripts, dismissals etc.
These findings are based on and documented by a long-term ethnographic study
of managers in a professional service firm. By interviewing, observing and
participating with members of Deloitte accounting divisions and shadowing two
managers for more than five days, I have drawn a rich picture of the cognition of
the change of management, producing more than 500+ pages of transcripts and
300+ pages of field notes (Research design & methods). The case is described
from different perspectives in order to give a rich understanding of the context in
which the data-collection and analysis have taken place. That is, a fact-based
perspective, an interpretation of interviews with significant actors and an
impressionistic account made by the researcher himself (Three perspectives on
Deloitte Denmark).

The first paper; The Bureaucratization of a professional service firm. A case of
struggling logics (Bévort, 2012a), introduces the field literature, tests earlier
hypothesis and proposes the use of institutional logics analysis as an alternative to
the archetype approach. The second paper; How fo study actors making sense of
contradictory logics (Bévort, 2012b) develops the analytic model used in the

dissertation in parallel to the research design section. The third paper; Making
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sense of contradictory logics (Bévort & Suddaby, 2012), investigates the way
actors make sense of the contradicting logics of managerialism. It analyzes the
encoding, enactment and revision of management scripts by the actors and the
organization. It proposes that this kind of analysis is necessary to make
institutional theory capable of understanding organizational responses to
institutional complexity. The fourth paper; The Changing psychological contract
of a professional service firm (Bévort, 2012c), describes how the changes in the
management model affect the non-managerial professionals. It shows that the
managerial changes potentially affect the crucial ‘producer-of-producer’ principle
at the core of the professional organization by a change in the psychological
contract with the accountants (The papers). In the conclusion I sum up the
general findings in relation to the research question. The theoretical and empirical
contributions are discussed. The broader implications for the study of

organizations and organizational theory are also discussed (Conclusion).
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“Sometimes I feel like we are ‘playing bureaucracy™

HR-consultant in Deloitte, 2009

Literature review
INTRODUCTION TO THE THEORETICAL INTEREST AND
POSITION

The study is based on the view that the particular accounting organization in
which the empirical inquiry takes place is placed in a context that is
institutionalized in a particular way. As I clearly find documented by the results of
the field study, the organization is saturated with a professional mindset or logic.
On the other hand, other influences are affecting the organization. The
professional services that are delivered by the firm are formed by a market logic.
Finally, and a central feature of the argument, the institutional basis of the
organization is affected by a pressure towards higher efficiency, standardization
and functional specialization — a bureaucratic logic. Below I will briefly discuss
the origins and character of the professions and professional organization
(Freidson, 1994; Abbott, 1988; Larson, 1977) and more thoroughly review the
central research concerned with the peculiarities and development of the
Professional Service Firm (see, Von Nordenflycht, 2010; for a discussion of the
‘boundary conditions’ for the category. The point is elaborated below).

After establishing an understanding of the specificity of the professional
service firm, I turn to a more general discussion of institutions, isomorphism,
rationalized myths and institutionalization as basic concepts in institutional theory
and institutional logics, to illuminate what mechanisms can be said to be at play in
the creation of the institutional aspects or character of an organization like the case
PSF. How is an organization affected by institutions according to (neo-)

institutional theory (Greenwood et al., 2008)? How can we establish a link
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between the institutional frame and the actual practices in the organization to
understand in which context the managers in the study work and act (Greenwood
et al., 2011; Zucker, 1991)? The two concepts of ‘isomorphism’ (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983) and ‘rationalized myths’ (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) are cornerstones
in the ‘top-down’ view of neo-institutional theory. The concept of ‘isomorphism’
underlines the way organizational actors are influenced by societal and field level
institutional pressures. The concept of ‘rationalized myths’ describes how
cognitive macro-influences are legitimating specific practices decoupled from
functional efficiency. A more micro perspective is inherent in the concept
‘institutionalization’ (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Zucker, 1977), which seeks to link
cognition and practice to the creation and development of institutions giving actors
a much more visible role in the process of creating and forming institutions. One
influential way to theorize the content of institutions is to point to the institutional
logics that link institution, cognition and practice (Friedland & Alford, 1991;
Thornton & Occasio, 2008). I describe how institutions can be said to be in a
dialectical relation to the cognition and action of the actors in the organization
(Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Seo & Creed, 2002; Benson, 1977). The argument being
that the way actors make sense and enact institutions is critical to the
understanding of the persistence versus the propensity to change of a specific
organization in a specific moment in history. The actors have to make sense of and
enact the roles associated with the institution in order for it to become real in the
view of the actors themselves (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). As two of the
neglected ‘godfathers’ of institutional theory (Meyer, 2008) Berger & Luckmann
(1967) wrote:
“... we can say that, on the one hand the institutional order is real only in so far as it
is realized in performed roles and that, on the other hand, roles are representative of

an institutional order that defines their character (...) and from which they derive

their objective sense.” (ibid, p. 96).
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Neo-institutional theory has moved on towards a greater interest of the
former direction of causation in the quotation, with a focus on concepts like
institutional work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), institutional entrepreneurship
(Leca, Boxenbaum & Battilana, 2009) and institutional leadership (Kraatz, 2009).
This, and the call for a ‘cognitive turn’ in institutional theory (Suddaby, 2010;
DiMaggio & Powell, 1991) has created a focus on meaning creation, maintenance
and the production of new meaning, an important process in the creation,
reproduction and destruction of institutions (Powell & Colyvas, 2008; DiMaggio,
1997).

Hence, following the walk-through of central concepts of institutional theory,
I will argue that the actual sensemaking processes and the conditions for them are
crucial to understand the way an organization such as the case firm can change and
substitute some of the fundamental institutionalized roles, routines and cognitive
understandings of work and organization. I argue that the managers I study are
placed on a stage on which the fundamental script is under transformation but this
transformation can only be ‘subjectively real’ in so far the managers can make
sense of the roles and are able to enact them (to paraphrase Berger & Luckmann
(1967) above). This is partly a question of individual agency and interaction
between the actors in the organization. And to this purpose I believe sensemaking
theory (Weick, 1979, 1995, 2001, Weick et a., 2005) and symbolical
interactionism (Blumer, 1969) are productive ways to analyze the actual meaning
creating processes around the development of the new manager role in the case.

To this end I will discuss work on structuration of institutions (Barley &
Tolbert, 1997; Giddens, 1984) and how institutions affect sensemaking (Weber &
Glynn, 2006). Both lines of theorizing deliver practical approaches to linking
institution and the production of meaning, discussing important mediating
concepts like roles, identities, scripts (Barley & Tolbert, 1997) and typifications
(Weber & Glynn, 2006; Schutz; 1967; Berger & Luckmann, 1967) and how these
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change in the case in the process. I use the ‘scripts’ concept to connect the material
practices and symbolic construction of institutional logics with the cognitive
process of meaning creation and enactment in sensemaking theory. I end by
proposing an analytical model sequencing logics-scripts-sensemaking to set the

scene for the research design in the following section.

FENCING IN THE FIELD: THE PROFESSIONS AND PROFESSIONAL
SERVICE FIRMS

Sociology of Professions - a starting point

Interest in the professions has a long history. One of the more prominent
sociologists of the professions, Elliot Freidson (1994) tracks interest in the
professions as an important institution in society in the English speaking world
back to the political philosopher and proto-sociologist Herbert Spencer in the 19"
century. Indeed, Talcott Parsons (1939) in an essay on ‘Professions and Social
Structure’, tracks the importance of professions as far back as the role of the legal
profession during the Roman Empire (ibid., p. 457). However, professionalization,
and the rise of professionalism as a major institution in society, is primarily
associated with the establishment of modern industrial society and the
complementary bodies of public government (Freidson, 1994; Parsons, 1939).

How come that the professions persistently stir the interest of new
generations of social scientists? The standard argument in the sociology of
professions is that professions and professionals are special compared to other

occupational groups in society:

”Professions were organized bodies of experts who applied esoteric knowledge to particular
cases. They had elaborate systems of instruction and training, together with entry by
examination and other formal prerequisites. They normally possessed and enforced a code

of ethics or behavior” (Abbott 1988, p. 4).

Thus, the traditional normative idea is one of professions and professional

organizations that are imbued with a superior moral quality and expertise, and
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therefore cannot be measured, not to mention governed, by the same principles as
can other occupations in the world of work.

The professions have been characterized by a great diversity of views in the
sociology of the professions: that the professions and professionalism belong to a
special calling and attract personalities with specific (e.g. altruistic vs. egoistic)
motivational profiles and with specific competences (Parsons, 1939), a dominant
social class or collective with a professionalization project focused at market
control (part of the ruling class or a transformation of this based on knowledge
instead of property (Larson, 1977)), a system of interest groups struggling to hold
or expand their jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988), as groups of skilled laborers in
sophisticated occupations vulnerable to de-skilling and de-professionalization
(Freidson, 1994) and finally also as a specific way of organizing work in
organizations (with a high level of discretion, self-organization, self-control of
work (Freidson, 1994; Abbott, 1988; Larson, 1977).

The views above are not entirely exclusive and at the same time the definition
of what a profession is somewhat underspecified. Larson (1977) writes about the
central differentiator of professionalism; professional training:

“...it is often emphasized that that professional training must be prolonged,

specialized and have a theoretical base. Yet as Elliot Freidson ironically points out,

it is never stated how long; how theoretical or how specialized training must be in

order to qualify (as professional training, ed.)” (ibid., p. xi).

However, the ideas described above, i.e. the profession seen as ethically-
based calling, the notion of professions as influential interest groups and classes,
the image of highly skilled occupations and a specific way of organizing highly
specialized work, identifies the professions as an important institution in society,
with a set of specific knowledge, values, behaviors and logics. In this context the

idea of the specificity of
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organizing and controlling professional work has special importance (Freidson
1994, pp. 129-145) as I will describe in a general way below and return to it in the

review of the literature on Professional Service Firms.

Organizing the professions or professional organizations

Whether the professions have been organized in one-man enterprises or large
complex organizations, the question of how to create and reproduce professional
knowledge and skill have been of critical importance. This has created a closer
link to society than other occupations through professional research and training at
universities (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and through public agencies and
certifying bodies that have often set the formal limit between professional and not
professional. Larson (1977) is frequently cited for the statement that professions
and their organizations are ‘producers of producers’:

“The core of the professionalization project is the production of professional

producers; this process tends to be centered in and allied with the modern

university” (ibid, p. 49-52).

The ‘producer-of-producers’ point can in some sense be said of many
organizations, most HR-people would interject. However, for instance an
accountant in the case builds his skills for 10-15 years before he becomes eligible
for partnership. This training is in part formal training carried out at universities
etc. but it is simultaneously to a very large extent informal learning-by-doing in
interaction with partners, senior colleagues and clients. When the partners at the
case-firm of my study labeled their organization as partly an ‘educational
institution’, they confirm the view of Larson (1977) above. With the words of
Mintzberg (1979, 1983), who popularized the label ‘professional bureaucracy’
(Freidson (1994) cites Smigel (1964) for the introduction of the term), the
productive core of a professional organization is the professional workers and the
prime way of organizing and controlling is by organizing the training of skills,

developing competence and indoctrination of these core workers. Such processes
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make possible the applauded behavior of self-organizing, autonomous decision-
making and a strong loyalty to professional norms and standards, that makes
supervision and monitoring almost superfluous in the professional organization.
The question is how to organize work in a large organization in such a

professional environment.

Professional work, organization and bureaucracy

A traditional argument about the organization of professionals’ work is that
professionals cannot thrive and work in bureaucracies or organizations with
bureaucratic style management and controls (Abbott, 1988; Larson, 1977). As
mentioned, the strength of the professional work organization is the way the
individual professional, the team of professionals and even managerial supervision
work are organized around a norm of independent professional judgment based on
collegial professional regard and cooperation and most often performed ad hoc.
This is a far cry from the standardized, specialized, detail-planned, and monitored
work of the ideal-typical bureaucracy (Freidson, 1994, 2001; Weber, 1922). Much
management literature leads to the view that such conflicting managerial logics
cannot co-exist (Benson, 1973). The consequential argument is that the drive
towards bureaucratic efficiency will harness and suppress the professional way of
organizing work and eventually create de-professionalization and less autonomy
for the professional practitioners. Benson (1973) suggests that this view is
predominantly based on anecdotal evidence and that a significant amount of
empirical research shows that bureaucratic and professional logics can coexist in
many organizational settings (Benson, 1973, p. 378-379, Suddaby et al., 2009)).
The results of Cooper et al.’s (1996) study of Canadian law firms showed that
these firms introduced a number of bureaucratic management elements without
fundamentally changing the professional logics underlying the organizational set-
up. The point is that even though the mindset or logics of ideal-type bureaucracy

and the professional ideal of the organization may mutually contradict each other,

36



Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

they can still co-exist, even productively, in an organization without the one
subsuming the other. Larson (1977) quotes Parsons (1949, ibid, p. 207) for the
observation that it seems puzzling that two social institutions that have been so
intertwined in their development in modern society as the professions and the state
bureaucracy, should create fundamental insurmountable contradictions. Indeed,
Larson (1977) ends writing off the contradiction and placing ‘the project of
professionalism’ as an aspect of the class-war in the same league with business
and state bureaucracy against the working class in late capitalist society. Larson
describes brilliantly the symbiotic relation between bureaucratic organization and
the professions:

“At the gates of the professional world, the professional minorities who control a

field do not receive an undifferentiated mass of entrants, but a super-filtered, super

classified, specialized and hierarchized cohort. In the world of work, their

connections with and dependence upon heteronomous bureaucratic organizations

(bureaucratic organizations with a significant professional component) stratify the

professions internally in terms of access to work-related resources, income, prestige,

and vicarious power.” (ibid, p. 204)

However astute the analysis of Larson (1977) may seem, the professions and
professional organizations, writing in the 21Ist century with a less macro-
sociological scope than Larson’s, still creates new tensions and provide an
alternative to the organization of work known from bureaucratic business
organizations. Freidson (1994) makes a similar point when he writes that the
discussion of the demise of the professions in the sociology of the professions,
hugely overstates the point. While major changes have happened, it is by no way
evident that the professions have become less important because they have been
integrated within hierarchical forms of organization (Freidson, 1994, p. 9).
Freidson (ibid.) points to the medical profession and describes how the growth of

medical services and technologies of care have arguably made the medical
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profession even more powerful politically as well in terms of organizational
control. Closer to the domain of the case firm, the role of accounting in the
Sarbanes-Oxley/Enron scandal, the world financial crises and the continuing
world-wide growth and consolidation of the Big4 and the advisory industry also
bear witness to a growing role of commercial organizations of one of the
professions, i.e. accounting.

As many observers have pointed out (Cooper et al, 1996; Greenwood et al
1990; Freidson, 1994, Mintzberg, 1983; Cohen & March, 1996; Scott, 1965), the
professional organization persistently resists conforming to a number of important
characteristics of the bureaucratic organization. In reply to the researchers who
predict the fall of professionalism, Freidson (1994) robustly states:

“By and large, most organizations that employ professionals deviate far more than

those that do not from the bureaucratic ideal or, more generally, are more likely to

violate the premise that organizations operate like rational systems concerned with

maximizing efficiency.” (ibid, p. 137).

Leicht & Fennel (2002) argue that the professionalization of management and
new managerial roles in modern organizations in effect undermine the power of
the professionals in ‘heteronomous’ organizations. While this is an exciting new
perspective, it only seems potentially relevant for certain professions. For instance
within engineering, it seems as if bureaucratic organization and the professional
project have merged in the sense that an engineering career very often is a
managerial career (Raelin, 1985). Even in the engineering profession, the
professionals as well as the managers remain oftentimes uncomfortable with the
bureaucratic machinery and logics.

I will follow Freidson (1994) in the view that the power of professional
workers and organizations are still intact and I don’t agree that it has been
substituted by a new ‘managerial profession’. It is true that the professions have

always been overlapping with and sometimes been locally synonymous with the
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managerial staff. But in my view the professions and the organizations that are
affected by professionals in a significant way remain a distinct social phenomenon
(in accord with Freidson, 1994, 2001). The tension between the bureaucratic way
of thinking and the way professionals work is, thus, a theme that has interested
sociologists and management scientists for at least a century. Freidson (2001)
distinguishes between three kinds of logics; the market logic, the bureaucratic
logic and the third; the logic of professionalism. In the following I will contrast the
consequences of a bureaucratic mindset and the professional mindset on the
internal management and organization as it is materialized in the professional
service organizations. But before we go on, it is necessary to define what I mean
by bureaucracy.

The concept ‘Bureaucracy’ was made famous by Weber (1922) as an ‘ideal-
type’ for a way of organizing the modern organization growing out of the
industrial society. His ideal-type included a number of characteristics;

o fixed and official jurisdictional areas based on rules,

e hierarchy - an ordered system of super- and subordination,

e  management is codified in documents,

e  specialized (office-) manager roles,

e members of the staff are employed exclusively by the office,

e the officc management follows (stable) general and explicit rules (Weber, 1922).

Many later formed characteristics can be added as extensions, developed by
industrial managers like Alfred P. Sloan (as described by Chandler, 1962), for
instance the managerial devices that are necessary to control the ‘divisionalized
form’ of large scale industrial organizations; centralized accounting systems,
liaison devices, planning systems, HR-policies, etc.(Mintzberg, 1979).

Today, the word ‘bureaucracy’ is best known for the dysfunctions that may
follow deficient or over-done bureaucratization; ‘red-tape, rigidity, impersonality

and (ironically) waste of resources (Perrow, 1970; Freidson, 2001). As Charles

Perrow (1970), the sociologist who is known for his argument in favor of
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bureaucracy as a key factor in the creation of modern society writes, modern
efficient management of complex organizations is all but inconceivable without
the use of bureaucracy (ibid, p. 59). In fact, bureaucracy can be seen as the
fundamental constituent of modern organizations, especially when discussing the
way these handle the consequences of external influences (like conflicts between
the job and private life for employees) and internal efficiency (ibid.). The point of
this is that most organizations in modern industrial society are more or less
‘bureaucratic’ depending on the ‘raw-material’ (be it human, symbolic or material)
they process and the organizational ‘technology’ they have to apply to process it.
Technology is in this context as much a psychological test, a marketing analysis as
a piece of machinery. Perrow (1970) devised his classical matrix which maps the

way technology types may vary the level of bureaucratization:

Few exceptions | Many exceptions

Unanalyzable search

Craft Non-routine

Analyzable search 413

Routine Engineering

Figure 1: Technology variables (Perrow, 1970, p. 78)

The process or technology variables ‘search’ and ‘exceptions’, make it
possible to group structural contexts that will support different ways of managing
and organizing. Search is the degree of uncertainty the individual will have to
cope with in order to solve a task. ‘Exceptions’ describe the degree of variability

in the situations the individual will meet when solving tasks.
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The point is that ‘bureaucracy’ seems to be most appropriate in situations in
which it is possible to obtain a high degree of generalized knowledge about the
production process and when the production flow (input-process-output) can be
stabilized and standardized — the ‘routine’ context (4). If this is not the case, other
variants will be more useful. Perrow (1970) suggests that most real life
organizations will cluster around the center of the matrix because all types of
situations will to a certain extent exist in all organizations — but maybe even more
so 1, 2, 3 around 4, which tend to be found in purer forms in modern
organizations; e.g. ‘retail banking’, ‘process-industries’. Looking again at
professional work, it is clear that many professional disciplines are defined by
incoming tasks (and ‘raw-material’ in Perrow’s terms) which are either
unanalyzable, have many exceptions or both. But it is also clear that, for instance,
accounting services contain a large extent of routine tasks which are (indeed)
analyzable and holds only a small amount of exceptions. The question is whether
this functional-structural explanation can account for the way specific
organizations choose to organize and manage. Why do organizations seem to not
conform to these technologically determined practices? In any case, it provides a
structural basis for understanding why effective management of professional work
is not obviously similar to the way mass-production or retail-service are led and
organized and may lead to other ways of organizing. Similarly it gives tentative
explanations to what may lay behind the drive towards a more intensive
bureaucratization in professional organizations.

However, even though there obviously are functional practical arguments for
specific organizing principles like ‘bureaucracy’ and mass-production (like the
pin-factory of Adam Smith), what interests me here is the way these ideals of
management become accepted as the legitimate way (‘rationalized myth’) of
organizing a specific kind of work more or less independently of functional

imperatives. The modern manufacturing operation is developed following another
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logic than production in a craft-based workshop. This is crucial because it is the
highly conceivable that if the logic of mass-production had not been accepted as
legitimate and sensible by the operators, the efficiencies would not have
materialized (indeed, it took several hundred years for British more-or-less craft-
based manufacturing to develop into full-scale industrial mass-production, partly
due to this, I will argue). Thus, I see the tension between the logic of
‘professionalism’ and ‘bureaucracy’ as essentially an institutional one, a tension
between historically formed mindsets and meaning, rather than solely a conflict
between contingently functional production systems. Anderson-Gough et al.
(2002, and Grey (1998) stress a related point by claiming that for professionals in
professional organizations, the building of a professional identity and learning to
perform ‘impression management’ is the main goal (and a key success factor) for
professional socialization and not building technical proficiency, as most would be
inclined to believe. But this ‘cultural’ rather than ‘functional’ expertise is still
crucial for the professional performance of, for instance, accountants. My point is,
that ‘bureaucracy’ is likewise a mindset that has to be inculcated in individuals,
though most of us take it for granted and don’t have any recollection of the fact of
internalizing it (it goes without saying that most academics, having no real life

experience with bureaucratic organizations, don’t have a clue whatsoever).

Summing up the debate of professionalization, professional
work and bureaucracy

I extract a number of important points from the discussions above: The
professions are a particularly institutionalized part of society that amounts to a
professional logic with a specific body of norms, knowledge and ethical standards
that makes them different from other groups in society. The organizations that
employ these people are organized around the professional logic. A professional
logic that co-exists in a, frequently, contradicting relation with a still more

influential bureaucratic logic (Freidson, 2001; Leicht & Fennel, 2002). While
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bureaucracy and professionals maybe always have been connected in the sense
that bureaucracies tend to be run by professionals, professional work is not easily
compatible with bureaucratic notions of management itself (Mintzberg, 1979;
Larson, 1977). Mintzberg muses about the frequently experienced fact that staff-
functions often don’t apply the same management principles internally as the ones
they try to implement in other parts of the organizations (ibid.). In some
discussions, ‘bureaucracy’ seems to become the rational management opposed to
e.g. the conservative irrationalism of professionals (Perrow, 1970; Maister, 2003).
The point of view developed here is that ‘bureaucracy’ is as much a set of values,
an ideology, a worldview, a mindset, in short what we will refer to ‘a logic,” as is
‘professionalism’. A logic that must be learned and accepted as legitimate if
actors shall contribute to make it functional, efficient, etc. Of course, there are
elements of ‘bureaucracy’ which seems functionally unavoidable. As Perrow
(1970, p. 90) puts it: “While these (‘bureaucratic’, ed.) solutions have been
frequently criticized by those within and without the organization, no alternative
way has been found to cope with the problem of organizing large numbers of
people to produce goods and services efficiently”. And this probably applies to a
greater or lesser extent to the organization and management of professionals,
especially considering the changes in the size and scope of the professional service

business are undergoing, well as other aspects we shall discuss in the next section.
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICE FIRMS STUDIES AND OBSERVERS
Professional service firms (PSF) are characterized by being knowledge
intensive organizations employing professional employees who provide highly
specialized professional services to clients on a fee basis. This definition
emphasizes the tension between the professional superiority inherent in the notion
of a profession as discussed above (Anderson-Gough et al., 2002; Suddaby et al.,
2009) and the need to respond to the demand of and interaction with — ever
increasingly - professional clients (‘Business-to-business’, Maister, 2003). The
extant literature defines PSF’s as distinguished from other Professional
Organizations (Brock et al.,, 1999; Greenwood et al., 1990) by this stronger client
focus and dependence as opposed to, for instance, organizations providing health
and education, where the power of the professionals remains less challenged by
costumers. PSFs are also a subcategory of Knowledge Intensive Firms, while this
somewhat wider category includes more manufacturing related R&D-businesses
(e.g. Pharma and Biotech, (Alvesson, 2004)) which are not strictly speaking
service providers. Lewendahl (2005, p. 21) distinguishes between ‘knowledge
intensive firms’, ‘labor intensive firms’ and ‘capital intensive firms’, where PSF’s
belong to the first group together with specialized non-professional service
organizations (e.g. Schools and Gourmet firms) and products (e.g. software firms).

Another way of illustrating the different groups is the diagram below:
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Profes-
sional

organi-
zations.

All organiza-
tions

All service-
organizations

Figure 2 PSFs as a subdivision of other organizations (proportions roughly estimated (Bévort, 2009)).

In most definitions PSF’s include: Law firms, Accounting, Architecture,
Engineering and Manufacturing (Consultancies/R&D) firms and Management
Consulting.

Without reaching any definitive conclusion observers have tried to
differentiate the work of PSFs in this way:

1. It is highly knowledge intensive, delivered by people with higher education, and frequently closely
linked to scientific knowledge development within the relevant area of expertise.

2. It involves a high degree of customization.

3.1t involves a high degree of discretionary effort and personal judgment by the expert(s) delivering
the service.

4. Tt typically requires substantial interaction with the client firm representatives involved.

5.1t is delivered within the constraints of professional norms of conduct, including setting client
needs higher than profits and respecting the limits of professional expertise. (Lewendahl, 2005, p.
22).

The foremost ‘guru’ of management in PSF’s, David Maister (2003) points to
the customization and face-to-face contact as defining elements of PSFs and
Greenwood et al.(2006, p. 6) representing the Alberta School, point at the
following characteristics:

Their outputs are intangible and encoded with complex knowledge and

customized to the needs of each client.

Professionals are employed as the primary carriers, interpreters and appliers
of knowledge.
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Von Nordenflycht (2010) argues in his recent article that the definitions of
PSFs used in the extant literature are problematic. He points out that the literature
often focus on classical PSFs like Law and Accounting firms and are rather vague
about the boundaries of the field in relation to other organization types. He
proposes that three characteristics can be helpful to distinguish PSFs from other
organizations: High knowledge intensity, Low capital intensity and
Professionalized workforce. While reminiscent of Lewendahl’s (2005) categories,
the point that there exists a need for more clear distinctions in this research are
well put. I will expand these views of Von Nordenflycht (2010) below.

Professional Service Firms are dominated by the globally pervasive Big Four
(Deloitte & Touche Tohmatsu, PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Erest & Young and
KPMG). In 2011 their combined turnover was 103,6 billion US$ and had 650.000
employees according to an industry observer *with Deloitte as the firm that is
currently the largest. The business mix is still dominated by the accounting-
business while this gradually receding to give room for accounting related
businesses like tax, IT-auditing, and more distant relatives like financial advice,
legal advice and management consulting (Big4, 2009). Together with a huge and
growing mass of local and international PSF’s — the Big Four is an ever more
important part of the knowledge economy”. This alone provides a case for taking a
closer look at how management takes place and develops within these companies.
It is also frequently noted that PSFs in a lot of ways are a laboratory for the
organization of the future (e.g. Peters, 2004; Greenwood et al., 2006; Von
Nordenflycht, 2010) in the sense that more and more companies are knowledge
intensive, placed in competitive global markets for services and products and face

the challenges of managing highly skilled professionals (Greenwood et al., 2006).

? Big Four Performance Analysis January 2012, www.Big4.com
? Indeed, PSF’s employed 16.7 million employees out of a total of 138.8 million (non-farm employees) in US in

2004 (Greenwood et al., 2006).
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PSFs on the move: from Professional Partnership to Managed
Professional Business

The PSF-organization is in many ways an odd one out in management and
organization theory (Greenwood et al., 2006). It doesn’t seem to follow the same
rules as other organizations (Greenwood, 1990; Greenwood and Empson, 2003)
even when it develops into more corporate forms. Therefore, there is a continuing
interest in the extant literature in describing and explaining the existence, growth
(indeed remarkable globalization) and qualitative change of PSF’s as a distinctive
organizational form. In the beginning of the 1990’s Greenwood (et al., 1990)
coined the term Professional Partnership (P?) to describe this distinctive
management model. The central observation was that a number of organizations
that we now know as Professional Service Firms have grown in similar ways and
styles of organization and management. This isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983) was later continued in the observations of Cooper et al. (1996), in form of
the Managerial Professional Business (MPB, see table 1 below). In many ways the
P’ is conforming to the ideas of the perfect world of professional workers in terms
of the orthodoxy of managing highly professional workers; informal,
decentralized, (quasi-) democratic, meritocratic etc. But a number of other
elements are more ambiguous; the long ‘serfdom’ of the master-apprentice model
(Maister 2003), the partnership that is democratic internally and authoritarian
downwards, the lack of consistency in the internal communications and policies,
arbitrary decision making about internal aspects. Concerning the aim of this study,
one aspect of the move from P> to MPB is very important and not very often
mentioned in the discussion of PSFs. It is that the partners of the original PSF (P?)
were ‘naturalized’ as managers and an epicenter of all management processes in
the practice (confirmed by partner interviews; Maister, 2003). They were
instrumental in the socialization and training of young professionals. The research

of Richter et al. (2008) into the HR-practices of management consultancies in the
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German speaking area in Central Europe, highlights the trend: In P> -companies
20% of Senior Consultant/partners were involved in the training of young
professionals, 80% of Project Manages were involved, no P* -companies stated
that they only used peers in the training. This documents the high involvement of
partners in a central managerial role in PSFs within the P’-scheme. In the MPB
companies in the survey, no partners were strongly involved in the training, 44%
had Project Managers involved together with peers and 56% used peers

exclusively in the training of junior professionals.

Professional Partnership - P

Managerial Professional Business - MPB

Interpretive Scheme

Ownership and power are joined
Democracy (for owners)

Filling executive roles in turns
Commitment to the business unit
Professional knowledge

Peer control

Close ties to clients

Dispersed authority

The owners have delegated power to the
management

Competition

Growth Strategies

Efficiency

Productivity

Systems Little emphasis on analysis (internally) More focus on analysis
Interaction: consensus decision-making | Interaction: More directives
Time orientation: Short Time orientation: Short and long
Decentralized More centralized
Structure Little specialization Medium specialization
Specialization frequently based on Criteria for specialization: Professional and
personal preferences functional
Little formalization of rules and More use of integrative devices: Hierarchal
processes decision systems and cross functional teams
More rules and procedures
Table 1: P2-form relative to Managerial Professional B (Bévort, 2009, adapted from Cooper et al.,
1996).

The data from the work of Richter et al. (2008) are confirmed by the results
from the case study at hand. The role of partners has changed in the direction of
less involvement in the people elements of management; training, being a role
model, mentoring etc., as a part of the development towards MPB. This is an
aspect of the specialization of the partner role. The focus is increasingly on market
segments and sub-disciplines of the professional business. The effect is that the
declining proximity of the partners to the professionals in their formative years

creates a managerial gap. Evidence from the case indicates that the professional
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employees do see the partners as authorities, but not as managers who feel
responsible or who take responsibility for their wellbeing and career. This is
important because the (people-) manager role is introduced and becomes critical in
the PSF using the Managerial Professional Business interpretive scheme. In a
sense, this is similar to the development that is well-known from the transition
from a simple structure with an entrepreneur as head to the more complex
bureaucracy (Mintzberg, 1979). The first level manager role is constructed and
enhanced in order to alleviate the absence of the ‘partner-as-manager’ and to
handle some of the people management challenges of a still more complex
organization. The empirical point I extract from this process is that the
development of a new middle manager role, the ‘department manager’, is
exemplary for the trend towards MPB and what I will call a logic of bureaucracy.
This development illustrates the tension between the professional and the
bureaucratic — the ‘clash of cultures’ as stated by Raelin (1985).

Hence, on the one hand, most literature on PSFs supports the view that the
professional institutional norms and values of these organizations are very deeply
socialized and robust (Covaleski et al, 1998; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005).
However, on the other hand, the presence of the market at the interface with the
client and the commercialization of professional work on other organizations,
there is an isomorphic as well as a normative pressure (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983)
to conform with the way other organizations on the market organize; organized
around ideas of efficiency, reliability, standardization, regularity, quality assurance
and impersonal decision making: Ideas that are the prevalent logics in the typical
corporation or bureaucracy. Hinings et al. (1999), in a paper that addresses ‘the
dynamics of change in large accounting firms’, describes the tensions between the
two mindsets:

“...the managerial changes that accounting firms are introducing challenge values

about partnership and professionalism that established groups have. Most of the new
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ideas about organizing emphasize specialization for everyone and a stable
departmentalization within the firm. This constitutes a radical challenge to the P?
form...” (ibid., p. 150).

Thus, there is ample evidence that two different mindsets or logics are

struggling in the way at least some PSFs are organized.

A status quo of the ‘archetype view’ at PSFs

In the papers of the dissertation I build on the PSFs-literature’s view that the
archetype of PSFs is changing in the direction of a higher focus on managerial
efficiency (Cooper et al., 1996; Greenwood et al., 1999; 2006; Brock, 2006; Brock
et al., 2007). It is, however, necessary to qualify a number of basic assumptions in
the archetype-theory. First, is this archetype-change at all happening in the way
that the often superficial reading of the analyses suggests when the internal
practices of the PSF organizations are scrutinized? Second, the direction of change
has been empirically questioned or qualified (Akroyd & Muzio, 2007) arguing that
the momentum influence of the professional project has far from waned. Finally, it
is discussed whether the PSF-archetype at all is a helpful empirical category and
how the characteristics of the PSF can be re-specified (Von Nordenflycht, 2010)?

When Greenwood et al. (1990) in their study of Big 8 accounting firms in
Canada constructed the Professional Partnership form (P?) they built their findings
on contrasting PSFs on an ideal-type of the corporation resembling the Sloan/M-
form corporation (Chandler, 1962; Williamson, 1970). These results were
supported by comparative data from other industries. However, their study was
focused primarily on strategic management and control, rather than the specific
organization of roles and work. In Cooper et al. (1996) the empirical focus has
changed from accounting firms to mainly focusing on legal firms — still in Canada.
And the focus is more detailed, dealing with more of internal management and
organizing practices in the firms studied. In the first study the parameters were:

‘Strategic, marketing-financial and operational control’. In the latter, these three
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are supplemented by an account of ‘interpretive schemes’ and ‘structure’ — the
latter including ‘differentiation’ and ‘integration’ (Cooper et al., 1996, p. 630).
The latter study gives a more fine-grained image of managerial practice in the case
firms. At the same time Cooper (ibid) present a more sophisticated conception of
archetype change built on the ‘sedimentation’ and ‘erosion’ metaphor they use to
illustrate the complexity and vulnerability of new forms. This is confirmed by
other empirical work that probes deeper in the intra-organizational consequences
of the change of PSFs.

Covaleski et al. (1998) investigated the introduction of new managerial
practices in (the then) Big6 public accounting firms and concluded that while
these practices were only superficially implemented as observable everyday
practices, the inherent ideological content of the practices were integrated in the
way the managers interpreted the practices in the organization. Thus, while change
didn’t materialize right away, the partners often used the techniques for their own
ends, they concluded that the conception — or ideology - of management and
control had been influenced, and as such had implications for future practice
(ibid., p. 322). The study of Kérreman & Alvesson (2007) showed how a Swedish
division of a major international management consultancy had established
sophisticated HR-practices that were praised at all levels of the organization, while
they were hard to identify as a part of actual practice in the work of the consultant
and their managers. In Kornberger et al. (2010) an Australian division of a Big4-
firm, was praised for its long-lasting efforts promoting career opportunities for
women, a ubiquitous issue in PSFs. The study showed that the effect of the
program, as seen from the perspective of the female professionals, was very
negligible. These studies from outside the research using the ‘archetype’ thinking,
shows that there is a huge variation between the management rhetoric which is

used and the concrete practices that can be observed.
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Later studies (Hinings et al., 1999; Brock, 2006; Brock et al., 2007) develop
the archetype inventory, but develop, in my view, merely new variants of the
MPB: ‘Global Professional Networks — (GPN)’, which (among others things)
refers to the transnational status of the Big 4 PSFs and ‘Stars’ which refers to the
‘Boutique’ style management consultancies and architectural firms (Brock et al.,
2007). While the two last mentioned represent interesting developments, they
represent a return to a more macro level of description, which doesn’t add much
more to our understanding of the interaction level organization of PSFs as in the
original study by Cooper et al. (1996).

Another interesting critique of the PSF-archetype theory is provided by
Akroyd & Muzio (2007), who based on a study of legal practices in England,
show that the professional logic may rebound in what they call the ‘Reconstructed
Professional Firm’. They revive the ‘professional project’ thinking of Larson
(1977) in which the professions protect their dominance by monopolizing scarce
knowledge (ibid, p. 744). This view argues that a reversal of the direction of
change from professional to a managerial ways of organizing envisaged by the
archetype theorists, is as likely an outcome empirically for PSFs as the MPB
thesis. They describe how the Legal practices “retain control over their own
division of labour and internal labour markets, and deploy an increasingly
elongated organizational hierarchy as a buffer to protect professional privileges...”
(Akroyd & Muzio, 2007, p. 741). This argument is a segment of a longer debate
between the ‘archetype-theorists’ (Brock, 2006, 2008) and a researchers (Akroyd
& Muzio, 2007, 2008; Falconbridge & Muzio, 2008) who, like many sociologists
of the professions (Freidson, 1994, 2001), find the trend towards managerialism,
within organizations dominated by professional work, rather overstated. While the
argument remains unresolved (Brock, 2008; Akroyd & Muzio, 2008) the criticism
underlines the original image found in the paper by David Cooper & Co. which

introduced the MPB-archetype (Cooper et. al., 1996). That is, an image of a basic
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ambiguity and co-presence of (at least) two struggling logics. Indeed,
Faulconbridge & Muzio (2008) ask for a renewed research into the connection
between organizational level change and organizational development to
understand these ambiguities in the development of the PSF-organizations, a quest
very related to the spirit of this study (ibid, p.152).

A final criticism of the archetype-thinking applied to PSFs I will mention
here is a general methodological one, which will also serve to identify some basic
characteristics of PSFs that distinguishes it from other organizations. Von
Nordenflycht (2010) challenges the PSF-category as badly specified - what are the
boundary conditions of the PSF category? That is, which organizations qualify for
membership in the category beside the ‘old’ law firms and accountancies of the
majority of PSF-studies? This makes the concept unable to carry an archetypical
organizational form, unless it is re-specified (Von Nordenflycht, 2010). As
mentioned he proposes three characteristics to distinguish PSFs from other
organizations: ‘High knowledge intensity’, ‘Low capital intensity’ and a
‘Professionalized workforce’. From these criteria Von Nordenflycht provides one
of the most precise contemporary descriptions of the connection between
professional work — management of professionals and professional organizations

to define what may be the characteristics of a PSF:
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Distinctive Managerial implications Types of organizational
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qu capital R No investor e Autonomy & informality
intensity i protection o No outside ownership
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workforce Muted o Slack/inefficiency
Competition e Autonomy & Informality

Figure 3 Model reproduced from Von Nordenflycht (2010)

Figure 3 summarizes effectively the different arguments in the PSF-literature
about what makes these organizations distinctive from other organizations. From
the three distinctive characteristics; Knowledge intensity, Low capital intensity
and Professionalized workforce, he deduces the central nexus of the operative core
(Mintzberg, 1979), the professionals themselves. As carriers of the prime means of
productions, they have great bargaining power and they want maintain the
autonomy given to them by their knowledge differential (Larson, 1977; Abbott,
1988). This particular power distribution leads to a number of managerial
challenges; the opaque quality of the knowledge work makes accountability and
control by traditional means - as performance management systems - extremely
complicated and easily circumvented. The term ‘cat herding’ is a stock metaphor
in the literature dealing with management of professionals. The idea is that ‘you
cannot herd cats’ — picturing the professionals as individuals who are instinctively

‘anti-management’. While this is an intuitively seductive image, it might be as
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problematic as the idea that leaders ‘are born leaders’, endowed with endogenous
leadership skills (Perrow, 1970). My counter-point would be that the professional
training and socialization in the organizations, although also at university, breeds
‘anti-management’ sentiments into their employees. Not in any political sense, but
in the practical sense, that they (over-) learn a preference for working
independently and an individualized competitive performance attitude. The
observation remains correct, however, that the outcome is that professionals think
and act independently in the way they behave in organizations. They are not
accepting non-professional authority readily, quite in the same way they have
learned to act when assisting clients professionally. This makes them difficult to
manage, not least when they eventually become owners.

The ownership of PSFs, be it a traditional partnership (Empson and
Greenwood, 2003) or variations of the model with some kind of limited owner
liability, is typically based on some sort of mutuality and power-sharing between
partners or senior professionals — ‘trustees’. This fact structurally emphasizes the
decentralized and dispersed authority of PSFs compared to other organizations.
This creates a number of characteristic challenges for PSFs. The partners are only
accountable to themselves and the administrative bodies they chose to appoint.
The corporate managers selected and the functional staff managers deal directly
with the ‘owners’ as internal customers or employees. Obviously this is at odds
with basic rules of bureaucracy described above (Weber, 1922).

The ‘organizational’ responses that Von Nordenflycht sums up in the right
column of Figure 3 above, is in essence highly ‘anti-bureaucratic’ and arguably
problematic in a large complex organization. General bureaucratic norms such as
‘unity of command’, ‘transparent written rules and policies’, ‘the use of trained
managers’, ‘systematic adherence to rules by superiors in dealing with
employees’, are violated on a regular basis. This ‘outrageous’ state of affairs, is

not often questioned in the daily life of many PSFs — if you present the
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observation to employees or partners in a PSF, most will shrug and say ‘so what’.
As we shall see in the papers below, the apparent discrepancy between the logic of
professionalism and the logic of bureaucracy is becoming salient for more and
more actors in PSFs, creating a nagging doubt whether the traditional PSF-model

still is the appropriate one — here represented by the Big4-case.

Summing up the main points from the PSF-literature

The PSF-literature has explored the way PSF-organizations can be
distinguished from other organization. This has led to the notion of a special
‘archetype’- the professional partnership P? (Greenwood et al., 1990). However, as
early as in 1996, the same set of authors (Cooper et al., 1996) begins to detect a
gradual managerial or bureaucratic development of the most ‘archetypical’ of
PSFs — large Law firms and Big4 accounting firms. As we saw, in the previous
section, the logic of bureaucracy seems to be an unstoppable force in large
complex organizations (Perrow, 1970; Du Gay, 2005). This, of course, qualifies
the claimed uniqueness of the PSF-organizations, and questions whether there
really is a conflict between bureaucracy and professionalism, regarded as
organizational logics, and if there is, whether it will wither away as Leicht &
Fennel (2002) proposed with the ultimate victory of the professional managers.
However, as Akroyd & Muzio (2007) showed in British legal practices it seemed
as if the ‘project of professionalism’ (Larson, 2007) still thrives and is able to
renew itself. Freidson (1994), pointed earlier to the same development, that
professionals seem to gain importance in many types of complex organizations
and that this continues to create tensions. Finally, we have seen the recent effort of
Von Nordenflycht (2010) in re-specifying the characteristics of PSFs and how
these lead to specific managerial challenges and organizational responses. All this
builds up to the conclusion that is impossible to neglect — that there exists a
practical and symbolic tension between the way professional organizations tend to

organize and the ideal of bureaucratic management. In fact, a number of these
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organizational responses directly conflict with the basic precepts of bureaucracy
(Weber, 1922).

We have also discussed how ‘interpretive schemes’ (Cooper et al., 1996) or
ideologies (Covaleski et al., 1998) do not always match the concrete
organizational practices. This underlines the fact that this is not just a functional
tension between what is the best way to organize, it is an institutionalized set of
meanings and practices that is only partly coupled to functional imperatives. PSFs
are embedded in a professional institutional logic and struggle with an incoming
institutional logic of bureaucracy. As much of the PSF-observers have done
(Greenwood et al., 1990; Cooper et al., 1996; Hinings et al., 1999) I will use
institutional theory to understand how and why this tension is created and give the
concept of logics a theoretical foundation. In the next section I will introduce and

discuss institutional theory with focus on the concepts applied in the dissertation.

INSTITUTIONAL THEORY

The use of the concept ‘institution’ has a long history within sociology, e.g.
in the thinking of Marx, Durkheim and Parsons (Scott, 2008). The terms
institutional or neo-institutional organizational theory are a more recent direction
of research, although many of the basic points of interest remain the same. For one
thing, the thought that action becomes typified in interaction patterns, is at least as
old as sociology (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Thus, it is a common experience
that despite the ongoing flux of diverse influences, shocks and change of life,
much social reality appears to have a quality of resilience and stability over time.
As social reality becomes taken-for-granted and more or less subconscious, we
don’t even question the legitimacy, appropriateness or even the truth of persistent
social entities, often described as institutions (Greenwood et al, 2008; Scott,
2008). Neo-institutional organization theory has made the study of how such

institutions initially become institutionalized, later are diffused between and
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eventually may be changed in organizations, programmatic (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983, 1991; Scott, 2008). In this view, institutions are guiding the action of and in
organizations as we have seen professionalism has guided PSFs towards a specific
way of organizing and acting as organizations and actors.

Therefore, a fundamental view inherent in institutional theory is that
individual as well as organizational action is not founded on objective rationality
(however bounded (March & Simon, 1958)) or functional necessity (Parsons,
1949). On the contrary, most actions are based on habitualized and semi-conscious
conceptions of what is thought to be the appropriate, socially acceptable,
reasonable and ‘effective’ conduct — ‘the right thing to do’. Selznick (1957)
describes how organizations soon drift from their original rational purpose
towards other goals created by the members of the organization based on all sorts
of reasons. Meyer & Rowan (1977) pointed to the fact that ‘rationalized myths’
guide much of what goes on in organizations rather than rational calculation or
functional necessity. The way we legitimate action can have many forms but at the
end of the day, the reasons we quote are socially constructed (Berger &
Luckmann, 1967) and not optimizing (or ‘satisficing’, March & Simon (1959))
against some objective maximum state. This view emphasizes the historical and
cultural origins of organizational structures and action opposed to the functional
explanations found in much organization theory (Mintzberg, 1979).

I have used the word ‘logic’ frequently above, and the idea is derived from
institutional theory (Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thornton & Occasio, 2008;
Thornton et al. 2012). The institutional logic concept is a way to specify societally
anchored sets of meanings and practices which guide specific kinds of
organizational behavior, e.g. the term logics of professionalism and bureaucracy

are used in this study.
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Jepperson (1991) usefully maps ‘institutionalism’ up against other major research

orientations in order to provide a context to understand the basic tenets of the

outlook of (neo-) institutional theory (NIT):

Degree to which units are

socially constructed

High construction

(Phenomenological)

Low construction

(Realist)

Figure 4 Lines of theory in organization analysis (Jepperson, 1991, p. 154)

Featured levels of analyses

Low order High Order
(Individualist) (Structuralist)

1 2

“Organizational culture”; symbolic Institutionalism

interaction

3 4

Actor &/or functional reduction Social ecology; resource

attempts; neoclassical economics;
behavioral psychology, most neo-
institutional economics; some

network theory

dependency; some network theory

While the choice and location of some of the theories might be debatable, it

makes sense that institutionalism in its orthodox version is ‘high order’ and ‘high

construction” as depicted in Figure 4. Jepperson (1991) sums up what

distinguishes neo-institutional theory:

“In its emphasis on multilevel causal connections and high or macroorder effects,

institutionalism differs from arguments that rely primarily on aggregative processes

(e.g. the collective or as largely an additive outcome of micro level states (as most

mainstream economic theory do, ed.)), on ‘demographic’ depictions of structure

(structural features as reflecting relative proportions of sets of subunits (...) (as

population ecology, ed.)), and on causal models that largely feature single-level
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explanations (e.g. microlevel outcomes associated with microlevel causes (as

sensemaking theory, ed.).”, Jepperson, 1991, p. 157.

Thus, most of the now classical neo-institutional empirical studies (e.g.
Tolbert & Zucker , 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), are oriented towards how
societal order forms behavior of organizational actors — how groups and
individuals are bounded by social constraints. As a stark contrast to this is the neo-
classical economics view in which a rational calculating individual follows his
independent preferences (economic man). Because he contrasts the ‘single-level
micro-analysis’ of square 1 with the ‘multilevel analysis’ of institutional theory,
Jepperson inadvertently shows one of the uncharted spots of the theory. That is,
the fact that micro-level action, agency and interest as a cause all but disappears
from the horizon in the empirical accounts of neo-institutionalism. This is
explained by the fact that Institutionalism was re-vitalized as a way of introducing
classical sociological insights in organizational theory as an antidote to the
dominating focus on actors and action in American social science (Jepperson, p.
158). However, as we shall see below, a prominent recent trend within
institutional theory is going towards an greater sensitivity to ‘Low order’, ‘High
construct’ explanations as well within the institutional theory ‘Big Tent’ (Scott,
2008), as towards various sorts of symbolic interactionism (for explicit versions of
this Hallet & Ventresca, 2006; Binder, 2007; Hallet, 2010). In this study I
sympathize with the need for balancing off the ‘structuralist’ tendency of
institutional theory with a micro- and or cognitive interaction orientation. And, as
mentioned, this view has become more visible recently, even within the
mainstream of Neo-institutional theory (NIT). I will deal with these at more length
below.

I will now review a number of concepts from (neo-) institutional theory that I
use or find important to discuss in relation to the study. ‘Isomorphism’ is a way to

explain diffusion of institutions (and institutional logics) within organizational
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fields as for instance the PSFs. ‘Rationalized myths’ are as mentioned acquired
wisdom, for instance about how actors are supposed to act in specific situations,
which become decoupled from functional relevance. ‘Institutionalization’ is the
process in which an institution is created or maintained, for instance the
introduction and assimilation of a new role in an organization. I will, as
mentioned, expand the ‘institutional logic’ concept which plays an important role
in the dissertation. Finally, I will discuss the recent trend towards investigating the
‘micro-foundations’ of institutions (Powell & Colyvas, 2008) with concepts as
‘institutional entrepreneurship’, ‘embedded agency’, ‘institutional leadership’,
‘institutional work’ and ‘inhabited institutions’ which all deal with the problem
inherent in the macro-position of much neo-institutional research practice of not
dealing with the creation, maintenance and disruption of institutions (despite the
repeated call for this in Zucker, 1977, 1991; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio,
1988; DiMaggio & Powell, 1991).

Isomorphism

Having won wide accept of the argument theoretically, that institutional
explanations are a more accurate description of social reality than the neo-classical
economists and structural- functionalist sociologists, the neo-institutional theorists
went on to argue that institutional forces were in play when new practices were
diffused among organizational actors and agencies (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983).
DiMaggio and Powell (1983) gave this quest new impetus by theorizing different
institutional sources of diffusion by three kinds of isomorphism; coercive,
mimetic, and normative. In the words of the authors, they are “mechanisms
through which institutional change occurs” (ibid., p. 67). One might add, change
by the alignment and homogenization of practices of organizations (or other
actors), not by diversification and fragmentation. Coercive isomorphism is
affected by pressures of external agencies; direct governmental regulation or more

indirectly by rules that get institutionalized or by pressures for legitimacy (ibid., p.
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66-67). Mimetic isomorphism is the response of organizations to environmental
uncertainty by ‘modeling’ other actors (presumably) in the same institutional field
— not based on any idea that the copied practices will work but because it provides
some reassurance to do what the other players do - legitimacy (ibid., p. 69-70). In
the very same article (ibid., p. 71) they use professionalization as an example of
institutionalization stating that professions are subject to both coercive and
mimetic isomorphism but are a prime example of the phenomenon they call
normative isomorphism. The authors mention two examples of normative
isomorphism: The cognitive basis of formal education and legitimacy created by
universities and the diffusion of norms and standards taking place in professional
networks (ibid, p. 71). PSF organizations are of course exposed to isomorphism in
a number of ways. The ways the clients organizes are persistent sources of
mimetic and normative isomorphism, e.g. “‘Corporate academy’ sounds like a
‘must have’ for a modern organization like ours”, “we feel obliged to show our
clients how we develop and treat our professionals”. Obviously the particular
function social role of many PSFs (e.g. Accounting and Law) is a source of
coercive isomorphism in the form of field specific regulation which also affects
the internal organization and management. For this study, the important point is
that the professional as well as the bureaucratic logic is (in part) driven by
institutional isomorphism. The characteristics of professional work and PSFs’-
organizational form is not only specific organizational answers to functional
production problems (Perrow, 1970), but to a large extent a product of institutional
pressures from the surrounding field, market and society (DiMaggio & Powell,

1983).

Rationalized Myths
As Meyer & Rowan (1977) stated many organizational practices are based on
‘rationalized myths’ in the sense that it is not the actual effect on practice that is

important but rather the way it affects the overall meanings actors attach to the

62



Making Sense of Management with Logics, Frans Bévort, frans@bevort.dk, Copyright 2012

organization. This implies that what seem irrational and redundant in an
organization, can actually be important elements of the social interaction order that
define the existence of the organization in the eyes of the members. Alvesson &
Kéarreman (2007) described, as mentioned, the HR-practices of a major
management consultancy and make the observation that while all the informants
were very convinced of the positive effects of these practices it seemed
questionable how they were realized in practice. On the other hand they suggest
that the symbolic effect of the HR-practices were considerable. Action is, in this
view, legitimated in a way that is ultimately not rational or functional but instead
by meaning that is objectified or institutionalized in the minds of the actors and
enacted by their interaction. Berger & Luckmann (1967) link economic surplus to
the fact that communities can afford specialization and eventually support roles
that are essentially without any relation to subsistence — they become ‘myth-
fabricaters’ or ‘theorizers’ (ibid. p. 99). The point is that that justifications or
sensemaking of actions becomes decoupled from the rationale of survival and
becomes instead taken-for-granted assumptions shared by the members of the
organization or field. Meyer & Rowan (1977) describe the professions as an
example of a highly rationalized myth (ibid. p. 44) and are very emphatic about
the power of rationalized myths in the bureaucratization of organizations:

“They exist in much more specific ways (than general norms and values) in the

rules, understandings, and meanings attached to institutionalized social structures

(...) Such elements of formal structure are manifestations of highly institutionalized

myths that are binding on particular organizations (ibid., p. 44).

Two points are important for the present project. First Meyer & Rowan
(1991) see both professions and formal structures of bureaucracy as rationalized
myths that are highly institutionalized in organizations. This underlines the
strength of the two ‘logics’ I use in the dissertation, and how persistent they may

be expected to be, when stabilized in an organization. On the one hand, it is a
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‘myth’ that a specific organizational practice, like the PSF-organization, is
necessarily the best conceivable or most effective, but is on the other hand very
effective in the sense that they become boundaries for the way organizations see
themselves and their purpose and they are critical for building the necessary
legitimacy for the organization (ibid). This idea is similar to the Selznick’s (1957)
observation that an organization’s focus change from being a tool to become a
goal in itself because it become ‘infused with value’. The point is that ‘functional
rationality’ and practice are not necessarily strongly coupled and don’t need to be,
as long as sufficient internal and external legitimacy is in place.

The other point is that Meyer & Rowan (1991), as also noted by Suddaby
(2010) and Meyer (2008), put a very clear focus on how the meanings and
understandings which constitute rationalized myths are created and changed. This
emphasizes the importance of understanding how these meanings and
understandings are accepted and transferred by the organizational actors. This is
discussed by Hallett (2010) who discusses how the ‘de-coupling’ that Meyer &
Rowan (1991) describe, may always be a possible opportunity for ‘re-coupling’ by
actors in practice. The rationalized myths may be turned into practice by strong
individuals and groups, who by ‘calling the bluff’ have the momentum of the
legitimacy created by the rationalized myth. In HR-policies it is a staple to
proclaim that ‘the employee is our most important resource’, what would happen
if this suddenly becomes realized as a full-scale commitment in an organization?
The point here is that the legitimizing meaning or ‘symbolic construction’
(Friedland & Alford, 1991) of a new logic like the MPB discussed above may
eventually pave the way for actors who want to change practice, however gradual
and erratic this may be. Suddaby & Greenwood (2005) use the concept ‘rhetoric’
to describe the how multidisciplinary accounting firms in Canada tried to facilitate
(or manipulate) a merger with law firms. In this context, ‘good people

management’ or ‘effective bureaucracy’ may be rationalized myths, that are
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important in terms of legitimacy, but they may still be a prerequisite for a change
in actual practice. The importance of the way actors create meaning and make
sense is thus a prominent feature of the ‘rationalized myth thinking’ of Meyer &

Rowan (Hallett, 2010).

Institutionalization

In a foundational paper, Zucker (1977) studied experimentally the effect of
institutionalization on subjective experience and action. By exposing test persons
to three ‘situations’, introducing the test persons to different levels of
institutionalization in the fictive organizational context of the roles (not the actual
instructions, which were the same for all participants), she demonstrated that the
test persons with the most institutionalized ‘situations’ also reproduced the
information of the experiment much more accurately than the persons with less
comprehensive descriptions. The point being that the higher the degree of
institutionalization, the higher the ‘cultural persistence: i.e. handing on of
institutional material and conceptions to the next generation. This is a very
relevant point in relation to the practices and roles studied here. I have argued that
the professional organization and professional work is highly institutionalized.
And in Zuckers’ sense that means that the organization is constructed in such a
way that it enables the transmission of institutionalized material from the
professional logic. My argument is that for the new manager roles to become a
stable element of the organization the bureaucratic logics inherent have to be
institutionalized in the same way.

Institutionalization has also been discussed at length by Berger & Luckmann
(1967 p.p. 65-110). At the very basic level they ask: “From what does the
empirically existing stability of human order derive?” and give the following
answer: “The most general answer to this question is that social order is a human
product or, more precisely, an ongoing human production” (ibid. p. 69). They go

on to state that institutions build on habitualization of actions that become shared
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‘typifications’ (ibid., p.72). It means that while humans always organize their life
in habits in order to economize with resources (energy, attention, etc.) some habits
become shared typifications. And institutions are made of shared typifications of
habitualized actions. As we have seen with regard to professional work, the
professional worker is defined by a number specified behaviors, knowledge and
values that are shared by colleagues, clients, citizens and themselves — shared
typifications. It is in this sense that I speak of the organization of professional
work as highly institutionalized.

As an illustration, Berger & Luckmann (1967) interestingly speculate about
the totally institutionalized community and the opposite. They claim that a very
primitive society where all knowledge is shared would be the closest to this state
and that the opposite would be the community in which only one thing is common
knowledge (ibid, p. 98). Transposed to the two settings of the professional
organization and the bureaucratic organization, the point would be that the
professional organization is the most institutionalized and also the more
constraining to the actors, compared to the bureaucracy. This is somewhat
counter-intuitive in the way that one might expect the more developed community
to be the most institutionalized and the same applies to the complex organization
opposed to the less complex. But it conforms with the observation that the
professional partnership, in spite of its decentralized organization, seems to
contain less diversity in terms of roles, careers, gender distribution, than a more
centralized bureaucratic organization tends to do (in terms of more specialized

roles, centrally sanctioned policies, etc. See for instance Kornberger et al., (2011).

Institutional logics: Competing, collaborating and contradicting

In the literature on the professions, Freidson (2001) distinguished between
three ideal-typical logics for the organization of work: Market, Bureaucracy and
Professionalism. He contrasts the three logics in order to highlight their

particularities: The logic of the free market where the principle of lowest cost
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rules, the rational rule-based administration and division of labor of the Weberian
rational-legal bureaucracy (Weber, 1922) and the monopoly of knowledge of the
professional occupations. In institutional theory, Friedland & Alford (1991) have
stated that there exist a number of fundamental societal logics: Market, State,
Family, Democracy, Religion. Each logic contains a symbolic construction or
meaning and a material practice. The State is built on logics of power distribution
of democracy and of the power accumulating bureaucracy that partly contradicts
each other. The Capitalist society is at the same time dependent on the Family and
the Market that commodify labor and contradicts the needs of families for time
and intimacy (Friedland & Alford, p. 256). The main argument in their paper is
that ‘it is necessary to bring society back in’, i.e. to take into account the way
broader societal logics affect life in organizations.

Friedland & Alford (1991) defines institutional logics by saying that all important
institutions of the Western world have “a set of material practices and symbolic
constructions - which constitutes its organizing principles and which is available
for organizations and individuals to elaborate” (ibid., p. 248). The distinction
between ‘symbolic construction’ and ‘material practice’ in institutional logics is
central for this study in the way that it is a macro-parallel to the fact that actors
ascribe meaning to action at the micro-level. The view that there is a match
between specific action-scripts and specific theories, values and explanations,
creates the possibility to make nuanced analyses of complex change situations
where this may not be the case in concrete practice. Hence, Thornton & Occasio
(2008) define institutional logics a bit more elaborately as:

“the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions,
values beliefs and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material

subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality

(ibid., p. 101).
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Thornton and Occasio (2008) also point to the way that the institutional logic
concept provides a link between the more deterministic macro-concept of ‘rational
myths’ (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) and the agency inherent in the micro view of
institutionalization by Lynne Zucker (1977). Friedland and Alford (1991) take
great pains to emphasize that the logics are both constraints as well as resources
for individuals: “Under some conditions, they (people, ed.) are artful in the
mobilization of different institutional logics to serve their purposes” (ibid., p. 254),
while this point remains underdeveloped in the text and in much later literature.

In this study I will use the three logics of the organization of work (with
Freidson, 2001): The logics of professions, bureaucracy and the market. The latter
is in the background because focus is on organization and management and
because the role of the market logic is seen as relatively stable in the time of the
study. When more than one logic is at play the interesting discussion is how logics
interblend, conflict and maybe overtake each other (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005;
Cooper et al., 1996; Reay & Hinings, 2009, Greenwood et al., 2011). A number of
researchers (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005; Friedland & Alford, 1991; Seo &
Creed, 2002; Benson, 1977) have observed that institutions may always contain
contradictory logics. Market and professional logics have been seen as
contradicting each other in PSF’s (Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). Crucially this
contradiction of logics can be described as fundamentally ‘dialectical’, creating
stability and co-existence at one time but will at another be the source of change
when the contradictions for some reason or another surface in the organizational
consciousness (Benson, 1973; 1977; Seo & Creed, 2002; Suddaby & Greenwood,
2005).

Thornton & Occasio (2008) review how a focus on ‘competing logics’ has
been prominent in the empirical studies of institutional logics. Competing logics
are not seen as a cause of change by themselves, but can precede or be a result of

change, and it can be the reason for resistance against change (ibid. p. 118).
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Goodrick & Reay (2011) in their study of US pharmacists, point out that most
studies of competing or co-existing institutional logics have been of the influence
of the dominant, but not non-dominant logics (ibid.). Another important
observation from the study of Goodrick & Reay (2011) has to do with the
segmentation with which logics may affect practice. The professionals in the study
are affected differently by the institutional logics identified in the study relating to
the different tasks they perform and when (ibid.).

Reay & Hinings (2009) describe how co-existing institutional logics compete
and collaborate over time in a health care setting and how a professional and a
managerial logic are co-managed, represented by administrators and physicians,
respectively. Two of their propositions are interesting in the context of the present
study. First they propose that actors will form collaborations which maintain the
independence of the actors (carrying one of the logics) but at the same time
support the accomplishment of common objectives (ibid., p. 645) and second they
similarly propose that the different actors will maintain their identity while
collaborating on mutually beneficial outcomes (ibid., p 646).

In a recent review of ‘organizational responses to institutional complexity’,
Greenwood et al. (2011) describe how settings of multiple institutional logics
affect the way actors behave. In setting the scene they extract the following two
observations about the ways logics present themselves from the institutional logic
literature (i.a., Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thornton & Occasio, 2008):

“First, multiple institutional logics are available and can interact and compete for

influence in all societal domains (...) Second, logics are often in conflict — that is,

their respective systems of meaning and normative understandings, built into rituals

and practices, provide inconsistent expectations (Greenwood et al., 2011, p. 321)”.

Instead of viewing institutional change as something that is taking place in
‘jolts’ — it is been widely accepted that institutional change-processes are a

prolonged, maybe even an inherent dialectical, feature of all organizations (Seo &
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Creed, 2002). The argument goes on towards the conclusion that the acceptance of
the notion of the presence of continuous institutional complexity in organizations
“has sparked an interest in its (i.e. multiple contradicting logics ed.) implication
for individual organizations” — although they contend that progress in previous

research has been modest (Greenwood et al., ibid. p. 323).

Institutions and the role of agency

Within the last 10-20 years, scholars have still more frequently pointed to the
relevance of researching what is termed the ‘micro-foundations of institutions’
(Thornton et al., 2012, Powell & Colyvas, 2008; DiMaggio, 1988, 1997;
DiMaggio & Powell, 1991).

As we saw above, the structuralist bent of institutional theory has proven its
merit in providing explanations of the macro origins and the persistence of
institutions. However, it has not been as adept at explaining the micro processes in
which institutions are created and changed. Action is institutionally constrained,
but how are these institutional pressures formed, translated, maintained and
disrupted by actors and action? This has been termed the ‘paradox of embedded
agency’ (Seo & Creed, 2002; Battilana & D’Unno, 2009). The paradox is created
by the fact that structure and agency mutually constitute each other; an accountant
is formed by the professional logic of his trade but he is also maintaining it and
transforming it together with other actors in the organization and clients. But what
comes first? This ‘paradox’ has been sought to be solved, or more precisely; taken
into account, in a number of recent developments in institutional theory which
investigates institutional actors and their practice: ‘Institutional work’

(Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006), ‘Institutional entrepreneurship’ (Hardy &
Maguire, 2008, B), ‘Institutional leadership’ (Kraatz, 2009; Washington et al.,
2008) reintroduced from Selznick (1957). Most these concepts were anticipated in
a paper by DiMaggio (1988), but have gradually been subject to empirical

investigation and theoretical development.
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All of these new voices directs attention to the turn of the arrow of causation
to how organizational actors affect institutions by their cognitions and actions by
the ‘creation, maintenance and disruption’ of institutions (Lawrence et al., 2009; p.
7). In addition to this focus on actors, many institutional theory writers have
pointed to the need for a ‘cognitive turn’ within institutional theory (DiMaggio,
1997; DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). This observation is, however, very rarely
turned into empirical research (see however Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005;
Zilber, 2009; Kellogg, 2009; Zucker, 1977).

Barley & Tolbert (1997) have in their seminal methodological paper dealt
with these issues head on by applying the notion of ‘structuration’ taken from
Giddens (1984), in which he tries to create a dynamic model of the way structure
and action mutually constitute each other. I will utilize the model they develop in
this study and expand on it immediately below. Barley & Tolbert (1997)
specifically address the issue of the lack of sensitivity to individual cognition and
institutional action of actors and see their contribution as an improvement to
institutional theory (Tolbert is a significant contributor to the development of
NIT).

Similar models are found within neo-institutional research, for instance
DiMaggio & Powell (1991, p. 65) and Scott (2008, p. 192) to conceive of the
micro-foundations of macro-phenomena like ‘field formation’ and ‘institutional
creation’. Indeed, the recent discussion of ‘institutional work’ has its own model
of the structuration process (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, Lawrence et al. 2009)
and, importantly for the present study, the concept of institutional work directs a
strong focus towards micro-processes and interaction. The authors define the core
assumptions of the conception ‘institutional work’ in the following way.
Institutional work would: “highlight the awareness, skill and reflexivity of
individual and collective actors” (ibid., p. 219) and aim to generate “an

understanding of institutions as constituted in the more or less conscious action of
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individual and collective actors” (ibid. p. 219). This resembles Giddens’ ‘practical
consciousness’ which he attributes the ‘knowlegeable’ actor in his structuration
thinking (Giddens, 1984). The authors maintain, however, that the approach
suggests that “we cannot step outside of action as practice — even action which is
aimed at changing institutional order of an institutional field occurs within sets of
institutional rules” (ibid. p. 220). The actors studied in this analysis are, as
described, firmly placed within the awareness of ‘sets of institutional rules’
defined as institutional logics and the scripts derived from these logics. The
authors go on “to propose three broad categories of institutional work: creating,
maintaining, and disrupting institutions.” (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Lawrence
at al., 2009). This is essentially an actor who more or less consciously makes sense
by combining individual resources by drawing on the available logics ‘in a toolkit
fashion’ (Thornton et al. 2012) or by way of bricolage (Weick, 2001). A similar
view is expressed by the concept ‘inhabited institutions’, (Hallett, 2010; Binder,
2007; Hallett & Ventresca, 2006) which explicitly connects the institutional logics
concept to the symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1934) and Weber &
Glynn (2006) to sensemaking theory (Weick 1995; Weick et al., 2005). Suddaby
(2010) explicitly addresses the ‘implicit symbolic interactionism’ in institutional
theory and asks for more research focus on ‘meaning’ (a call that is answered in
Bévort & Suddaby, 2012). In Hallet’s (2010) study of the ‘re-coupling’ of an
accountability regime imposed by the authorities, a superintendent created
‘turmoil’ and ‘epstemic stress’ among the teachers. The point is that this actor
chose to personally enact the policy that had been hitherto ignored — making the
myth ‘incarnate’ as the paper is titled (ibid., 2010). With these insights,
understanding the sensemaking of actors becomes of great importance in
understanding in the way organizations are influenced by institutional pressures or

logics (in this case arguably an instant of bureaucratic logic).
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The old giant of sociological organizational theory, Charles Perrow (2000)
expressed the view that NIT is one of two promising developments within the
rather bleak prospects of organizational theory and states: ...with a proper role for
agency and a bounded rationality informed by cognitive psychology, “(NIT, ed.)
seems to me to be our most promising development” (ibid., p. 474, emphasis
added). Below we will look at a line of research which explicitly deals with the

process in which agents produce meaning in organizations.

SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE, MEANING, SENSEMAKING AS THE
BASIS OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Another way to deal with the issues of structure and agency, is to stray into
the ‘Symbolic interaction’ cubicle of Jepperson’s model above, leaving behind
institutional theory proper. Sensemaking theory provides another view on how
cognition and structures are intertwined. ‘Organizing’ (Weick, 1979) and
‘sensemaking’ (Weick, 1979, 1995, 2001) put action or enactment in the forefront
instead of the above emphasis of structures that constrain action and cognition
(Jennings & Greenwood, 2003). In his seminal book: The Social Psychology of
Organizing, Weick (1979) states the provoking point of view that organizations
enact, and thus create, their own environment. This is basically a
phenomenological position in the way that individual or organizational actors act
in accordance with the world they perceive based on former interpretations and
observed meanings (Weick, 1979). In this view, it is futile to discuss the
environment as something detached from the unique perceptions of the individual
actors. These perceptions are, however, the result of a lifelong process of learning,
socialization and experience of social interaction (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). In
this sense, Weick’s take on the basic idea of social order is that Sensemaking and
Organizing at the micro-level in some cases are transformed into macro-structures
e.g. institutions (Weick, 2001; Weick et al., 2005). Weick asks the question of

how this transformation takes place:
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“The answer proposed here is, by concrete communicative interaction in which

people invoke macrostructures to justify commitments. Thus social order is created

continuously as people make commitments and develop valid, socially acceptable
justifications for these commitments...individual sensemaking has the potential to

be transformed into social structures and to maintain these structures. (...) This

proposal suggests a possible mechanism by which structuration (e.g. Barley, 1986;

Giddens, 1984), actually works” (Weick, 2001, p. 26)

And later he states his opposition to purely structural explanations:
“...macro-perspectives are hollow unless linked with micro-dynamics” (ibid., p.
28). Because Weick has as his main interest the micro-processes of sensemaking
(Weick, 1995), he tends to play down structural issues like power-differentials and
ritualized collective behavior or perceptions (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Weick et
al. (2005, Weick, 2001, p. 159) try to formulate this link between sensemaking
and institutions more sharply. The view is that sensemaking may be the ‘feedstock
of institutions’ (Weick, 1995, p.36) in the sense that institutions are produced by
the way actors infuse them with subjective meaning (Berger & Luckmann, 1967).
But Weick et al.(2005) concede, as Weber & Glynn (2006) also propose, that the
inverse may be equally true. That institutions are the ‘feedstock of sensemaking’.
This view conforms to the description of ‘the substance of sensemaking’ in Weick
(1995). Weick himself describes the process of using institutional material as
“drawing words from vocabularies of occupations and professions and make sense
through paradigms” (ibid., p. 107) e.g. taking cues that connect to institutionalized
frames (ibid).

I will argue that sensemaking (Weick, 1995; 2005) is an effective way of
understanding the way actors interpret and enact institutions (see Powell &
Colyvas, 2008; Weber & Glynn 2006, Weick et al., 2005). Sensemaking is
decidedly a ‘micro’ theory because it focuses on the way actors always are

engaged in a process of making sense in interaction. This view has evolved from
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symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1934) taking the programmatic
position that.

“...human beings act toward things on the basis of the meaning they have for them

(...) meaning of such things is derived from, or arises out of (...) social interaction

(...) and that these meanings are handled in (...) an interpretive process used by the

person...” (Blumer, 1969, p. 2).

Having this focus, Weick is also interested in how sensemaking as a process
contributes to ‘creating, maintaining and disrupting’ institutions (Weick et al.,
2005). But his focus is on understanding the mechanisms of the sensemaking
process rather than the institutional content. The interesting thing is in my view
how these two aspects act together in the described co-creation of actors and
institutions.

Below, I will discuss a number of terms from Weick’s vocabulary that are

relevant for the analyses of the dissertation.

Cue - frame

As noted, Weick is interested in the process of sensemaking and only
secondarily in the substance of sensemaking. This is logical from the point of
view of the proponent of sensemaking as a theoretical framework. It is,
nevertheless, something of an obstacle for the researcher trying to apply
sensemaking on various empirical subjects. Weick does, however, give some
suggestions how to approach such a question. First of all, he states that people

make sense by using words:

“They pull words from vocabularies of occupations and professions and make sense using paradigms. They
pull words from vocabularies of coping and make sense using theories of action. They pull words from
vocabularies of predecessors and make sense using tradition. And they pull words from vocabularies of

sequence and experience and make sense using narratives.” (Weick 1995, p. 107)

The way Weick proposes we make sense in words is by connecting more

abstract words with more concrete words — ‘frames’ and ‘cues’:
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“Meaning within vocabularies is relational. A cue in a frame is what makes sense. A cue in a frame is what

makes sense, not the cue alone and not the frame alone.” (ibid., p. 110).

In the study I look for ‘cues’ that shows that the managers connect to
different partial frames of practices, roles and identities connected to the two
logics. As can be seen, the imagery evoked, is very similar to notion of actors
drawing on institutional logics in a ‘toolkit fashion’ (Swidler, 1986; Thornton et

al., 2012), mentioned above.

The seven properties of sensemaking and generic subjectivity
Weick presents seven properties of sensemaking that he finds important
(Weick, 1995, p. 17). We create meaning to create and defend our identity — who
we are, to make sense, we need to be able to reflect upon our actions afterwards
and create a meaningful account of them, sensemaking is action — we have to do
something to make sense — and to enact the sense we make, sensemaking is made
in interaction with others — present or not — it is social, sensemaking is an ongoing
process — a minimum of continuity is needed to make sense, as we have seen, we
select cues to make sense of the world around us and finally sensemaking is all

about credibility and plausibility as opposed to precision and factuality.

The seven properties of sensemaking (Weick, 1995, p. 17):

e Grounded in Identity Construction

e Retrospective

e Enactive of sensible environments

e Social

e Ongoing

e Focused on and extracted by cues

e Driven by plausibility rather than accuracy

By naming them properties, Weick, I think, implies that they are ‘conditions
for’ as well as ‘qualities of” sensemaking. For instance ‘retrospective’ is both a
question of being able to reflect and make sense of past action as well as the fact

that sensemaking is ‘retrospective’ — directed backwards in time. This is important
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analytically in that it opens the possibility of discussing why sensemaking occurs
in some instances and not in others and not just describing the qualities of the
sensemaking process. When we analyze below to what extent the managers make
sense of the managerial practices, roles and identities, we will draw on these
properties. 1 will primarily use the three properties I describe below in my
analyses in the papers: Identity, Social and Retrospective.
Identity

Weick states that an important reason why sensemaking takes place at all is
because we need to know - to some degree - what and who we are. Identity is the
point of departure of sensemaking (Weick, 1995, p. 18). By the construction of an
identity we both create elements of the context — what are we (the organization) -
and some important characteristics of the actors — who are we as individuals and
groups - and what are we doing. In this study, it is important to be able to use
‘identity’ to contrast the different individual characteristics that actors base their
identity on. We can assume that they will use notions of ‘professionalism’ to base
their identity on and that they see themselves as a part of a professional firm
identified by professional and other related values. Formalized management roles
introduce a number of other elements on which, and opposed to which, actors can
build their identity (-ies). Weick points out, with Mead, that it is too simplified to
view the ‘sensemaker’ as having (or being) ‘one identity’ or ‘one self’. We are a
‘parliament of selves’ (Weick, 1995, p. 18, Mead, 1934). We discuss identity
below and the point that multiple identities are a major theme in identity theory
(Stryker & Burke, 2000). In relation to the managers in the study it resonates with
the observation that the managers in the organization struggle with the double
identities as managers and professionals at all levels of management.
Social

Another property relevant for this study is the idea that sensemaking is
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inherently social. Sensemaking is social in the sense that ‘social process precedes

individual mind’, as Weick attributes to Mead (p. 66). Weick (1995) continues:

“Sensemaking is never solitary because what a person does internally is contingent upon others. Even
monologues and one-way communications presume an audience. And the monologue changes as the

audience changes” (ibid., p. 40).
In a specific analysis of a sensemaking process it is therefore crucial to be

sensitive to the interaction with the actual social context that takes place. Weick
(1995) cautions that the social context - as for instance represented by a set of
shared values — is not necessarily determining the way sensemaking takes place.
This is always an interaction that leaves open the possibility for actors to act
differently from each other even when they are part of the same community. One
of the points I am going to make about the managers in the study is that their
ability to make sense of themselves in the role is highly dependent on the cues
given in the social groups in the environment — for instance the management, the

employees, the team of peers in the local management team.

Retrospective

The point, which Weick borrows from the American tradition of pragmatism
(Mead, 1932) and Schutz (1967), is that action becomes meaningful only in
retrospect; ‘how do I know what I mean before I hear what I say’ (Weick, 1995).
While this also stresses the important ‘enactment’ property, it highlights the point
that sensemaking happens in retrospect — ‘post factum’. The Danish existential
philosopher Seren Kierkegaard wrote famously that ‘life is lived forward, while it
is understood in hindsight’. The point is here brought down to the level of
everyday interaction. It is the way actors perceive the results - feedback - on their
actions, that determines what meaning the actors will ascribe to the acts. This may
seem slightly esoteric if you do not consider the practical consequences of the
view. The point I will utilize in the study is that an organization is a context for

reflection upon action. If individuals are hindered in - or do not engage in -
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reflecting upon their acts, they will not be able to ascribe new meaning to or
accept new action patterns (or scripts as we will later use). Combined with the
importance of social interaction, retrospective sensemaking becomes more than a
fundamental aspect of human existence, but also a variable that can vary with the
organizational context. I will analytically use the property to explain how the
introduction of new kinds of management actions are dependent upon the quality

of reflection possible in the specific context in the case-analyses.

Summing up sensemaking as a perspective in the dissertation
Weick’s framework is, in my view, a way of making a number of
observations following a symbolic interactionist viewpoint operational in the
analysis of organizational behavior. As we shall deal with at more length below,
the model of Barley & Tolbert (1997) describes how meaning and action-scripts
coming from institutional pressures are transformed in interaction, that is, general
influences such as for instance the logic of bureaucracy, become realized (created
and influenced) in action and meanings among organizational actors. The role of
sensemaking theory in the dissertation, especially in Bévort (2012b), Bévort &
Suddaby (2012) (and to a lesser extent Bévort, 2012c¢), is to provide analytical
tools to understand when and how this happen. I will primarily use these three of
the seven properties of sensemaking; grounded in Identity, Social and
Retrospective (Weick, 1995, p. 17).The combination of sensemaking and
institutional theory contributes to making organizational analyses more satisfying
because they account for both structural constraint as well as the agency of

individuals in interaction (Powell & Colyvas, 2008).
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COMBINING THEORETICAL APPROACHES - THE LOGICS-
SCRIPTS-SENSEMAKING FRAMEWORK

Combining perspectives

Combining the perspectives described above I take the position that it is
necessary to take explicitly into account the recursive quality of social reality
(Lawrence et al., 2009; Powell & Colyvas, 2008, Weber & Glynn, 2006; Scott,
2005; Barley & Tolbert, 1997) in order to understand how actors make sense of
the world. Elaborating on the (field-) relevant case we can illustrate this
recursivity: A person who chooses to become an accountant does this by fitting his
own personal history and identity into to the socially created norms, values and
roles of the profession. The content of the profession is drawn upon by the new
accountant to create his identity as well as the resulting aggregate sensemaking of
accountants to maintain and redefine the profession over time. The object of
interest of this study is how to theorize and study empirically the mechanisms and
processes that connect sensemaking processes with the maintenance and change of
institutions. Before we go on to the concrete research design based on this view, I
will discuss some important antecedents of this view.

My theoretical position is similar to the one of the ‘sociology of knowledge’
(Berger & Luckmann, 1967) that reality is socially constructed (ibid, p. 15). This
implies that everything we know is relative to the social context it is located in and
that a central sociological question is how the specific social phenomena we study
as scientists become socially constructed. In this study I try heuristically to
manage this question by combining two different perspectives; on the one hand I
see the social phenomena I study as determined by social history and structural
context, and, on the other hand that the phenomena are continuously constructed
by the action and interpretation of actors which again are enabled and constrained

by history and social structure. Thus, the actors I study are both constrained by
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institutional frames and logics, but they are also using, challenging and
transforming these frames in their choices of action and their interpretations.

This mutual constitution of social reality has been discussed in sociology in
many ways but mostly thinkers give prevalence to one side of the ‘divide’ or the
other. As we have seen above, institutional theory has primarily focused on the
structural side of the divide (DiMaggio, 1988; DiMaggio & Powell, 1991) while
theory that focuses on individual choice, like economic theory, prefers to focus on
the agency of rational actors. This leads to the proverbial question of what came
first; the hen or the egg? Can we just assume that history starts anew with every
new individual or are individuals totally embedded in the existing social
structures? None of these positions are usually presented in their pure form. Some
kinds of qualifications are usually allowed like ‘market failures’ and ‘externalities’
in economics that socially bounds the rationality of individuals and structurally
oriented social scientists leave open some leeway for the agency of the individual
actor like notions of ‘embedded agency’ (Battilana & D’Aunno, 2009) or that
agents sometimes are able to perform ‘strategic bricolage of institutional material’
(Swidler, 1986; DiMaggio & Powell, 1991).

A smaller group of researchers have seen structure and agency as existing in
a mutual dynamic and recursive process, in which the two are mutually creating or
constituting each other in an ongoing process. In their treatise on ‘the sociology of
knowledge’, Berger & Luckmann (1967) describe the social construction of reality
as a dynamic between subjective meaning creation and social objectification.
Giddens (1984) has theorized the concept ‘structuration’ and a process-sociologist
like Elias (1982) saw the constitution of individual action and society as
completely integrated. As we have seen above, institutional theory (Lawrence &
Suddaby, 2006, Lawrence et al 2009, Lawrence et al., 2011) has started to direct
attention to a more balanced view of structure and agency in recent years. In this

study I will follow the lead of researchers as Knorr-Cetina (1981); Barley &
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Tolbert (1997), Weber & Glynn (2006), Weber (2006), Lawrence & Suddaby
(2006) who insists on the relevance of a view that integrates the complementary
process in which agency and structure constitute each other over time.

The perspective is where social psychology (Blumer, 1969; Weick, 1979;
Stryker, 2002) overlaps micro-sociology (Knorr-Cetina, 1981). This is important
to note because it has consequences for how, for instance, I understand actors in
this perspective. Neither institutional theory nor symbolical interactionism above
emphasize that actors have inherent psychological traits, agency or an ability to
nurture or create meanings that can be understood as external to, or isolated from,
social (inter-) action (Blumer, 1969; Weick, 1995; Elias 1982) and the interaction
order (Goffman, 1974) valid in the context (or social structure, e.g. institutions).
And as I stated above, no social order is objectively independent of subjective
experience and meaning (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). As Berger & Luckmann
states, elements of socially reality become ‘objective’ through the way actors
ascribe subjective meaning to them (Berger & Luckmann, 1967).

If we accept that social reality can be seen as a recursive process between
agency and structure or between sensemaking and institution, I think the
interesting theoretical as well as empirical question is how this takes place in
empirical contexts. The main angle on this task is how actors create meaning/make
sense of institutional pressures and how that process is the key to understanding
the persistence and change of organizations and institutions. As stated by Suddaby
(2010) the concept of ‘meaning’ seems to have disappeared in institutional theory
and that institutional theory anyhow implicitly assumes symbolic interactionism
(ibid., p. 17) as also discussed in relation to ‘rationalized myths’ (Meyer &
Rowan, 1991).

Below I will develop the concepts I will use to build a model that can
underpin the analysis of the ways sensemaking and institutions recursively affect

each other in specific contexts. The ambition is not to address the question of
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structure and agency in a general way, but to create a workable backdrop for the
analytical model I will develop using elements of institutional theory and
sensemaking theory. The specific point of departure was, as mentioned, to
understand the processes in which the professionals of my case-organization make
sense of the manager role they perform in the specific organizational and

institutional context.

The structuration of contradicting institutional logics

In the following I investigate the change processes I have observed in the
study by applying a number of the central concepts discussed in review above.
Halfway through the study I developed the ‘working model’ below which
conceptualizes the process of how actors make sense of and enact contradicting
logics and how organizational and institutional change seems to emerge from this
process. The model is a first step toward theorizing the way contradicting logics
on the interaction level affects institutional change through the interpretations and

enactments of organizational actors:

Dominant logics: Dominant logics:

External
Market/
profession

Internal:

Professional

External:
Market/profession
Internal logic:

5. Institutionalized
contradictions
Bureaucratic
4.’Visible’,
>dismptivc
contradiction

Internal logic:
Professional

v

Internal:
Professional/
Bureaucractic?

2. Ambiguity

1. Institutional pressures:
Isomorphism
Competition

New legislation

Growth

Mangement ideas

3. Sensemaking:

Actors adopting or
continuing practices and
symbolic construction

Figure 5 Institutionalization of contradicting institutional logics
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Figure 5 shows how institutional pressures create ambiguity, sensemaking,
visibility of contradictions and eventually new institutionalization. The model
suggests a number of mechanisms in the process of de- and re-institutionalization:
1. The contradictory logics that have been institutionalized in a semi-stable state,
are over time vulnerable to external institutional pressures e.g. the dominant
management discourse encountered with clients, the perceived need to reduce
costs and improve development of new services imposed by rivals at the market,
the demand for more transparency in business processes/risk management from
new legislation or the fact that organizational growth creates complexity that
necessitates or makes new management principles more attractive.

2. These pressures create ambiguity. The way the phenomenon ‘ambiguity’ is
understood here is a situation where “ongoing stream (of cues, ed.) supports
several different interpretations at the same time” (Weick, 1995, p. 91-95). Weick
(1995) also refers to ‘equivocality’, ‘paradox’ ‘high complexity’ to describe a
situation where actors are overwhelmed with possible interpretations and
information. Weick (1995) describes ambiguity as an essential occasion for
sensemaking. In this context it means that alternative ‘logics’, ‘cues’ and ‘scripts’
become less strange and more plausible to actors.

3. While most actors will reproduce the existing logics, some will begin to adopt
new sensemaking (or engage in ‘praxis’ (Benson, 1977; Seo & Creed, 2002)).
Zucker (1977) states that the more institutionalized a type of action is, the less
likely is it that actors will choose to act differently from the institutional practice.
On the other hand, with the introduction of ambiguity, it is more likely that the
degree of institutionalization becomes more varied (ibid, p. 730). When ambiguity
becomes sufficiently prevalent at the interaction level, some individuals begin to
make sense of their world in a different way, try new approaches and lines of

action; or see themselves differently and in new roles.
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4. However these micro-strategies are not visible at the organizational level before
they become symbolically constructed as (a part of) organizational reality. And
each individual utilizes several logics for his/her sensemaking and do not
necessarily do this in a consistent manner. But at a certain point a new organizing
logic become visible as a contender to the prevailing interaction regime. In our
context, the PSF-case of the study, it is the bureaucratic logic that is initially
introduced gradually as a practice and is eventually later beginning to be
constructed symbolically at the organizational level, for instance by way of formal
communication of new policies or by the introduction of global training activities.
5. When this happens the contradictions become visible and a negotiation process
ensues that eventually leads to a new collective compromise — with a new
constellation of contradictions that eventually become institutionalized in a new
semi-stable state. And finally the process is reiterated, reflecting new institutional
pressures.

Above I have sought to map a theoretical frame of the study. I see a dynamic
process between interactive sensemaking among individuals and institutionalized
practices and structures that constitute each other mutually. The objects of the
field-study are professionals who are suspended between two institutional logics
of organizing that I identify as a professional logic and a bureaucratic logic
because their context is bureaucratized and they are part of that bureaucratization
because they are appointed managers in the case organization. The focus is to
understand the (institutional) work done by these managers defending, integrating
or maybe even contesting the existing logic. Either way, I will argue this will be
reflected by the way the managers interpret and enact the contesting logics that are
introduced in the organization (DiMaggio, 1988; Greenwood et al., 2011). I have
proposed that three cognitive mechanisms affect the way these managers
experience the conflicting logics; one is ambiguity, understood as a growing

salience of other possible meanings of what the appropriate way of organizing is,
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the second is Sensemaking efforts to communicate and enact alternative schemes
of action, and finally a process that makes the new interpretations in local
interaction collectively visible and legitimate themes in the organization (at least
discursively) and thus makes contradictions between logics visible. This is the
cognitive meaning creation process and this is related to structural or more or less
institutionalized elements in the organization. The ‘management practices’ I study
I see as a set of practices that may become structured in roles and are attached to
the identities (and selves) of actors. All these elements can be seen as social
‘typifications’ in the sense that they attach the specific element in question to
generalizable categories (Schutz, 1976; Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Weber &
Glynn, 2006). This connection between practice and self, I see as fundamental for
sensemaking and a prerequisite for meaningful action (Weick, 1995). On the other
hand practices, roles and identities are to a large extent institutionalized elements
that are used by the self in this process.

First we see three cognitive mechanisms in the experience of the managers in
the study: The presence of ambiguity of possible frames, sensemaking of cues and
collective visibility of the alternative logics as described above. Secondly, the
structural components (or material practice) are the work practices, the roles and
the identities that the managers engage with and try to align in a sensible way in
the changing context. These two sets of context will structure the analysis of the
accounts of the managers below.

These elements affect each other recursively. However, the result of the
institutionalization is the establishing (or stabilizing?) of practices, roles and
identities. These are the ‘typifications’ (Weber & Glynn, 2006; Schutz, 1976),
commonly accepted structure, knowledge and presence that constrain the options
of actors. The more elaborate and fine grained they become, and the less
equivocal, the more they will they determine the courses of action taken (Zucker,

1977). My suggestion is that the cognitive mechanisms may unsettle the
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institutionalized patterns and lead to a new configuration of contradictions. It is
exactly what I interpret from the data I have collected: That new meaning gets
enacted and challenged and potentially reconfigure the existing set of
contradicting logics.

This is described in figure 6 which condenses the argument with the core analytic

concepts:

Bureaucratic logics:

Practices, Roles,

Identities

- Sensemaking: Institutionaliza-
Isomorphism: Actors tion:
Competition . adopting new .
G ph Cognitive plng Visible contradiction New
TOW] Ambiguit or continue M- Symbolic

Labor market mbiguity old practices at organization level constructions/
Managemenl and symbolic Practices are
ideas construction institutionalized

Professional logics:
Practices, Roles,
Identities

Figure 6 The institutionalization of new practices, roles and identities
In the following three notes I treat the three concepts ‘role’, ‘identity’ and
‘practice’, which are central in the model (Figure 6) and remain important ‘nuts

and bolts’ in the final project, however implicit in the writing.

A note on ‘role’

The role concept has a central role in the classical thinking about institutions
and institutionalization. Berger & Luckmann (1967) wrote:

“The question as to which roles become institutionalized is identical as to which

areas of conduct are affected by institutionalization, and may be answered the same

way. All institutionalized conduct involves roles. (...) The roles represent the

institutional order (emphasis in original, ibid, p. 92)”

In this view roles are one of the most important representations of institutions

(ibid., p. 93) and that “roles make it possible for institutions to exist, ever again, as
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a real presence in the experience of living individuals” (ibid., p. 92). Returning to
the manager role of the study, my proposal is that the introduction of the new role
represents an alternative institutional logic creating ambiguity and tension in the
organization related to the existing professional logic. The extent to which this
role becomes institutionalized as a legitimate role as a set of practices, behavioral
norms, knowledge and values (‘a typification’ Weber & Glynn, 2006; Schutz,
1967; Berger & Luckmann, 1967), to a similar extent it can be assumed that the
logics it carries become a reality in the minds of the actors. A related issue is that
to enact a role, the actors have to reserve a section of their self for the role: “In
other words, a segment of the self is objectified in terms of the socially available
typifications (ibid., p. 91)”.

The point is that the managers I study are, as a starting point, socialized
intensively by typifications based on the professional logic. A crucial point in my
study is to identify to what extent the manager role — which I interpret as a
typification of the bureaucratic logic — is present as a real legitimate option in the
consciousness of the professionals who act as managers in the study. How is it
possible for them to ‘reserve a segment of their selves’ for a role belonging to a
logic that is only partly typified and which contradicts many aspects of the logic to

which most other roles they play?

A note on ‘identity’

While the concept ‘role’ summarizes the institutionalized expectations and
content of a specific set of practices, ‘identity’ connects the individual to the
institutional framing. In its broadest understanding an individual makes sense of
the social frame by ‘identifying’ i.e. discovering whether the identity of the
individual can be related meaningfully to the institutional context, practices and
roles. Weick (1995, p. 17) makes this point by singling ‘identity’ out as one of the

most important ‘properties of sensemaking’. He says: “Depending on who I am,
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my definition of what is ‘out there’ will also change” (ibid, p. 20). This is an
understanding of identities as cognitive schemas: “...they are cognitive bases for
defining situations, and they increase sensitivity and receptivity to certain cues for
behavior” (Stryker & Burke, 2000).

In this context I am also inspired by Alvesson & Willmott (2002) and see
‘identity’ as having ‘structural’ properties as well. This means that the
performance of the organization is contingent upon the body of ‘appropriate
identities’ present or produced in the organization and that the organization i.e. the
management will deliberately strive to maintain and enhance this body (ibid, p.
629-630). The identities are in this view strategically stabilized meanings that
support the behavior needed in the organization. While I am not comfortable with
the idea of comprehensive ‘identity regulation’ implied by this way of thinking
(even though the authors qualify the view in the paper, I think they understate the
inherent agency in identity work), I think it underlines the importance of identity
creation (or work) in the realization of new roles and practices. The managers will
also need to develop ‘appropriate’ identities to be able to embody and perform in a
productive way. Weick (1995) discusses the idea of ‘identity flexibility’ as a way
to understand the ability to embrace fewer or more distinct identities.

Identities can therefore, as roles, be multiple, and identities can intermittently
or more permanently compete or conflict (Stryker & Burke, 2000). However,
arguably, for the individual, the tolerance of inconsistence in identity is smaller
than the tolerance of role conflicts. Alvesson and Willmott (2002) build on
Giddens idea of ‘self-identity’ as they emphasize the continuous effort on the part
of each individual in maintaining a meaningful identity:

“Given the accomplished and sometimes precarious nature of contemporary identity,

much, if not all activity involves active identity work: people are continuously

engaged in forming, repairing, maintaining, strengthening or revising the
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constructions that are productive of a precarious sense of coherence and

distinctiveness” (ibid, p. 626).

In this view everybody needs a measure of coherence and self —verification
(Stryker & Burke, 2000) in order to maintain a meaningful concept of self whether
or not we accept the epochal implication of the Giddens’ reference in Alvesson &
Wilmott (2002). On the other hand, when referring to identity, it is as plural as the
number of social groups with which one interacts (Stryker & Burke, 2002).

“To refer to each group-based self, the (identity, ed.) theorists chose the term

identity asserting that persons have as many identities as distinct networks of

relationships in which they occupy positions and play roles” (ibid, p. 286).

Thus in the identity theory inspired by symbolic interactionism, the
connection between identity and roles is that “identities are internalized role-
expectations” (ibid.; Stryker, 1980; Mead, 1934; Blumer, 1969).

Considering the managers I study, my point is that they are influenced by two
logics. Following the accounts from the literature of the professions and
professional service firms (Lewendahl, 2005; Cooper et al, 1996; Abbott, 1988;
Larson, 1977) the professional logic is deeply internalized as a set of practices,
role-expectations and a professional identity of the professional employee working
in a professional organization. From the managers’ perspective, the bureaucratic
logic seems to be much more precariously established as a number of practices, an
ambiguous role and a hypothetical identity as manager that has no real or explicit

precursor in the organization.

An note on ‘practice’

In this connection I refer to practices as specific sets of behaviors seen as
appropriate for the performance of specific tasks. In this way practices are highly
situated and thus dependent on the geographical, cultural as well as organizational

context where they are located. Practices are routinized, repeated and relatively
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stable; otherwise we couldn’t recognize them as practices. Practices may or may
not be associated with one or more roles or identities. In this study I use a yearly
repeated performance/ development interview as an example of managerial
practice. Practices are more than actual action in the sense that practices will not
necessarily be consistently performed or even supported by actors who are
expected to do both. But the specificity of behavior attached to a practice will by
and large be understood by the community where it exists. Similar ‘generic’
practices may, accordingly, be enacted differently dependent on the context.
Lounsbury (2001) describes how a new recycling policy imposed on universities
in the Chicago area was seen as resulting in two distinct practices contingent on
the social context. The practice concept has been developed for a number of years
with a much wider scope than the one used here (Schatzki, 2000). While not
embracing the scope of practice theory, I will use the notion that management is a
distinct set of practices which are relevant and meaningful for the managers I
study. Schatzki (2000) sums up the core definitions from practice research:
“...practice theorists conceive of practices as embodied, materially mediated
arrays of human activity centrally organized around shared practical
understanding’ (ibid., p. 11). The focus on shared skills and understanding places
this definition close to the view taken in this study. In many ways the more limited

and, in my view, precise concept ‘script’ has replaced ‘practice’ in the study.

Leaving the ‘contradictions of logics’ model behind

While the model and the concepts developed in this preliminary discussion
had a clarifying role, and holds a potential I will exploit elsewhere in the future, |
ended up going another way, as indicated by the logics-scripts-sensemaking
framework described above. My thinking needed a better conceptualization of the
dynamics and continuity between the structure and the interaction level, logics and
sensemaking. The concepts ‘identity’, ‘role’ and ‘practice’ were important

elements in my preliminary understanding of what was going on in the case but
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the concepts turned out to by difficult to apply in the research design. Also the
‘dynamics of contradicting logics’ and ‘cognitive ambiguity’ (a parallel is
‘epistemic stress’, Hallet, 2010) have much to commend them as tools of
understanding. However, at the end of the day I ended up settling for the in some
ways less daring ‘logics-script-sensemaking’ scheme, because it offers a better
way of analyzing data parallel to the very operational suggestions of Barley &
Tolbert (1997). The Barley & Tolbert (1997) framework, already in part applied in
Barley (1986), is by no means a mainstream approach. The paper is one of the few
early voices in the neo-institutionalist tradition, which directly and in a very
concrete way addresses the way structure is encoded, enacted and revised by
conscious acts at the interaction level (see however also Zucker, 1977, 1991). 1
find that it provides a number of excellent suggestions on how to study the mutual
influence of actors and organization/environment, and accordingly will apply
many of the ideas as the main research design of the dissertation. In the following
I will develop the model institutionalization and structuration model of Barley &
Tolbert (1997) in order to pave the way for my final research framework based on

an adaption of this model.

The institutionalization-structuration model of Barley &
Tolbert

Barley & Tolbert (1997), develop a combined interpretive and structural
approach (as also proposed by Stryker (1980) in his ‘structural version’ of
symbolic interactionism). Barley & Tolbert (1997) take their theoretical point of
departure in the ambition of not only using institutions as constraints but also
explaining how institutions are created, maintained and changed in the way actors
actively make use of them (ibid, p. 94). In this way, they arguably anticipate the
recent discussion of ‘institutional work’ (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). The idea,
that the creation, maintenance and disruption of institutions are a continual

everyday processes that actors undertake by doing ‘institutional work’.
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As noted, Barley & Tolbert (1997; Barley, 1986) explicitly apply the
structuration concept developed by Giddens (1984) in which he describes structure
and agency as mutually constituting each other. They state that they think
institutionalization and structuration are covering more or less the same
phenomena and processes (Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p. 100). In their description,
de-institutionalization and institutionalization goes both ways (ibid.) and
moreover, they separate institutions from actions and locate institutions temporally
before action (ibid, p. 102). They state that while this may not be so ontologically
—1i.e. structure and action may be ‘nested’ or integrated in practice - it makes sense
to make an epistemological or analytical distinction in order to track the way

everyday interpretation and action interplay with the specific institutional

framework.
Institutional
Realm
a d a I d
Institutional Institutional
frames frames
Scripts at T1 Scripts at T2
Realm of
b l c b l c interaction

Key: a=encode, b = enact, ¢ = replicate or revise d = externalize and objectify

Figure 7 Barley & Tolbert’s model of institutionalization( Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p. 101)

In the sequence of the model of Barley & Tolbert (1997), Figure 7, the first
step is the encoding of scripts. In the context of the study used as an example, this
means identifying the ways in which the management scripts are encoded in the

organization. The idea of ‘encoding’ implies an individual internalization of
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scripts which normally are part of socialization in the organization. Enactment of
scripts is the most straightforward to discuss and observe because performance is
accessible to the researcher. Indirectly, it is also possible to obtain accounts from
the actors who perform the scripts even though it is necessary to be critical of
these accounts (Barley, 1986). The replication and revision processes is whether a
script is accepted and repeated or whether is re-interpreted and changed in a
revision process. Externalization and objectification processes are the processes in
which input from the interaction level become visible and influential on the

organizational, field or societal level.

Scripts as links between logics and sensemaking

From these fundamental conceptions Barley and Tolbert (1997) designed a
pragmatic and generic, model to study institutionalization using scripts as the
concept that carries ‘institutional content’ between realms. Scripts are, according
to the authors; “observable, recurrent activities and patterns of interaction
characteristic of a particular setting’. Scripts encode the social logic of what
Goffman (1983) called ‘an interaction order’” (ibid., p. 98, emphasis in original).
The scripts are introduced, maintained and developed in a sequence of what I
fundamentally see as a sensemaking process (Weick, 1995); encoding of scripts,
enactment of scripts, replication and revision and finally objectification and
externalization of scripts (Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p. 101-102).

Scripted behavior (and knowledge), in their view, is one of the key elements
in institutional (or interaction) order. In their view ‘scripts’ are not merely
symbolic representations of behavior (mental or in artifacts like a written standard
procedure), but they describe the actual (observable) way behavior is structured in
practices, roles etc. in the common understanding of the actors (ibid. p. 98).
Scripted behavior becomes the mediating entity between actors and institutions
through a process where scripts are ‘encoded’, ‘enacted’, ‘replicated or revised’

and ‘externalized’ or ’objectified’.
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The cognitive psychologist Robert Abelson (1981) defines ‘scripts’ as

113

follows: “...a script is hypothesized cognitive structures that when activated
organizes comprehension of event-based situations” (ibid., p. 717). The scripts are
thus on the one hand a way of understanding a sequence of events. Abelson goes
on to specify the behavioral aspects of scripts: “In its weak sense, it is a bundle of
inferences about the potential occurrence of a set of events (...). In its strong
sense, it involves expectations about the order as well as the occurrence of events
(ibid., emphasis added). The notion that scripts can be weak or strong is useful
when analyzing changing scripts. A weak script may be a script that is not fully
institutionalized or a script can be weaker or stronger in different contexts
(Zucker, 1977).

A similar concept, cognitive ‘scheme’, is preferred by Thornton et al.(2012,
see also reviews of related concepts by DiMaggio, 1997; Gioia & Poole, 1984;
Abelson, 1981). They see, however, ‘script’ as a kind of scheme: “Scripts in
particular guide expectations of behavior by helping individuals resolve
ambiguities, draw inferences, and guide evaluations (Thornton et al., 2012, p.
23).” This view of the ‘script’ concept is more cognitive (like the definition of
Abelsson (1981) above) than the ‘scripts’ concept of Barley & Tolbert (1997).
However, they go on to say that these differing views can be reconciled by
recognizing that individual scripts are invoked by socially interacted scripts and
that socially interacted scripts are stored as cognitive scripts in individual memory
(Thornton et al., 2012). In this context, I take the view that scripts are both
cognitive and behavi