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Abstract

This dissertation was motivated by developments in the field of Dutch outbound tour
operations — begun in the 1980s and still ongoing — toward more sustainable forms
of tourism. Of these, different codes of conduct, ecolabels and hallmarks,
particularly, offer a unique context in which to study individuals and organizations
working for change in vivo and in situ. To achieve this goal, this dissertation draws
on rich data from multiple sources to identify which actors have been central to this
change process and what role has been played within it by business-interest
organizations. In so doing, it integrates and extends existing perspectives on
institutional entrepreneurship in institutional theory. Specifically, it challenges the
literature’s portrayal of institutional entrepreneurs as heroes by showing the
distributed character of institutional entrepreneurship. In fact, this dynamic
resembles a social movement in which field-level actors like trade associations can
be goaded into institutional entrepreneurship. Hence, this dissertation moves beyond
the framework of heroes and winners in institutional change to argue that institutional
entrepreneurship can best be considered a portfolio of roles performed by different
actors over time.
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PART 1

Setting off






1. Introduction

1.1 Problem statement

This thesis falls into the realm of theory-building in that it aims at contributing to
institutional theory in general and institutional entrepreneurship theory in particular.
Institutional theory in organization science studies the relationship between
organizations and institutions. It views institutions as made up of “regulative,
normative and cultural-cognitive elements that, together with associated activities
and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2008:48).
Organizations are embedded in organizational fields, defined as “a community of
organizations that partakes of a common meaning system and whose participants
interact more frequently and fatefully with one another than with actors outside the
field” (Scott, 1994:207-208). However, whereas institutional theory traditionally
studied how institutions shape organizational behavior in such fields (e.g., DiMaggio
& Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), recent developments in this theory focus on
the question of how organizational life creates, modifies, disrupts and maintains
institutions (Dacin et al., 2002; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006).

One central concept of institutional theory is that of the ‘institutional
entrepreneur,” introduced to call attention to agentic behavior within this theoretical
framework (DiMaggio, 1988). It is defined as “organized actors with sufficient
resources that see in new institutions an opportunity to realize interests that they
value highly” (ibid.:14). The concept of institutional entrepreneur is related to
institutional entrepreneurship, defined as “the activities of actors who have an
interest in particular institutional arrangements and who leverage resources to create
new institutions or to transform existing ones” (Maguire, Hardy, & Lawrence,
2004:657).

Empirical accounts of institutional entrepreneurship have shown that the role of
institutional entrepreneur is performed by both individual (e.g., Fligstein, 1997;
Maguire et al., 2004; Mutch, 2007) and organizational actors (e.g., Déjean, Gond, &
Leca, 2004; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006). Studies have also identified a variety of
activities produced by such actors, including defining membership identity and
standardizing practices (Lawrence, 1999), providing discursive arguments for
proposed changes (Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002; Maguire et al., 2004;
Munir & Phillips, 2005; Zilber, 2007), building and maintaining coalitions (Garud,
Jain, & Kumaraswamy, 2002; Lawrence, Hardy, & Phillips, 2002; Wijen & Ansari,
2007) and engaging in political activities such as negotiating and bargaining
(Fligstein, 1997; Maguire et al., 2004). Finally, scholars have examined the enabling
and constraining conditions under which actors adopt the role of institutional
entrepreneur, including their social network position (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006;
Leblebici, Salancik, Copay, & King, 1991), status (Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2003) and
career path (Battilana, 2006). Also important in enabling actors to deploy agency are
the conditions of an organizational field (Dorado, 2005; Fligstein, 1997). For
instance, institutional entrepreneurship has been studied in mature (Greenwood et



al. 2002; Greenwood & Suddany, 2006) and emerging organizational fields (Déjean
et al., 2004; Maguire et al., 2004).

Although previous studies on institutional entrepreneurship have provided useful
insights into how institutional change occurs through agentic behavior, our
understanding of institutional entrepreneurship remains limited. First of all, most
research is oriented toward the dyadic relationship between a successfully
institutionalized change project and the individual actors assumed to have been
critical in this process (e.g., Fligstein & Mara-Drita, 1996; Lawrence & Phillips, 2004).
Consequently, institutional entrepreneurs are portrayed as ‘heroic’ actors able to
bring about field-level change autonomously (Hardy & Maguire, 2008). This imagery
is over-simplified as it overlooks the types of institutional entrepreneurship that can
be distributed across actors, actions, space and time (Garud & Karnoe, 2003;
Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007; Quack, 2007). Second, by solely focusing on successful
change projects, the literature has tended to overlook the fact that attempts at
institutional change may fail (exceptions include Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Rao
& Giorgi, 2006) and thus risks building a theory on agency within institutional change
based on a sample with bias toward only successful institutional entrepreneurs.

1.2 Research goal and questions

There is thus reason to believe that the concept of institutional entrepreneur is more
dynamic and complex than it has been portrayed in the literature so far. Specifically,
the multiplicity and temporality of actors engaged in the creation and transformation
of institutions has not yet been fully appreciated. Hence this thesis seeks to re-
examine the hero portrayal of institutional entrepreneurs through a fine-grained
analysis of actors engaged in institutional entrepreneurship over time in a mature
organizational field. As part of this explorative research process, this thesis aims to
develop a model that integrates and extends existing insights into the role of actors
in the creation and modification of institutions over time. To do so, it draws on the
process perspective in organization science (Mohr, 1982; Ring & van de Ven, 1994;
van de Ven & Poole, 1990), and defines institutional entrepreneurship as follows
(see Figure 1-1):

The sequence of different types of events as manifestations of actions
produced by individual and organizational actors, which potentially
contribute to the creation of new institutions or the transformation of
existing ones in an organizational field.
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Figure 1-1 A process approach to institutional entrepreneurship
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Based on the above, the research problem of this thesis is framed in terms of the
following question:

How does institutional entrepreneurship in a mature organizational field
unfold over time?

Answering this research question, however, calls for more than just a comprehensive
study of the events produced by actors in order to develop, spread and implement
new institutions. It must also seek to explain how and why the transformation
process “got from point a to point b to point ¢ on the timeline” (Poole, van de Ven,
Dooley, & Holmes, 2000:13). Hence, the transformation of the mature organizational
field under study is addressed through two separate but closely related studies, one
that asks which actors are engaged in institutional entrepreneurship over time, and a
second that examines the nature of and reasons for such engagement in institutional
entrepreneurship by singling out one particular organization, that is a business-
interest organization. Combined, these studies constitute a fine-grained analysis of
how actors have worked for change in the mature organizational field under study
and how and why a trade association responded to these calls for change. Each
study is underlain by the specific research questions outlined below.

1.2.1  Who is engaged in institutional entrepreneurship over time?

One major challenge to the emergent theory of institutional entrepreneurship is
understanding how actors can develop practices that deviate from an existing
institutional order. After all, this institutional order simultaneously constrains and
conditions their scope of action. One resolution to this ‘paradox of embedded
agency’ (Beckert, 1999; Holm, 1995; Seo & Creed, 2002) is to view institutional
entrepreneurship as distributed across actors (Garud, Hardy, & Maguire, 2007).
However, whereas the notion of distributed agency is not new (e.g., Bijker, 1987;



Garud & Karnoe, 2003), there is little research that systematically traces the
multiplicity of actors engaged in institutional entrepreneurship over time.

One primary reason for this paucity is that such investigation poses a
challenging task methodologically. To use Hargrave and Van de Ven’s (2006)
metaphor of an optical lens, it requires that the research both ‘zooms out’ on the
actors engaged in processes of change in an organizational field and ‘zooms in’ on
the various actors working at different moments in time as institutional entrepreneurs
in this field. Such a multilevel approach to institutional entrepreneurship is rare
because most scholars only single out one particular actor performing the role of
institutional entrepreneur. In addition, the literature offers few operational definitions
of institutional entrepreneurs that help differentiate the institutional entrepreneur from
the many other actors engaged in a change process. Instead, most scholars simply
state that this or that actor is the institutional entrepreneur, usually because this
actor is assumed to play a significant role in producing a successful change project
(e.g., Lawrence & Phillips, 2004; Leca & Naccache, 2006; Munir & Phillips, 2005).

Thus, exploring the distributed character of institutional entrepreneurship
requires the development of a methodology that captures the multiplicity of actors
engaged in institutional change processes and that teases out the various activities
they under-take at different points in time. Hence, the first subquestion for this study
is: Who is engaged in institutional entrepreneurship over time?

1.2.2 How and why do business-interest organizations engage in institutional
entrepreneurship?

Business-interest organizations like trade organizations and professional
associations play a pivotal role in organizational fields (Scott, 2008; Washington,
2004). More specifically, when they possess authority and legitimacy, they define the
rules of membership and the standards of practice (Lawrence, 1999) and facilitate
the social construction of what is considered socially desirable and appropriate in a
given field (Galvin, 2002).

Hence, it is reasonable to expect that trade and professional associations play
some type of role in institutional entrepreneurship as it has been characterized as a
collective, distributed activity in the previous section. Yet, although empirical studies
support this notion (Greenwood et al., 2002; Lounsbury & Crumley, 2007; Patterson,
2006; Vermeulen, Blch, & Greenwood, 2007), such a role has been undertheorized
in studies of institutional entrepreneurship (Greenwood et al., 2002; Munir, 2005).

This weakness may be remedied by studying business-interest organizations
that seemingly promise ready identification of the mechanisms underpinning
institutional entrepreneurship. As Lounsbury and Crumley (2007:1006) point out,
“giving field- and organization-level actors equal billing” facilitates the emergence of
“a more distributed notion of institutional entrepreneurship.” Therefore, the second
study takes business-interest organizations as the reference organization (van de
Ven & Poole, 2002) and asks the following question: How and why do business-
interest organizations engage in institutional entrepreneurship?



1.3 Empirical context

This thesis deals specifically with the Dutch field of outbound tour operations, which
can be characterized as a mature organizational field for its shared practices and
norms in developing and marketing outbound holidays and the configuration of
central and peripheral players in the field. Outbound tour operators buy travel,
accommodation, and leisure activities from different suppliers and sell them to
consumers as newly branded holiday packages. They thus hold an intermediary
position in the global tourism supply chain. In recent decades, however, the tour
operating industry has been struggling with issues of corporate social responsibility
(e.g., Cavlek, 2002; Lawrence, Wickins, & Phillips, 1997; Miller, 2001), including the
impact of tourism on natural and cultural beauty, the role of tourism in climate
change and the position of local communities in tourism development in developing
countries. Hence, tour operators have been working increasingly on sustainable
tourism (e.g., Budeanu, 2005; Budeanu, 2007; Font, Tapper, Schwartz, & Kornilaki,
2008). Following a brief introduction to the concept of sustainable tourism, this
section continues to argue why the setting of the Dutch outbound tour operations
field was chosen to explore the distributed and temporal characteristics of
institutional entrepreneurship.

1.3.1 The concept of sustainable tourism

According to the 2008 statistics of the World Travel and Tourism Council, global
travel and tourism accounts for almost 10% of the world’s gross domestic product
(GDP), a figure that is expected to continue growing (WTTC, 2008). However,
tourism not only generates jobs and wealth. It also causes environmental,
sociocultural, economic and political problems in holiday destinations (e.g., van Wijk,
2000) and contributes to global environmental problems including climate change
(Gossling, 2002).

Given the adverse impacts of tourism, there is now wide recognition of the need
for sustainable development in tourism. In the 1990s, the issue of sustainable
tourism — which is “a positive approach intended to reduce the tensions and frictions
created by the complex interactions between the tourism industry, visitors, the
environment and the communities which are host to holiday makers...an approach
which involves working for the long-term viability and quality of both natural and
human resources” (Bramwell & Lane, 1993:2) — came to the fore and eventually
redirected the discourse and practices in the tourism industry. How it did so is less
clear.

After all, conceptualizations of sustainable tourism are numerous and include
ecotourism, responsible tourism, environmentally friendly tourism, fair trade tourism,
pro-poor tourism and cultural tourism. Moreover, the concept of sustainable tourism
is highly contested as being multidimensional, normative and nonoperational
(Saarinen, 2006; Liu, 2003). Hardy, Beeten, and Pearson (2002) argue that the
concept has focused too much on economic and environmental issues rather than
local community issues. In addition, whereas tourism contributes to global



environmental problems (Gdssling, 2002), the sustainable tourism concept has been
linked primarily to impacts at the local level.

Nevertheless, the concept has enabled stakeholders in the tourism industry to
engage in deliberations on tourism’s impacts (Saarinen, 2006). The United Nations
World Tourism Organization (UNWTQO) embraced such participatory process among
stakeholders in its 2004 definition of sustainable tourism. From this perspective,
sustainable tourism is defined as guaranteeing the industry’s long-term sustainability
through environmentally, economically and socioculturally sound practices in both
mass tourism and the various niche tourism segments. Accordingly, on its Web site,
the UNWTO emphasizes the importance of environmental protection, nature
conservation and biodiversity; respect for the sociocultural authenticity of host
communities; and viable, long-term economic operations that provide socioeconomic
benefits to all stakeholders in this development. It also argues that the realization of
sustainable tourism requires the informed participation of all relevant stakeholders,
strong political leadership, monitoring of impacts and a high level of tourist
satisfaction.

1.3.2 The Dutch field of outbound tour operations

The change process toward sustainability in the Dutch field of outbound tour
operations began in the 1980s and is still ongoing. Indeed, increasing numbers of
tour operators are adopting sustainability as part of their business strategy and daily
operations; for instance, by including visits to national parks and development
projects in their itineraries and offering consumers the opportunity to offset their
carbon emissions. It was for the pressures underlying the emergence and adoption
of such corporate norms and practices that tour operators were chosen for this
study. That is, given the different hallmarks and eco-labels proposed since the early
1980s to promote more sustainable forms of tourism (e.g., Beckers & Jansen, 1999;
Hilferink, 2001), it is highly likely that this context involves institutional
entrepreneurship. The broad conceptualization of institutional entrepreneurship holds
promise for capturing the wide range of actors engaged in developing corporate
norms and practices on sustainability in the tourism field.

In addition, the change process is still under way. Not only are some practices
still in the institutionalization process (van der Duim & van Marwijk, 2006); they are
also actively debated at conferences and meetings. The concept of organizational
field allows studying noncompetitive relations between firms and such actors as
governmental bodies and NGOs, both of which play a particularly relevant role in a
field’s transition toward sustainability (e.g., Hoffman, 1997). Most notable, viewing
organizational fields as relational spaces (Wooten & Hoffman, 2008) makes it
possible to study distinct organizations’ engagement with one another, for instance
at conferences and workshop meetings, while they make sense of the sustainability
issue. Thus, this field offers a valuable opportunity to examine actors working for
change in vivo and in situ.

Lastly, VRO/ANVR, the Dutch trade association of tour operators, has played a
significant role in the entire change process. In the beginning, the association took



the view that tour operators were to inform their customers of the potential negative
impacts of holidays and monitor the quality of holiday destinations. By 2003,
however, the association introduced an obligatory environmental management tool
by which individual tour operators were held accountable. The introduction of this
scheme was all the more salient given that most member tour operators strongly
opposed it (van Marwijk & van der Duim, 2004). Hence, overall, this setting promised
a rich context for empirical study on the role of agency in institutional change.

1.4 Outline of the book

This chapter briefly introduced the research aim and questions that underlie the
present thesis. To address the hero-portrayal of institutional entrepreneurs found in
most studies of institutional entrepreneurship, this thesis explores which actors have
been engaged in the change process toward sustainability in the Dutch outbound
tour operations field and what in particular has been the role played by the trade
association of ANVR tour operators. Chapter 2 continues this introduction by
highlighting the theoretical lens of institutional entrepreneurship theory. A detailed
discussion of methods to construct the case history of the Dutch outbound tour
operations field (Chapter 3) and the case history itself follow (Chapter 4). Chapters 5
and 6 directly address the research questions of this thesis and thus constitute the
analytical chapters. These two chapters differ from the other chapters in their
organization, as they are set up as separate, sectionally structured academic papers
(including an introduction, theoretical framework, methodological considerations,
findings, discussion, and conclusion). These chapters are currently (Spring 2009)
under review for publication. Consequently, some overlap between these chapters
and other parts of this thesis is unavoidable. This is one unfortunate consequence of
the various obligations and demands posed on PhD students to date: to publish a
thesis, and to publish in academic journals. Finally, Chapter 7, by drawing on the
findings and discussions in Chapters 5 and 6 and pertinent literature, presents an
inductive model that integrates and extends existing insights regarding the role of
actors in institutional change. All in all, this thesis thus comprises four parts aimed at
building theory on institutional entrepreneurship. Following the first part in which the
theoretical background of this thesis is presented, the second part progresses to
construct the case history. The analysis of this case history follows in the third part,
and the fourth part is the conclusion. The specific content of these parts is outlined in
Figure 1-2 and briefly discussed below.

First, to provide an overview of the theoretical framework for this research, Chapter 2
reviews the body of literature on institutional entrepreneurship, details why the
concept of institutional entrepreneur was introduced into institutional theory and
discusses how the concept has been deployed in both theoretical and empirical
studies. Chapter 3 then provides insights into construction of the case history on
sustainable tourism in the Dutch outbound tour operations field. More specifically, it
introduces the field, maps out the arguments for choosing it as the empirical setting
and then outlines the research design, the data sources and the analyses on which



the historical case was built. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the
research reliability and validity. Chapter 4 provides a historical account of the change
process toward more sustainable forms of tourism. This rich and detailed case
history pays particular attention to the steps taken by the trade association
VRO/ANVR with respect to the sustainable tourism issue. The focus then shifts to an
analytical approach as Chapter 5 addresses the first research question in the
framework of institutional entrepreneurship theory. More specifically, drawing on a
novel process research strategy, it discusses who can be considered an institutional
entrepreneur in the change process toward sustainable tourism over time, and in
what form, to what degree and at which stage of the change process. Chapter 6 then
addresses the second research question by analyzing how and why the trade
association VRO/ANVR became involved in promoting sustainable tourism among its
members. This chapter concludes with a process model of institutional
entrepreneurship in mature organizational fields. To close, Chapter 7 summarizes
the study findings and proposes an integrative framework for institutional
entrepreneurship. It also explains how the present work contributes to current
understanding of institutional entrepreneurship, both theoretically and
methodologically, outlines the practical implications of the findings and proposes
promising avenues for future research.
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2. Theoretical background

2.1 Introduction

Because the analytical chapters of this book address particular facets of the
emergent theory on institutional entrepreneurship, this chapter gives an overview of
the theoretical framework by reviewing relevant literature. After clarifying the concept
of organizational field to explain why the institutional entrepreneur construct was
introduced into institutional theory, it examines the elements that make an actor an
institutional entrepreneur; namely, reflexive capacity, skills, actions and interests. It
then proposes a typology of institutional entrepreneurs based on two discriminating
variables: an actor’s intention to bring about change and its success in doing so. The
chapter concludes by echoing the major concerns voiced recently in the literature
about the very construct of institutional entrepreneur, critiques that will be addressed
in more detail in Chapters 5, 6 and 7.

2.2 Organizational fields

Central to institutional theory is the concept of organizational field, "those
organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a recognized area of institutional life:
key suppliers, resource and product consumers, regulatory agencies and other
organizations that produce similar services or products" (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983:143). Such a field may also be defined as “a community of organizations that
partakes of a common meaning system and whose participants interact more
frequently and fatefully with one another than with actors outside the field” (Scott,
1994:207-208). Thus, an organizational field is conceptualized as an industry
expanded with diverse organizations that are critical to industry performance (Scott,
2008). This conceptualization is perhaps most clearly expressed in the term ‘industry
fields’ (Galvin, Ventresca, & Hudson, 2005). For instance, the organizational field of
whale watching in Canada comprises whale watching operators, researchers,
government fishery departments, environmental non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), travel agencies and other tourism-related firms (Lawrence et al., 1997). This
illustrative example shows that organizational fields include both competitive
relations among firms and noncompetitive relations. Hoffman (1999) argues that field
members are those involved in a debate about a particular issue. Organizational
fields thus form around issues rather than technologies, products or services.

Hence, organizational fields have two components: a set of institutions
— including practices, meaning systems and regulations — and a set of organizations
that are related to one another (Lawrence & Phillips, 2004). Because these features
may vary between organizational fields, scholars talk of emerging fields (Déjean et
al., 2004; Maguire et al., 2004), mature fields (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006;
Greenwood et al., 2002), fragmented fields (D'Aunno, Succi, & Alexander, 2000) and
turbulent fields (Farjoun, 2002), whose different field conditions are elaborated in
Section 2.3.3.



The ways in which fields shape organizational life have long interested institutional
theorists, who propose that organizations within the same field experience coercive,
normative and mimetic pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Whereas coercive
pressures are exerted through external regulations, sanctions, lawsuits, political
lobbying, public opinion and protests, normative pressures stem from industry
standards, ‘best practices’ and the practical knowledge put forward by academics,
consultants, and trade and professional associations. In contrast, mimetic pressures
result from competitors setting the example for the industry (Hoffman, 1997). One
major premise of institutional theory is that organizations strive for social approval
and acceptance (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Meyer & Scott,
1983; Suchman, 1995); that is, they respond to the three pressures in a similar
fashion, resulting in interorganizational homogeneity.

This emphasis on isomorphism and stability, however, has led to criticism that
institutional theory pays scant attention to change processes (Brint & Karabel, 1991;
DiMaggio, 1988; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Hirsch & Lounsbury, 1997; Oliver,
1991; Seo & Creed, 2002). Thus, scholars have recently begun to examine how
change in organizational fields comes about (Dacin et al., 2002). Nevertheless, this
stream of inquiry is also characterized by a troubling dichotomy. Whereas some
scholars refer to exogenous shocks, ‘jolts’ or crises such as technological
breakthroughs, social upheaval or regulatory changes that set a field in motion
(Fligstein, 1991; Hoffman, 1999; Hoffman & Ocasio, 2001; Meyer, 1982), other
theorists refer to endogenous sources of change, referred to as institutional
entrepreneurship (e.g., Battilana, 2006; DiMaggio, 1988; Greenwood & Suddaby,
2006).

According to Munir (2005), such a dichotomy between exogenous and
endogenous sources of change overlooks the social constructivist roots of
institutional theory (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). That is, the meaning of jolts to the
field is socially constructed by actors who bring events to society’s notice, events
that Leca and Naccache (2006), in a departure from critical realism, argue are used
by institutional entrepreneurs in their quest for change. Thus, from this viewpoint,
institutional entrepreneurs are likely to be part of some process of institutional
change.

Within such a framework, institutional entrepreneurship can be defined as “the
activities of actors who have an interest in particular institutional arrangements and
who leverage resources to create new institutions or to transform existing ones”
(Maguire et al., 2004:657) and the actors engaged in such activities are called
‘institutional entrepreneurs’ (DiMaggio, 1988). It should be noted that by
conceptualizing these actors as active and inventive agents rather than passive
absorbers of institutional pressures, DiMaggio has put agency, interests and power
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back on institutional theory’s research agenda.' Moreover, this broadening of the
conceptual lens from institutional entrepreneur to institutional entrepreneurship
enables better understanding of (and places more emphasis on) the dynamics of
creating new or altering existing institutions. Hence, the following discussion of the
related literature uses institutional entrepreneurship as the theoretical lens through
which to explain the occurrence of institutional change in organizational fields.

2.3 Institutional entrepreneurs

Institutional entrepreneurs, defined as “organized actors with sufficient resources
who see in the creation of new institutions an opportunity to realize their interests”
(DiMaggio, 1988:14), play a pivotal role in creating new institutions or changing
existing ones. Scott (2008:98) defines institutional entrepreneurs as “people (or
organizations) who participate in the creation of new types of organizations or new
industries, tasks that require marshalling new technologies, designing new
organizational forms and routines, creating new supply chains and markets, and
gaining cognitive, normative and regulatory legitimacy.” According to Strang and
Sine (2002), institutional entrepreneurs can be categorized into three types: states
and professions that take the lead in transforming fields ‘from the top’; marginal
actors, newcomers, outsiders and underperformers; and collective agents who work
for change with a common interest. Somewhat similarly, Scott (2008) lists various
actors that have the ability to perform the role of institutional entrepreneur, including
nation-states, professions, trade and professional associations, corporate elites,
marginal players, social movements and ‘rank-and-file’ participants.

The diversity of these actors is supported by empirical accounts of institutional
entrepreneurship, which has also shown that they can be either individual (e.g.,
Fligstein, 1997; Maguire et al., 2004; Mutch, 2007) or organizational (e.g., Déjean et
al., 2004; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006). More specifically, institutional
entrepreneurs are to be found among authors (Phillips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2004),
activists (Lounsbury, Ventresca, & Hirsch, 2003; Maguire et al., 2004; Rao, 1998;
Rao, Morrill, & Zald, 2000), professionals (DiMaggio, 1991; Zilber, 2007), elite firms
(Garud et al., 2002; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Munir, 2005), peripheral firms
(Leblebici et al., 1991; Vermeulen et al., 2007), small business entrepreneurs (Anand
& Peterson, 2000; Lawrence & Phillips, 2004), organizational members (Zilber,
2002), governmental agents (Child, Lu, & Tsai, 2007; Fligstein, 2001a; Reay &

"In general, institutional theory can be divided into three streams of thought. The earliest and most
traditional was the ‘old institutionalism’ typified by Selznick (1949) and colleagues, which focused on
politics, conflicts and interests in local organizational life. Subsequently, there emerged a ‘new
institutionalism’ promoted by scholars like DiMaggio and Powell (1983, 1991) in which organizational
fields became the main level of analysis. However, new institutionalism, rather than addressing
change and diversity, emphasized stability and homogeneity through processes of institutional
isomorphism. Hence, out of attempts to synthesize old and new institutionalism (e.g., Greenwood &
Hinings, 1996; Lounsbury, 1997; Hirsch & Lounsbury, 1997), a third stream, ‘neo-institutionalism’,
emerged, which pays increased attention to human agency, interests and power as expressed in the
concept of the institutional entrepreneur.
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Hinings, 2005) and collaborators (Lawrence et al.,, 2002; Wijen & Ansari, 2007).
Nevertheless, even though each type of actor performs the role of institutional
entrepreneur in his or her own way, the literature suggests that institutional
entrepreneurs as actors share a number of commonalities: a reflexive capacity,
particular skills and different behavioral activities to pursue their interests.

2.3.1 Reflexive capacity

One major challenge in developing a theory of institutional entrepreneurship is
understanding how individual and organizational actors can work for change in an
institutional environment that simultaneously constrains and conditions their actions
(Battilana, 2006; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Leca & Naccache, 2006). This
challenge thus touches upon the classic sociological debate on structure and agency
(Giddens, 1984).

The general premise of institutional entrepreneurship theory is that actors can
overcome the 'paradox of embedded agency' (Beckert, 1999; Holm, 1995; Seo &
Creed, 2002) because of their capability “to take a reflective position towards
institutionalized practices and [to] envision alternative modes of getting things done”
(Beckert, 1999:786, emphasis in the original). Likewise, Emirbayer and Mische
(1998:984) contend that actors are “capable of distancing themselves (at least in
partial exploratory ways) from the schemas, habits, and traditions that constrain
social identities and institutions.” Drawing on critical realism, Leca and Naccache
(2006:644) also ascribe a reflexive capacity to actors, claiming that they are able to
“select skillfully the institutional logics, according to the context and to the interests
and values of the other actors whose support they seek.” Similarly, Mutch (2007)
uses the concept of ‘autonomous reflexivity’ — internal conversations in isolation from
others — to explain how actors may act as institutional entrepreneurs.

This reflexivity, the literature suggests, can be prompted by a variety of factors.
For instance, Seo and Creed (2002:231) propose that field-level contradictions may
engender an actor’s shift from an “unreflective and passive mode to a reflective and
active one.” At the same time, institutional scholars, drawing on social network
theory, argue that peripheral actors, who have been less infused with the dominant
logics of the field, are more likely to take a reflexive stance toward the institutional
order, while central organizations, being “more informed, continually socialized,
better advantaged, and thus more embedded and resistant to change” (Greenwood &
Suddaby, 2006:30) are less likely to take on the role of institutional entrepreneur.

In contrast, Greenwood and Suddaby (2006) show how, in the Canadian field of
professional business services, the elite Big Five accountancy firms have introduced
multidisciplinary practices. Specifically, combining insights from both dialectical and
social network theory, they suggest that actors who bridge fields become less
susceptible to pressures for isomorphism and are more likely to experience field-
level contradictions. That is, if motivated to change, elite firms are better able to
draw on their more heterogeneous set of relationships for ideas, legitimacy and other
resources with which to act on those contradictions. A similar argument put forward
by Boxembaum and Battilana (2005) suggests that individuals embedded in multiple
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fields, having been exposed to different logics and practices, are more likely to be
reflective toward the prevailing institutional arrangements. Likewise, in developing a
theory of institutional entrepreneurship at the individual level, Battilana (2006:666)
argues that individuals who occupy positions high on the organizational hierarchy or
switch jobs frequently are more likely to “distance [themselves] from the dominant
institutional arrangements and to make judgments about them.”

2.3.2 Skills

The literature also suggests that institutional entrepreneurs’ skills set them apart
from other actors in the organizational field. For instance, Fligstein (1997) argues
that socially skillful actors, able to induce cooperation among field constituents
through the provision of common meanings and identities, are better at producing
desired changes. Other authors (e.g., Garud et al., 2002; Maguire et al., 2004),
attribute to institutional entrepreneurs the political skills to negotiate, bargain and
engage in the horse trading necessary to sustain cooperation in an organizational
field. Likewise, Phillips et al. (2004:648) suggest that they are gifted with the
rhetorical skills to produce “convincing texts that become part of central and
enduring discourses in the field,” while Phillips and Tracey (2007) portray them as
opportunity seekers that must have the skills to identify both institutional and
commercial opportunities. Finally, Perkmann and Spicer (2007) conceptualize
institutional entrepreneurs as multiskilled actors who draw on political, analytical and
cultural skills. These skills are related to different tasks. In order to maintain
institutions, political skills like networking, bargaining and interest mediation are
deployed. When reflecting on dominant institutional arrangements and seeking
opportunities for change, actors draw on analytical skills. And cultural skills are
essential for framing issues in such a way that they connect with broader values and
normative attitudes and create common identities. Thus, Perkmann and Spicer
(2007) integrate the literature on skills and institutional entrepreneurship by
distinguishing skills per task in processes of institutional change.

2.3.3 Actions

To succeed, institutional entrepreneurs must mobilize “sufficient resources” around
their change project (DiMaggio, 1988:14). Yet, despite the relevance of resource
mobilization in institutional entrepreneurship, resources are little theorized in the
literature (Hardy & Maguire, 2008). Rather, most scholars mention resources only in
general terms like cognitive, social and material support (Dorado, 2005); symbolic
and material resources (Maguire et al., 2004); legitimacy, finances and personnel
(Rao et al., 2000); and political, financial, organizational (Greenwood & Suddaby,
2006) and discursive resources (Phillips et al., 2004; Zilber, 2007). The strategies
and tactics pursued by institutional entrepreneurs to garner support for their desired
change projects have, however, been much studied under the rubric of institutional
entrepreneurship. For Colomy (1998) in particular, studying institutional
entrepreneurs means studying the projects through which they advance their
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particular ideals and material interests; for example, how they acquire the resources,
power and legitimacy necessary to implement their project, and how they enlist
support for and defuse resistance against it.

Among the modes of action used by institutional entrepreneurs, the most studied
appears to be the discursive activities by which institutional entrepreneurs attempt to
enroll others in their change project. Such discourse not only provides common
meanings and identities (Fligstein, 1997), it also frames issues and problems so that
they connect to stakeholder routines and values (Maguire et al., 2004; Rao et al.,
2000), theorizes about solutions (Greenwood et al., 2002; Maguire et al., 2004) and
either deploys the cultural logics from the organizational field or imports logics from
other fields (Rao & Giorgi, 2006).

Hence, in developing a discursive theory of institutional entrepreneurship,
Munir and Phillips (2005) point to various discursive strategies used by institutional
entrepreneurs, including blurring the boundaries of the field, defining new roles for
field actors, and creating new institutions at the field level and altering existing ones.
Likewise, Phillips, Lawrence and Hardy (2004) propose that institutional
entrepreneurs can be successful when they draw on discourses from other fields or
society in general, produce texts that are readable and clear, and ensure that such
texts are noticed and consumed. This latter, however, can only be realized if the
texts are spread throughout the field and the author’s authority, legitimacy and
centrality are increased.

To build upon this notion of language as an influential tool (Green, 2004),
Suddaby and Greenwood (2005) explore the rhetoric by which institutional
entrepreneurs attempt to gain legitimacy for their desired change. Based on their
study of the contestation over multidisciplinary partnerships in the professional field
of accountancy, the authors suggest that institutional entrepreneurs draw on
contradictions in professional logics to legitimate their innovation and then align their
call for change with broader cultural templates. To Zilber (2007), on the other hand,
institutional entrepreneurship involves the telling of stories that frame past events
and cast actors in certain roles. Through such storytelling, institutional entrepreneurs
offer other field constituents a frame of reference of both the past and future.

Nevertheless, institutional entrepreneurs are not merely rhetoricians: to mobilize field
actors to cooperate and to sustain cooperation, they must also engage in political
activities (Garud et al., 2002; Maguire et al., 2004). Thus, bargaining and brokering,
allying, offering incentives and a diversity of ‘behind the scene’ actions may be
productive in convincing field actors that the institutional project is in their interest
(Fligstein, 1997). Likewise, these entrepreneurs can jumpstart change processes by
setting up collaborations, coalitions and alliances (Dorado, 2005; Lawrence et al.,
2002; Wijen & Ansari, 2007).

In other cases, however, institutional entrepreneurs may act more restrictively
by deciding on the definition and meaning of an institutional community‘s
membership rules and the establishment of technical, legal or market standards that
define the ‘normal’ processes involved in the production of some good or service
(Lawrence, 1999). Change in a field may also be imposed from the top by field
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reformers (Strang & Sine, 2002). For instance, Reay and Hinings (2005) show how
governmental interference changed the structure and logic of the health care system
in the province of Alberta, Canada.

Nonetheless, whether the calls for change are heard, resonate in the field and are
enacted depends on the existence of ‘political opportunities’ (Rao & Giorgi, 2006;
Rao et al., 2000) or for that matter macrolevel ‘cultural opportunities’ (Lawrence &
Phillips, 2004). Thus, Dorado (2005) speaks of ‘opportunity opaque, transparent or
hazy’ organizational fields. In addition, following Fligstein’s (1997) claim that
institutional entrepreneurship is contingent on the conditions of the organizational
field, researchers have studied institutional entrepreneurship in both mature
(Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Greenwood et al., 2002) and emergent organizational
fields (Déjean et al., 2004; Lawrence, 1999; Maguire et al., 2004), whose differences
are delineated in Table 2-1 based on several studies.?

Table 2-1 Mature versus emerging organizational fields

Mature field Emerging field
Field - Established, although implicitly - No clear boundaries yet; boundaries
boundary contested are permeable
- Stable and coherent - Shared values and norms and
Discourse common language still need to be
developed
- High level, structured and organized - No established patterns of social
Social interactions; relationships are fluid
interactions and vulnerable

- No coordinated action

- In place and functioning - Still need to be developed
Governance - Channels for communication and
structures diffusion are weak or still need to be
established
L. - Widely diffused and legitimate - Narrowly diffused and weakly
Institutions
entrenched
- Relatively homogeneous with a clear - Relatively heterogeneous with no
hierarchy of elite and peripheral actors clear leaders

Set of actors ) )
- Dominant actors control the economic

and cultural capital

2.3.4 Interests

Engagement in institutional entrepreneurship, however, requires more than sufficient
reflexivity to foresee opportunities for change and the skills and actions to exploit
these opportunities: actors must also be motivated to work for change (Greenwood &

2 This table is based on Greenwood et al. (2002); Maguire et al. (2004); Reay and Hinings (2005).
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Suddaby, 2006). Indeed, DiMaggio’s (1988) seminal definition suggests that such
motivation is the case when actors have an interest in creating an alternative
institutional order.

To Fligstein (2001b:113) institutional entrepreneurs are not narrowly self-
interested but rather focus on “the evolving collective ends.” Such ideologically
driven institutional entrepreneurs are exemplified by activists in the field of HIV/AIDS
treatment practices (Maguire et al., 2004), the chefs in the French nouvelle cuisine
movement (Rao et al., 2003), the organizations combating child labor in Pakistan
(Khan, Munir, & Willmott, 2007) and the individuals and organizations working
against climate change (Canan & Reichman, 2002; Wijen & Ansari, 2007). According
to Hinings, Greenwood, Reay, and Suddaby (2004), this type of institutional
entrepreneur — like the insurgents of social movement theory that attempt to improve
situations of grievance and disadvantage — is goaded by political considerations.

Colomy (1998:271), on the other hand, emphasizes that institutional
entrepreneurs are not “disinterested, altruistic agents of greater systemic
effectiveness or efficiency.” Rather, their institutional work is inseparable from their
own particular material and ideal interests. In the words of Greenwood and Suddaby
(2006:28), they are "interest-driven, aware and calculative." For instance, the Big
Five accountancy firms these authors studied saw the introduction of
multidisciplinary practices as an opportunity to sustain their economic performance
and growth rates (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006). Likewise, Munir (2005) illustrates
how Kodak acted strategically when its economic and technological dominance in the
photographic field was threatened. Specifically, Munir and Phillips (2005:1667) found
that “Kodak managed strategically to embody its interests in the evolving institutional
framework through carefully planned and executed discursive practices.” Somewhat
similarly, based on her study of the high-tech field in Israel, Zilber (2007) argues that
the stories about the end of the dot.com bubble were driven by vested interest in the
prevailing institutional order. Taken as a whole, these actors are seemingly
motivated by what Hinings et al. (2004) call technical considerations. That is, when
current practices are not effective in dealing with the conditions and challenges of
the field, agents develop alternative practices that challenge the existing institutional
order and associated interests.

2.4 A typology of institutional entrepreneurs

Whereas Section 2.3 presented several commonalities shared by institutional
entrepreneurs, this section identifies the primary discriminating variables among
institutional entrepreneurs and other field constituents. Most particularly, according
to the literature, institutional entrepreneurs differ from other actors in the field along
two dimensions: their intention to bring about institutional change and the
consequences of their actions to organizational fields (see Table 2-2). Actors for
whom these two observations do not hold, in contrast, can be thought of as ordinary
members of the field who reproduce its taken-for-granted norms and practices (the
lower-right quadrant in Table 2-2).
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Yet, as Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) point out, the reproduction of institutions
requires agency. Thus, under the rubric of ‘institutional work,”? these authors list a
range of activities purposively produced by individuals and organizations to create,
disrupt and maintain institutions. Institutional work is hence to be viewed as
institutional entrepreneurship expanded by activities for institutional maintenance, a
view echoed by Hardy and Maguire’s (2008) suggestion that institutional
entrepreneurship might include activities to ensure the reproduction of institutions.
Following this line of thought, the actors in the lower-right quadrant in Table 2-2 can
be considered the institutional workers in the field. That is, they constitute a subset
of institutional entrepreneurs: actors who intentionally aim not to bring about
institutional change and whose efforts thus bring no institutional change.

Table 2-2 Typology of institutional entrepreneurs

Do this actor’s efforts bring about institutional

change?
Yes No
‘Successful’ institutional ‘Failed’ institutional

Does the actor intend Yes

entrepreneurs entrepreneurs

to bring about

. ce g 5 ‘Accidental’ institutional . o ,
institutional change? No Institutional workers

entrepreneurs

2.4.1 Intentions

An actor’s intention to bring about institutional change is strongly related to a
corresponding interest in changing the institutional order. For example, intention is
explicit in Beckert’'s (1999:789) suggestion that “routinized practices are selectively
and partially open to reflexivity, i.e. to intentionality and purposiveness” and in
Lawrence et al’s (2002:289) definition of institutional entrepreneurs as
“organizations wishing to effect change in institutional fields.” Greenwood and
Suddaby (2006:29) also attribute intentionality to institutional entrepreneurs by
defining them as “organized actors who envision new institutions as a means of
advancing interests they value highly yet which are suppressed by extant logics.”
Likewise, Dacin et al. (2002:47) conceive of institutional entrepreneurs as “agents of
legitimacy supporting the creation of institutions that they deem to be appropriate
and aligned with their interests.”

Nevertheless, other scholars suggest that the intention to work for institutional
change is not always a precondition for institutional entrepreneurial actions. As
Battilana (2006:657) puts it, “[ilndividuals may not be willing to change their
institutional environment, they may not even be aware of the fact that they are

% It should be noted that DiMaggio’s seminal work (1988:13) also mentions the concept of institutional
work, defining it as work “undertaken by actors with material and ideal interest in the persistence of
the institution.”
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contributing to changing their institutional environment; however, they may break
with the dominant institutional logic(s), and thereby act as institutional
entrepreneurs.” In a similar vein, Lawrence (1999:167-68) distinguishes between an
intended institutional strategy and an emergent unintentional strategy, “a pattern of
organizational action that affects or influences institutional structures while being
associated with some other intentions.” Scott (2008) also stresses that actors,
whether wittingly or not, are engaged in the reproduction and reconstruction of the
institutional arrangements, while Fligstein (2001b:113) emphasizes the emergent
nature of institutional entrepreneurship by arguing that entrepreneurs “keep their
goals somewhat open ended and they are prepared to take what the system will
give.” The nature of institutional entrepreneurship can thus be seen as “emergent,
contingent and reactive” (Lawrence & Phillips, 2004:705).

Empirical studies support these notions of emergence, contingency and
reactivity. For example, Leblebici et al. (1991) find that some marginal radio stations’
adoption of new formats for raising revenues eventually changed the business model
of the entire industry. Likewise, in a study of the emergence of the commercial whale
watching industry in Canada, Lawrence and Phillips (2004) show that the
entrepreneurial behavior of one individual can have significant institutional
consequences in creating a novel industry, albeit not because of the intention to
bring about institutional change. Thus, such individuals can be considered
‘accidental’ institutional entrepreneurs (cf. Aldrich & Kenworthy, 1999).

Finally, Quack (2007), drawing on Holm (1995), attempts to reconcile this issue
of intentionality in institutional entrepreneurship by arguing that unintended and
incidental actions aimed at solving practical problems intertwine with deliberate
institution-building activities.

2.4.2 Institutional consequences

The second discriminating variable between institutional entrepreneurs is the
success of an actor’s efforts in bringing about institutional change. Therefore, most
empirical studies of institutional entrepreneurship examine those actors that have
been successful in bringing about institutional change. For example, chefs in the
French field o