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1. Research focus: assimilation, blending and co-existence of institutional logics
A substantial portion of current institutional research discusses the relationship and interplay between different institutional logics. The discussion has moved beyond the assumption that the co-presence of different logics is a ‘special case’, leading towards a resolution where one logic will replace another. Instead, many studies are based upon the idea that different logics can co-exist over an extended period of time (for example Battilana/Dorado 2010; Glynn/Lounsbury 2005; Reay/Hinings 2009; Smets/Jarzabkowski 2013); moreover, “that organizations often, perhaps even typically, are compelled to simultaneously abide by different «rules of the game»” (Kodeih/Greenwood 2014: 7). This approach invites research on how agents negotiate prescriptions from multiple logics, and how these practices in turn affect the constellations of institutional logics (for an illustration of this recursive relationship see Lawrence et al. 2009: 7). 

In their elaborations on change in field-level institutional logics, Thornton, Ocasio and Lounsbury (2012: 164ff) develop a classification of different forms of change, including blending and assimilation. In logic blending, elements from different logics are combined into a new and distinct logic; in assimilation, elements of one logic are incorporated into another logic, with the effect of reinforcing this logic. As the authors point out, “the difference between blending and assimilation requires further theoretical elaboration” (Thornton et al. 2012: 166), as well as targeted empirical description. A focus on institutional work offers a fruitful perspective for advancing our understanding of these processes, since it refines the view on structure and agency by describing the relationship between the individual actors and those institutions that create the basis for their action, and in turn are the object of their institutional work (Lawrence et al. 2011: 55). This is where I hope to contribute to advancing institutional theory: Based on my observations of gender equality work in Austrian universities, I aim to refine the description and interpretation of the recursive interplay between institutional work and institutional logics, with a particular focus on processes of logic blending and assimilation.  

2. Context: the managerial university and equality work
Two developments in the Austrian higher education landscape are of particular relevance to my research. The first one is the shift towards what I will refer to as the “managerial university” (Lea 2011; Saravanamuthu/Filling 2004), advanced most drastically in the course of the 2002 reform of the University Act. It is however important to point out that, while managerialism is supported by legal regulations and has gained significance in the political higher education discourse (Kreissl et al. 2013), it is nevertheless a contested concept. Austrian universities represent a prototype of “institutional complexity” (Greenwood et al. 2011), being simultaneously shaped by at least three different institutional logics: The “managerial university”, the democratic “group university”, and the professorial “chair system” university (Pechar 2004). 

The second development is the continuous expansion of gender equality requirements towards universities, both in the shape of legally established structures and prescriptions, as well as through specific initiatives and programmes. It is particularly relevant that gender equality criteria have been integrated into core processes of organizational planning and evaluating. Against this background, studies on gender equality work in Austrian universities have identified a qualitative change, stating that “feminist bottom-up activism is vanishing as top-down managerial decision-making processes determine and predominate gender equality issues” (Bendl/Schmidt 2012: 490f; similar Auer/Welte 2007). Critical accounts highlight that, within this managerial framework, the focus of equality work is put on formal, visible and quantifiable procedures, in essence, on “body counting” (Alevsson/Billing 2002). The main concern is that this focus crowds out important cornerstones of feminist thinking, such as a processual understanding of gender and questioning of what is ‘male’ or ‘female’ (Wetterer 2009). 

3. Research question: the recursive relationship between logic constellations and institutional work
I take up these thoughts on equality work within the managerial university, aiming to move the discussion forward with the analytical tools offered by institutional theory, while at the same time contributing to theory development by refining the understanding of assimilation and blending of institutional logics. In formulating my research questions, I build on Giddens’ (1984) core thought of recursiveness. Structuration theory has been criticized for a very abstract definition of the duality of structure, which neither provides detailed tools for specifying the effect of different institutions on behavior (Thornton et al. 2012: 8; Barley/Tolbert 1997: 96), nor allows for theorizing on when either structure or agency will predominate (Battilana/D'Aunno 2009: 44). Nevertheless, it does offer an explicit understanding of the recursive relationship between structure and agency, which serves as a helpful beacon for questions of ‘grand theory’, while providing anchor points for more detailed concepts proposed by institutional analysis. 

Accordingly, I ask 1. how gender equality demands are accommodated in the complex constellation of institutional logics guiding universities, particularly the logic of the “managerial university”; and 2. how equality agents conceptualize and translate their equality agenda within this organizational context. In theoretical terms, I am interested in institutional logics, located in the realm of structure, and therefore conceptualized as both medium and outcome (Giddens 1984: 19) of institutional work, located in the realm of agency. My description of these institutional logics will focus particularly on the interplay between managerial and gender equality logics, concretely, on their co-existence, blending or assimilation (Thornton et al. 2012). 

My research approach furthermore builds on the institutional work discussion (Lawrence et al. 2009; 2011). I refer to the narrow definition of institutional work (Lawrence et al. 2009: 13), understanding it as both effortful and intentionally geared towards institutional maintenance or change. With the term ‘equality agents’, I therefore describe those actors in universities who are explicitly in charge of gender equality, women’s advancement, equal opportunities or similar areas, i.e. in charge of institutional equality work. Equality agents are a particularly interesting subject of analysis, because on the one hand they are part of the institutional dynamics in universities, and on the other hand their job description implies an analytical perspective on organizational structures (Ahmed 2012). A focus on agency makes it possible to theorize strategic practices of these individuals within their institutional contexts, and it implies the notion that human beings are the ones who act, strategize, avoid or conquer: that human agency is enabled and constrained, but not substituted by organizational and institutional frameworks. The focus on agency in institutional analysis, however, also involves the risk of conveying the image of a heroic individual who manages to break the chains of structural determinism: the institutional entrepreneur (for example Battilana et al. 2009), who is endowed with the special ability to defy the institutional orders that govern the masses. The concept of institutional work, however, describes a certain set of activities, rather than a certain kind of personality, and therefore offers a focus on agency that avoids this pitfall. 

4. [bookmark: _Toc246790794]Methodological approach: case studies 
I will apply an embedded case study research design (Yin 2003), analyzing the collected data – interviews and documents – with fine structure analysis as conceptualized by Froschauer and Lueger (2003). The primary unit of analysis is the equality agent, embedded in their respective university. Two universities have been selected on the basis of a first screening of management documents and self-representation of universities in Austria. A managerialist logic, in terms of explicit connections between means and purposes, as well as transparent planning and evaluation, is evident in the documents of both universities. There are, however, striking differences in terms of the rhetoric representation of gender equality aims and principles (in the documents extensively mainstreamed vs. absent). Across both universities, I will conduct focused interviews (Flick 2009: 149ff) with fifteen equality agents, representing members of specific committees, members of specific organizational units, and members from university leadership. The data basis for the analysis will consist on the one hand of these interviews, and on the other hand of university management documents. My analysis of the collected data will be guided by a hermeneutic approach and an openness in terms of defining categories (Froschauer/Lueger 2003). Nevertheless, the Y-axis elements of the inter-institutional system as presented by Thornton, Ocasio and Lounsbury (2012) will provide valuable guidance. 

5. Outcomes: organizational learning and social change
Beyond the immediate aims of my research – continuing the discussion of equality work in managerial universities, and contributing to the understanding of logic blending and assimilation – I see a relevance of this study in the wider context of organizational learning and social change. By organizational learning, I build on the elaborations of Argyris and Schön (1978), specifically single-loop and double-loop learning. These concepts refer to situations in which agents try to find solutions to organizational problems. In single-loop learning, they search for other means to achieve the same outcome; in double-loop learning, they reconsider their aims and deliberate on their values and norms, as well as on the social structures that create the framework for their aspirations. My study will comment on which form of organizational learning Austrian universities perform in the course of their implementation and integration of gender equality concerns. Considering the theme, gender equality, my research furthermore links with social movement studies. It will show which factors are relevant in deciding how organizations translate social movement concerns, in this case gender equality concerns, into their own policies and practices, and highlight the role and nuanced effects of agency, particularly in the shape of institutional work. A detailed analysis of the recursive interplay between institutional logics and institutional work will allow more differentiated conclusions on gender equality in universities, moving beyond both the fatalistic understanding that the feminist movement has been co-opted by for-profit interests, and the naïve affirmation of every aspect of universities’ equality policies and programmes as indicators for progress towards gender equality. 


References
[bookmark: _ENREF_1]Ahmed, Sara (2012): On Being Included. North Carolina, Duke University Press.

[bookmark: _ENREF_2]Alevsson, Mats/ Billing, Yvonne Due (2002): Beyond body-counting: a discussion of the social construction of gender at work. In: Aaltio, Iiris/ Mills, Albert J. (ed.): Gender, Identity and the Culture of Organizations. London, New York, Routledge. 72-91.

[bookmark: _ENREF_3]Argyris, Chris/ Schön, Donald A. (1978): Organizational learning: a theory of action perspective. Reading Massachusetts, Addison-Wesley Co.

[bookmark: _ENREF_4]Auer, Manfred/ Welte, Heike (2007): Social positioning of equal opportunity actors in Austria. In: Equal Opportunities International 26/8. 778-801.

[bookmark: _ENREF_5]Barley, Stephen R./ Tolbert, Pamela S. (1997): Institutionalization and Structuration: Studying the Links between Action and Institution. In: Organization Studies 18/1. 93-117.

[bookmark: _ENREF_6]Battilana, Julie/ D'Aunno, Thomas (2009): Institutional work and the paradox of embedded agency. In: Lawrence, Thomas/ Suddaby, Roy/ Leca, Bernard (ed.): Institutional Work: Actors and Agency in Institutional Studies of Organizations. New York, Camebridge University Press. 31-58.

[bookmark: _ENREF_7]Battilana, Julie/ Leca, Bernard/ Boxenbaum, Eva (2009): How Actors Change Institutions: Towards a Theory of Institutional Entrepreneurship. In: The Academy of Management Annals 3/1. 65-107.

[bookmark: _ENREF_8]Battilana, Julie/ Dorado, Silvia (2010): Building Sustainable Hybrid Organizations: The Case of Commercial Microfinance Organizations. In: Academy of Management Journal 53/6. 1419-1440.

[bookmark: _ENREF_9]Bendl, Regine/ Schmidt, Angelika (2012): Revisiting feminist activism at managerial universities. In: Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International Journal 31/5/6. 484-505.

[bookmark: _ENREF_10]Flick, Uwe (2009): An Introduction to qualitative research. London, SAGE.

[bookmark: _ENREF_11]Froschauer, Ulrike/ Lueger, Manfred (2003): Das qualitative Interview: zur Praxis interpretativer Analyse sozialer Systeme. Wien, WUV.

[bookmark: _ENREF_12]Giddens, Anthony (1984): The constitution of society: outline of the theory of structuration. Berkeley, University of California Press.

[bookmark: _ENREF_13]Glynn, Mary Ann/ Lounsbury, Michael (2005): From the Critics’ Corner: Logic Blending, Discursive Change and Authenticity in a Cultural Production System. In: Journal of Management Studies 42/5. 1031-1054.

[bookmark: _ENREF_14]Greenwood, Royston/ Raynard, Mia/ Kodeih, Farah/ Micelotta, Evelyn R./ Lounsbury, Michael (2011): Institutional Complexity and Organizational Responses. In: The Academy of Management Annals 5/1. 317-371.

[bookmark: _ENREF_15]Kodeih, Farah/ Greenwood, Royston (2014): Responding to Institutional Complexity: The Role of Identity. In: Organization Studies 35/1. 7-39.

[bookmark: _ENREF_16]Kreissl, Katharina/ Striedinger, Angelika/ Sauer, Birgit/ Hofbauer, Johanna (2013): Gleichstellung in der unternehmerischen Hochschule? Diskursive Verschiebungen in der hochschulpolitischen Landschaft Österreichs. In: Kubicek, Bettina/ Weber, Lena/ Binder, Christina/ Rozwandowicz, Anja (ed.): Geschlechtergerechtigkeit und Geschlechterwissen in der (unternehmerischen) Hochschule. Münster, Westfälisches Dampfboot. 

[bookmark: _ENREF_17]Lawrence, Thomas/ Suddaby, Roy/ Leca, Bernard (2009): Institutional work: actors and agency in institutional studies of organizations. Cambridge, New York, Cambridge University Press.

[bookmark: _ENREF_18]Lawrence, Thomas/ Suddaby, Roy/ Leca, Bernard (2011): Institutional Work: Refocusing Institutional Studies of Organization. In: Journal of Management Inquiry 20/1. 52-58.

[bookmark: _ENREF_19]Lea, David R. (2011): The Managerial University and the Decline of Modern Thought. In: Educational Philosophy and Theory 43/8. 816-837.

[bookmark: _ENREF_20]Pechar, Hans (2004): The Changing Academic Workplace: From Civil Servants to Private Employees. Country Report Austria. In: Enders, Jürgen/ De Weert, Egbert (ed.): The International Attractiveness of the Academic Workplace in Europe. Frankfurt am Main, GEW. 32-51.

[bookmark: _ENREF_21]Reay, Trish/ Hinings, Bob (2009): Managing the Rivalry of Competing Institutional Logics. In: Organization Studies 30/6. 629-652.

[bookmark: _ENREF_22]Saravanamuthu, Kala/ Filling, Steven (2004): A critical response to managerialism in the Academy. In: Critical Perspectives on Accounting 15. 437-452.

[bookmark: _ENREF_23]Smets, Michael/ Jarzabkowski, Paula (2013): Reconstructing institutional complexity in practice: A relational model of institutional work and complexity. In: Human Relations 66/10. 1279-1309.

[bookmark: _ENREF_24]Thornton, Patricia H. / Ocasio, William / Lounsbury, Michael (2012): The institutional logics perspective: a new approach to culture, structure, and process. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

[bookmark: _ENREF_25]Wetterer, Angelika (2009): Gleichstellungspolitik im Spannungsfeld unterschiedlicher Spielarten von Geschlechterwissen. Eine wissenssoziologische Rekonstruktion. In: GENDER Zeitschrift für Geschlecht, Kultur und Gesellschaft 1/2. 45-60.

[bookmark: _ENREF_26]Yin, Robert K. (2003): Case study research: design and methods. Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications.





1


ot Ot nin e
P

Equalty Workinthe Marageria Univerity

e e e o g o e 01 sy
et o et e et i e

e ittt oo et o e b

P ————————




